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INTRODUCTION

n 2011, Public Law 90 (PL-90; Ind. Code 20-

28-11.5,2011) established new requirements

for Indiana teacher evaluations including
required annual evaluations for all teachers,
post-evaluation conferences, linking student
growth and performance data to evaluations, and
sanctions for consistent negative evaluations.
Under the new requirements, every teacher is
assigned a rating on a four-point scale, ranging
from ineffective (1), improvement necessary (2),
effective (3), to highly effective (4). The law states
that components of the evaluation include both
classroom observations and “objective measures
of student achievement and growth,” such as
scores on statewide standardized tests or local
assessments (Ind. Code 20-28-11.5-4(c)(2)). It
also states that “a teacher who negatively affects
student achievement and growth” may not receive
a rating of highly effective (4) or effective (3) (Ind.
Code 20-28-11.5-4(6)). Teachers who receive
ratings of “improvement necessary” (2) or

KEY FINDINGS:

o Faculty members agreed that the new
evaluation requirements could bring needed
changes to teacher evaluation processes within
Indiana, including increased rigor and
accountability.

o Changes to Indiana’s teacher evaluation law
have spurred education leadership faculty
to heighten their focus on evaluation theory
and various evaluation rubrics within their
courses.

o Communication regarding teacher evaluation

curricula changes varied considerably among
institutions, with some faculty members
reporting that decisions related to curricular
changes were made on an individual basis.

o Faculty members were concerned that

principals may experience difficulty with fully
implementing new evaluation requirements
due to lack of time and inadequate knowledge
of how to incorporate data-based decisions.

DESCRIPTION OF PL-90

Signed into law in 2011, Indiana’s Public Law 90 establishes policies and procedures for teacher evaluation
including annual evaluation of all teachers on a four-point scale, ranging from ineffective (1) to highly effective
(4). Ratings are based on student growth and/or performance as well as classroom observations, conducted
using a detailed rubric that may be selected or designed by each individual school district. School or district
administrators conduct the evaluations and should receive training on evaluation processes, but the law does
not mandate a certification to perform teacher evaluation. Related legislation (IC 20-28-6-7.5 and IC 20-28-6-8)
ties evaluation results to teacher compensation and promotion.
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“ineffective” (1) must work with their evaluators
to develop and implement remediation plans
(Ind. Code 20-28-11.5-6(b)). Furthermore, the
law specifies that students should not be
instructed for two consecutive years by teachers
who have been rated as ineffective, and if this ban
is not possible, parents must be notified.

While the law broadly outlines these require-
ments for evaluating teachers, Indiana PL-90 does
not mandate a specific teacher evaluation model;
instead, it allows local choice or development of
an evaluation model. The Indiana Department of
Education (IDOE) has developed a model
evaluation rubric (“RISE”!) and modification
guidelines that districts may choose to use
(Indiana Department of Education, n.d.). In
addition, PL-90 does not require special
certification of school, district, or external
administrators who will complete the evaluations,
stating that individuals who evaluate teachers
must have “received training and support in
evaluation skills” (Ind. Code 20-28-11.5-5). Lack
of certification requirements for evaluators is not
uncommon; although most states, including
Indiana, require that teacher evaluators receive
related training, only 13 states and the District

of Columbia mandate a certification process for
teacher evaluators (Doherty & Jacobs, 2013).

In 2015, after three years of implementation and
research on PL-90 requirements, we have a more

'Among the Indiana Department of Education
resources we examined on RISE, we found no details
on the meaning of the acronym. However, an
interviewee commented that many aspects of Indiana’s
RISE model had been adopted from a teacher
evaluation rubric implemented in 2010-2011 in
Pittsburgh Public Schools, where RISE stands for
Research-based, Inclusive System of Evaluation
(Pittsburgh Public Schools, 2013).

*Murphy et al. (2014) report that 88.8% of
superintendents and 79.9% of principals strongly
agreed, agreed, or somewhat agreed that “the teacher
evaluation processes in Indiana needed
improvement” (p. 18).
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concrete picture of how change has taken place.
Shortly after the passage of PL-90, the Center for
Evaluation & Education Policy at Indiana
University (CEEP) published an analysis of the
new law, indicating that it demanded a major
reorganization of administrative time and funds
(Whiteman, Shi, & Plucker, 2011). Two research
briefs issued by CEEP and the Center on
Education and Lifelong Learning (CELL) at
Indiana University surveyed superintendents’
initial perspectives and examined legal and policy
implications of the new requirements for teacher
evaluation (Cole, Murphy, Rogan, & Eckes, 2013;
Cole, Robinson, Ansaldo, Whiteman, & Spradlin,
2012). The 2012 survey illustrated
superintendents’ concerns about preparing
evaluators and the lack of resources to do so
effectively, despite their favorable opinions
towards the new changes (Cole et al., 2012).
Continuing the investigation of superintendent
perceptions, CELL recently conducted another
round of surveys comparing responses from the
2012 survey (Murphy, Cole, Ansaldo & Robinson,
2015; Murphy, Cole, Pike, Ansaldo & Robinson,
2014) and, in this iteration, included perspectives
of teachers and principals (Murphy et al., 2014).
The vast majority of respondents had the opinion
that Indiana’s teacher evaluation processes prior
to the new requirements needed improvement
(Murphy et al., 2014).> Superintendents in both
survey years continued to be positive about the
teacher evaluation legislation (Murphy et al.,
2015). In contrast to superintendents and
principals, who had generally favorable views of
the policy and confidence in the evaluation
models and procedures, teachers were less
confident in evaluators’ capabilities and the
accuracy of the evaluation systems. To illustrate,
whereas nearly all superintendents (97%) and a
majority of principals (86%) agreed with a survey
statement indicating that their districts’
evaluation plans provided for accurate and fair
evaluations of instruction, less than half of
teachers (44%) felt the same way (Murphy et al.,
2014).
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STUDY DESCRIPTION

This brief builds on this previous work by
examining Indiana’s teacher evaluation require-
ments from the perspectives of university faculty
responsible for school leadership preparation.
These faculty members occupy a unique space

in the policy environment concerning the new
requirements for teacher evaluation; they are not
directly accountable for implementation but are
charged with preparing future school leaders to
adhere to the law’s requirements (Levine, 2005).
As already noted, the statute on teacher
evaluation broadly states that evaluators must
have “received training and support in evaluation
skills,” but does not provide details on content

or structure. However, the quality of principals’
training on teacher evaluation, which is broadly
tasked to higher education faculty, will
ultimately determine the success or failure of
initiatives such as Indiana’s requirements (Orr &
Orphanos, 2011). There is extensive literature
about the knowledge, skills, and purpose of
leadership preparation, but less is known about
how program faculty design and teach leadership
preparation curriculum (Osterman & Hafner,
2009). By considering the perspectives of faculty
members providing foundational instruction and
training for Indiana’s future principals, this study
contributes to an understanding of how faculty
members interpret the law’s requirements for
conducting teacher evaluations. Specifically, our
findings shed light on program faculty’s
perceptions of the influence of PL-90 and how
they have adapted their courses in response to the
legal changes. These findings will be of

interest to education leadership faculty and
scholars, as well as to policymakers and policy
researchers concerned with the interpretation and
implementation of teacher evaluation policies. We
acknowledge the limitations of this study, such

as sample size and generalizability regarding the
state of Indiana and beyond.

Employing in-depth semi-structured interviews
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with key stakeholders in Indiana, this study
examined perceptions of university-based
education leadership preparation program faculty
regarding Indiana’s revised policies on teacher
evaluation and how they incorporate policy
information into their curricula. The perspectives
of this stakeholder group—those who prepare
future principals—are key to understanding how
future leaders receive information and/or practice
regarding new policies and requirements. Core
research questions of this study were:

1) As a result of the passage of PL-90,
how do faculty members in Indiana
education leadership programs perceive
the changes to the legal landscape for
teacher evaluation in Indiana?

2) As a result of the new law, how, or to
what extent, have faculty members
incorporated information about PL-90
or changed their curricula related to
teacher evaluation?

In total, 12 interviews were conducted with
faculty from four universities in Indiana with
graduate programs in education leadership.
These universities were license-granting
institutions with relatively large numbers of
students graduating from their programs.’ At
each site, we recruited faculty members based on

Based on public records obtained from IDOE, each of
the four institutions selected were in the top ten for the
number of administrative licenses granted in 2013-14
and 2014-15. In 2015, IDOE listed 19 institutions with
approved programs for Building Level Administrator
(P-12) licensure (http://www.doe.in.gov/sites/default/
files/licensing/approved-programs-july-2015.xlsx).
These 19 institutions employ approximately 55 faculty
members in the field of educational leadership/
principal preparation, based on publicly available
information about the institutions. Thus, our sample
represents approximately 22% of all relevant faculty in
the state. Taken together, the four institutions granted
40% of administrative licenses in Indiana during
2013-14 and 2014-15.
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their stated research interests, experience, and
relevant offered courses, including courses on
school law; the principalship or principal
preparation; teacher evaluation/supervision;
practicum or internship; human resources; and
organizational management. The sample
included one department chair, two program
coordinators, and five former public school
administrators, and was relatively balanced in
terms of including both veteran and newer faculty
members. Additionally, we collected documents
from both publicly available sources and from
interviewees. Publicly available sources included
state statutes, state agency guidance, and
evaluation rubrics. Documents retrieved from
interviewees included course materials, such as
syllabi, assignment guidelines, and PowerPoint
presentations.

FINDINGS

Two topics predominant across all 12 inter-
views—changes to curriculum and instruction
and faculty perceptions—are described and
discussed below.

Changes to Curriculum and Instruction

Curriculum and instruction changes varied to
some extent both within and across sites. The two
most prevalent patterns regarding changes in
leadership curriculum included a heightened
focus on evaluation theory and practice and
integration of comparative, critical analyses of
evaluation plan designs (e.g., rubrics). The most
predominant pattern of variation among sites,
according to the faculty member interviews, was
the degree to which department faculty internally
discuss their curriculum changes around teacher
evaluation requirements. The following section
provides examples of each of these patterns.

Evaluation theory and practice. The inclusion of
evaluation requirements in the state statute

provided an impetus for faculty to include
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conversations about evaluation theory in their
courses; eleven out of twelve faculty covered such
theories in their courses (cited works included
Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Downey, Stefty,
English, Frase, & Poston, 2004; Marzano & Toth,
2013). One interviewee stated that, for courses
already addressing evaluation in depth, the law
gave these course discussions more credibility
with students.

While most faculty members mentioned
including evaluation theory in their courses, the
major focus was on practice, such as providing
students with opportunities to both observe and
participate in the evaluation process with
administrators. Nine interviewees discussed both
translating theoretical ideas into best practice as
well as integrating best practices with the law’s
requirements. As one faculty member described:

“I try to fit it into what these

leaders are going to need to know
when they go out in the field. [....]
The curriculum and the syllabi are
going to change depending on what is
going on and what the needs are.”

Additional faculty members provided examples
of how they incorporated advice regarding best
practices for evaluating teachers within the
parameters of the law’s requirements. These
examples included lessons on collaborating

with teachers to gain their buy-in on evaluation
requirements, or conducting efficient and
effective walk-through observations (i.e., meeting
requirements while substantially building
relationships and giving constructive, supportive
feedback to teachers).

A significant focus across sites regarding
evaluation preparation was a program’s
internship or practicum portion. At least one
faculty member from each site (five total)
specifically mentioned this experience as
significant in preparing principals to bridge the
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gap between teacher evaluation theory and
practice. Consistent with recent research on
leadership preparation internships, both in
Indiana (Lehman, 2013) and elsewhere
(Anast-May, Buckner, & Geer, 2011; Geer,
Anast-May, & Gurley, 2014), the internship, in all
programs, was designed to include simulated
evaluation exercises, such as evaluating student
teachers. However, faculty members at two sites
also mentioned that the quality of the mentors
(i.e., principals supervising student interns in
their schools) and their willingness to include
interns in evaluation processes influenced the
interns’ “hands-on” learning experience. Faculty
members from three out of the four institutions
pointed out that internship experiences could
vary among their students; for interns who did
not have a meaningful learning experience,
faculty members needed to provide additional
guidance on teacher evaluation.

Rubrics. Given the law’s flexibility regarding
school district choice of evaluation plan (Ind.
Code 20-28-11.5-4, 2011), interviewees’ use

of teacher evaluation rubrics in their curriculum
was unsurprising. Six interviewees, representing
all four sites, focused on comparing rubrics,
either those used in students’ current districts
and/or the array of commonly used, standard
rubrics (such as the RISE or modified RISE
rubric). According to five of these six faculty
members, such comparisons primarily served

to systematically demonstrate to students the
differences in practical teacher evaluation require-
ments. An additional purpose, mentioned by four
participants representing two sites, was to help
students critically analyze differences in existing
rubrics as well as the potential benefits and
drawbacks of a district-adapted plan. These
faculty accounts illustrate a shared belief that
critical analysis can help future leaders under-
stand how evaluation plan design and policy
implementation help or hinder district goals. In
the words of one faculty member, critical analysis
is key in the principal preparation process:
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“What we can offer [education
leadership students] is [to] get
them thinking about where do
these policies come from, how do
you interpret them into action as a
principal, and what are the various
issues and dimensions of
implementing policies like that in
terms of effective leadership?”

Program faculty sometimes used critical analyses
of teacher evaluation policy implementation to
illustrate other education policy implementation
issues.

Communication around the requirements and
curricular decisions. Three faculty, across two
sites, reported that they and/or their colleagues
had received formal training on specific
evaluation rubrics (i.e., provided by the Indiana
Department of Education or other related state or
district agency). This number represents half of
the sites and less than half of the interviewees,
even though receiving training on the law’s
requirements and common rubrics could be
argued as a minimum standard for university
faculty responsible for training future principals.
Thus, in two of the sites, no faculty members
interviewed indicated having received specific
training on the law or on existing rubrics.
Furthermore, there is an apparent scarcity of
communication within departments; faculty at
one of the sites described little or no
communication with their fellow faculty members
about curricular changes, and two faculty
members representing two different institutions
collaborated on professional scholarship
regarding the changes, but did not discuss
communicating about these topics with their own
colleagues. Overall, interviewees did not
specifically mention that they talked with
colleagues regarding teacher evaluation course
curricula. For example, in response to a question
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about faculty conversations regarding changes to
the teacher evaluation law, one interviewee stated,

“I cannot say that weve had an
explicit discussion about this policy
as a faculty, but I would say that

I have talked with some people in
teacher [education], more informally
at this point.”

Other interviewees made similar statements,
indicating that they had not discussed changing
their teacher evaluation curricula with their
colleagues. Based on this evidence, it is apparent
that faculty communication about teacher
evaluation curriculum, both within and across
sites, is infrequent.

This observed absence of discussion of
curriculum related to teacher evaluation within
education leadership departments may be related
to the specific positions and courses of
interviewees. The absence of discussion may also
reflect the U.S. academic norm of individual,
professional expectations—that each faculty
member has the professional capacity to make his
or her own decisions about how to discuss teacher
evaluation policy (see, for example, Prestine,
1989). However, while this norm may isolate
faculty members as they plan for and teach their
courses, there does appear to be some
convergence regarding curriculum decisions.
Based on faculty member descriptions of course
design, curricula, and instruction, our study
indicates a shared focus on practicality, attention
to the quality of mentoring, and belief in the
importance of critical analytical skills. This
convergence is probably best attributed to a
combination of faculty members’ understandings
of the practical needs of their students and
dominant patterns in the research literature.
Document analysis revealed that, regarding
teacher evaluation, course syllabi refer to state
standards (511 Ind. Admin. Code 13-1-1(e);
Indiana Department of Education, 2012) and/or
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federal standards (Council of Chief State School
Ofhicers, 2015; National Policy Board for
Educational Administration, 2011), which points
to a degree of alignment with professional
standards. However, neither set of standards is
explicitly aligned to PL-90 requirements,
underscoring the possibility that educational
administrators are receiving inconsistent
evaluation training, even though they must all
abide by the same legal requirements.
Considering the law’s flexibility regarding local
adaptation, this unevenness may not be
problematic, but it is certainly an outcome worthy
of our attention. Will Indiana administrators feel
adequately and similarly prepared to implement
evaluation requirements?

Faculty Perceptions

Faculty members discussed the 2011 changes to
Indiana’s law on teacher evaluation, and shared
not only their perceptions of the law and its
requirements, but also their opinions on
evaluation in general and the role of a principal as
an evaluator.

Welcome changes. Most interviewees welcomed
the changes to the law. Interviewees stated that,
prior to the implementation of the new teacher
evaluation policies and rubrics, “there was no
accountability” for teacher evaluation, and that it
occurred “haphazardly;” as teachers were not
evaluated on a yearly basis. As one faculty
member remarked,

“I don’t think there was really an
established, well-understood
procedure for doing [evaluation...]
the quality of the feedback varied and
the quality of the observation itself
varied.”

Faculty from all four institutions shared
similar opinions on this matter—teacher
evaluation requirements in Indiana were in need
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of a change, and the passage of PL-90

facilitated some of these changes. At least one
interviewee from each institution favorably
viewed the increased time principals would spend
on classroom observations. Five faculty members
mentioned that increased observation time could
enhance quality of instruction, because PL-90
required principals to provide more
comprehensive and frequent feedback to teachers,
and observation rubrics allowed for more
objectivity in the process. These responses are
consistent with the literature that advocates for
principals to act as instructional leaders
(DeBevoise 1984; Hallinger & Murphy, 1987).
One interviewee from each institution also
remarked that the increased accountability for
teacher evaluation under PL-90 was a key factor
in sparking district- and school-level
conversations around teacher evaluation and
teacher quality. Going forward, half of all
interviewees, representing all institutions, were
hopeful that superintendents and principals could
begin to use data from teacher evaluations to plan
for more targeted staff professional development.

While nearly all interviewees (11) believed that
some aspects of the new evaluation law could help
principals and teachers enhance quality of
instruction, they also identified two specific ways
in which the new requirements could create
difficulties for principals as their roles shifted.
Four faculty members from two institutions
perceived that, under the new law, among their
many existing tasks, principals would have to
learn to prioritize time spent on teacher
evaluation. Two more interviewees mentioned
that principals would also need a better under-
standing of the connection of student growth and
performance to teacher evaluation.

Time constraints. One chief concern among all
interviewees was the increased time principals
would need to spend on evaluation processes. All
twelve faculty members identified the time spent
on evaluation as a constraint to implementation.

Center for Evaluation & Education Policy

1900 East Tenth Street, Bloomington, IN 47406

CeeP

As one interviewee remarked,

“The way the law is written is
probably not doable. I mean, if you
really look at how many teachers you
have and how much time is required
to do the process well, it’s probably
not doable.”

A faculty member from another institution
pointed out that the new teacher evaluation law
had “increased [principals’] workloads,” and that
“nothing was taken off [principals’] plates.” With
regard to evaluating teachers with the same
frequency (i.e., allowing for more extensive
evaluation of new or struggling teachers while
spending less time on evaluation of the more
experienced and highly effective teachers), two
more interviewees noted that perhaps there
should be more flexibility in implementation.
This finding is consistent with recent research on
school administrators implementing similar
teacher evaluation models in Arizona and
Tennessee, where administrators identified time
as a significant challenge in conducting quality
teacher evaluations (Ruffini, Makkonen, Tejwani,
& Diaz, 2014; Tennessee Department of
Education, 2012).

Effective and efficient preparation. Faculty

also mentioned uncertainty regarding the
effectiveness of their instruction and strategies.
Did their programs and courses prepare future
school leaders to effectively and efficiently fulfill
the law’s requirements? Interviewees described
the importance of preparing their students to
prioritize their time because, as future principals,
they would be legally bound to conduct teacher
evaluations and would be held accountable for the
processes outlined by PL-90. Three interviewees
from three different institutions described helping
their students think through evaluation strategies
that could meet the legal requirement as well as
provide high-quality feedback to teachers; two
more described discussing with students how to
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prevent the negative effects of increased
evaluation scrutiny on their school communities
while still meeting the policy’s minimum
requirements. However, other than student
feedback, these faculty members did not have a
way to check that their instruction and
curricula were meeting the students’ needs.

Data. According to the requirements under
PL-90, student performance on state and local
assessments is to be factored into teacher
evaluations. Faculty members at three out of the
four institutions expressed concerns around the
inclusion of student performance data as a
component of teacher evaluations; one
interviewee worried that the new evaluation
rubrics prioritized academic performance data
over the “human element of teaching” Another
perceived that there was not enough guidance on
weighting of student growth measures in a
teacher’s evaluation rating, while a third
mentioned that issues may arise regarding the
validity of student growth measures used in
various districts. One interviewee shared
concerns around school equity especially when
the new teacher evaluation law requires tying
evaluation results (including student performance
measures) to teacher compensation.*

Interviewees did not discuss including specific
lessons on data-based decision-making,
assessment validity, weighting student growth
measures, or other data-related issues in their
teacher evaluation courses. Faculty concerns
related to the use of student performance data in
teacher evaluation reflected their perceptions of
the law itself. Several interviewees did not agree
with the inclusion of these data in teachers’
evaluations and did not have recommendations
for their students for complying with this
requirement. Somewhat distinct from previous

“For a discussion of concerns about the use of student
data for teacher evaluation purposes, see, for example,
American Educational Research Association, 2015.
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findings is a trending concern among faculty
members regarding how student performance
data should be used in teacher evaluations. In two
rounds of surveys of Indiana’s superintendents in
2012 and 2014, nearly 90% of respondents agreed
that teacher evaluation should be linked to
student growth, although specific measures of
student growth were not included (Murphy et al.,
2015). In 2014, principals and teachers were asked
to rate their levels of agreement with the same
statement; nearly three-quarters of principals and
only one-third of teachers agreed that teacher
evaluation should be linked to student growth
(Murphy et al., 2014). Faculty members’ concerns
about using student performance data for teacher
evaluation may not be similar to superintendents’
and principals’ beliefs about this practice, but may
reflect teachers’ concerns. The interviews
illustrated that the use of performance data in
evaluation is relatively new not only to teachers
and principals, but for faculty members in
principal preparation programs. Thus, the
decision to focus less on the data-use requirement
may be due to either faculty beliefs about data use
and/or (lack of) faculty knowledge on how to
accurately use data for evaluation.

These findings suggest that when faculty made
changes to their course curricula, the changes
involved heightened focus on evaluation theory,
evaluation practice, and/or comparative
evaluation options. Some faculty made changes to
coursework on an individual basis, and

others were members of departments that took
organization-wide steps to revise curricula and/or
instruction. Interviewees mainly viewed their role
as helping students to think critically about their
future roles as school leaders and the impact of
legal requirements on organizational goals, plan
design, and leadership implementation. Despite
the positive perceptions of PL-90, faculty
reiterated two major concerns with the new
requirements: 1) the increased burden of time
required for school leaders to observe teachers

in classrooms, and 2) the required linkage of
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student test data to teacher evaluations. Faculty
recommendations for improvement are discussed
in more detail below.

PoLicY IMPLICATIONS,
RECOMMENDATIONS, AND
CONCLUSION

Since Indiana’s new teacher evaluation
requirements are still in the initial years of
implementation, implications for and impacts on
both K-12 schools and higher education are now
emerging. Faculty from education leadership
preparation programs are not directly accountable
for implementation, but they have direct contact
with and professional responsibility for training
those who will evaluate teachers. Given their
professional involvement in policy research and
practical training, university program faculty are
well-situated to suggest improvements to these
new requirements.

Professional Development

Faculty from all institutions recommended that
the connection between teacher evaluation results
and school-level professional development should
be clarified and strengthened within the policy.
Half of interviewees, representing faculty from all
four institutions, expressed the opinion that
school leaders should be required to use teacher
evaluation data to plan professional development
and inform school improvement efforts.
Scholarship on education leadership and teacher
evaluation also indicates that teacher evaluation
should be tightly aligned with professional
development and capacity building (Darling-
Hammond, Amrein-Beardsley, Haertel, &
Rothstein, 2012; Donaldson, 2013; Goldring et al.,
2015). To prevent the evaluation process from
being experienced as an isolated event, using
teacher evaluation data for professional
development and capacity building would ensure
ongoing support for targeted teacher growth
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(Callahan & Sadeghi, 2015; Hamilton et al., 2014).
Rubrics

Three faculty suggested that school and district
administrators should give teachers more agency
in selecting or designing evaluation plans and
rubrics. As written, the law does not specify
teachers’ roles in designing local evaluation
systems. These three interviewees recommended
that faculty and/or state-level guidance should
encourage administrators to allow teachers more
input into evaluation processes; this input would
enhance teacher buy-in and overall effectiveness
of the policy. In the related literature, findings and
trends indicate that teacher evaluation should be
an ongoing, collective process (e.g., Aseltine,
Faryniarz, & Rigazio-DiGilio, 2006; Kimball,
2002).

All interviewees recommended a clarified and
strengthened relationship between professional
development and teacher evaluation results. These
recommendations, while focused on a specific set
of stakeholders, complement previous
recommendations focused on different policy
actors. Previous policy briefs and reports

written on this legislation focus on the
importance of capacity building for successful
implementation of teacher evaluation across the
state (Murphy et al., 2014; Murphy et al., 2015).
Ensuring equitable and accurate evaluation by
competent evaluators are strategies repeatedly
recommended in these reports as well as in the
larger literature on teacher evaluation

(Harris, Ingle, & Rutledge, 2014; Herlihy et al.,
2014; Kimball & Milanowski, 2009; Rockoft &
Speroni, 2010; Taylor & Tyler, 2012). Fostering
stakeholder consensus and collaboration, one of
interviewees’ repeated recommendations, is not a
focus widely found in the literature on teacher
evaluation specifically, but is a central focus of
evaluation best practices generally

(e.g., Cousins, 1992; Toal, 2009), and is a
recommendation found in school culture and
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staff development literature (e.g., Bredeson, 2000;
Fullan, 2007) and organizational change literature
(e.g., Bolman & Deal, 2008; Fullan, 2014).

This study indicates a need for building

capacity in education leadership preparation
programs (i.e., training faculty on existing
rubrics, intentionally aligning curricula with state
and professional standards, and facilitating faculty
communication within and across departments).
This capacity building could be facilitated by the
departments themselves, by the state department
of education, or by a professional association.

Examining the changes in Indiana’s legal
landscape for teacher evaluation from the
perspectives of university faculty in education
leadership programs illustrated common trends
among individuals and across institutions. The
most prevalent trends were the increased focus on
teacher evaluation theory and practice in
education leadership curricula and the shared
perception that the new law would enhance the
utility and rigor of Indiana’s teacher evaluation
processes. Across the four institutions,
discussions among faculty members regarding
curricular changes due to the new teacher
evaluation requirements occurred inconsistently.
Our research reveals that faculty members share
the concern that their students—future school
administrators—will face difficulties in
implementing the revised teacher evaluation
processes in Indiana, simply because they will
lack sufficient time or organizational capacity to
do so.
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