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 On 3 and 4 December 2009, the OECD Steering Group on Teacher Evaluation and Incentive Policies 
convened in Mexico City for its third meeting, following the proceedings of the international workshop 
organised by the OECD and the Mexican Ministry of Education (SEP) entitled “Towards a Teacher 
Evaluation Framework in Mexico: International Practices, Criteria, and Mechanisms”. The following is a 
summary record of the Steering Group meeting, divided into three sections: Update on Roadmaps and 
Deliverables, Invited Speakers and Presentations, Principles, and Key Considerations for Further 
Development of Recommendations. A more complete description of 2010 deliverables is presented in 
Annex A. Annex B is the presentation developed by Susan Sclafani, “Advice to Implement Teacher 
Evaluation and Rewards,” and Annex C presents a registry of the meeting participants.  

2. Update on Roadmaps and Deliverables 

Following the March 2009 Steering Group meeting, a Roadmap was established for 2009-10 that 
described deliverables and activities along three tracks aimed towards the operationalisation of a teacher 
incentives system in Mexico. Given recent budget cuts on behalf of SEP that impact this Roadmap, the 
following are the agreements reached in order to fulfil OECD commitments with SEP for 2009:  

TRACK  2. Operationalising the evaluation of quality 

Actions: Leonel Zuniga and José Luis Gaviria have been commissioned to draft the PAPER on the 
use of the ENLACE assessment within teacher evaluation and incentive structures, with 
recommendations on how it can progressively evolve to better fulfil this purpose. Margarita Zorrilla 
and Lucrecia Santibáñez will review and comment the draft of the paper by 15 December 2009. A 
final draft of the paper is to be finalised by February 2010 for review by the Steering Group and the 
OECD Secretariat. 

TRACK  3. Operationalising the relative weight of components for evaluations and incentives  
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Action: Drawing on the recent OECD publication edited by Susan Sclafani, the OECD Secretariat will 
draft a PAPER that will seek to operationalise different kinds of incentives (e.g., market incentives; 
incentives that link pay to additional qualifications or skills, and those that reward teachers and their 
schools for student performance). A draft will be finished by December 2009 and the final version, 
revised in coordination with Susan Sclafani and Jorge Juárez, will be turned in to SEP in January 2010. 

Action: In order to provide SEP with ADVICE  on the design of a pilot scheme in one or two 
nominated or volunteer states, the OECD Secretariat will draft a paper that will provide an overview of 
the benefits of conducting a pilot of teacher evaluation and incentives schemes, drawing on 
international evidence and on the opportunities that exist in coordination with state educational 
authorities. A draft will be finished by December 2009 and the final version, revised in coordination 
with Halsey Rogers and Jorge Juárez, will be turned in to SEP in January 2010. 

During the visit of the Minister of Education of Mexico to the OECD in October 2009, Minister 
Lujambio specifically requested that the OECD provide additional elements to support the development of 
an in-service teacher evaluation system and to contribute to national discussions with key stakeholders. 
The Minister also asked the OECD to produce initial reports by 15 March 2010. To respond to this request, 
the OECD agreed that this would be jointly undertaken by both OECD Steering Groups and Steering Group 
members agreed to the following: 

Action: Susan Sclafani will work with Jorge Manzi, (expert proposed from the Steering Group on 
School Management and Teacher Policy - SMTP) to produce a REPORT on In-Service Teacher 
Evaluation practices in a comparative perspective. The purpose of this report will be to provide a 
schematic overview of how OECD countries and other relevant countries approach in-service teacher 
evaluation, with short descriptions of country practices, including Mexico.  

Action: Carlos Mancera will work with Sylvia Schmelkes from the Steering Group on School 
Management and Teacher Policy to develop specific policy RECOMMENDATIONS  on the 
development of a comprehensive in-service teacher evaluation in Mexico.  

Action: Due to the realignment of priorities resulting from the Minister’s request, Carlos Mancera will 
speak with Dr. Thum regarding the paper on Value Added Models that will no longer be 
commissioned in 2010.  

Action: For the proposed 2010 joint WORKSHOP on teachers’ career paths and evaluation, as well 
as the subsequent Steering Group, dates will be decided upon in coordination with SEP and the 
Steering Group/SMTP.  

3.  Invited Speakers and Presentations 

To provide context and further information to the members of the Steering Group, speakers were 
invited to provide presentations on specific topics relevant to teacher evaluation in Mexico. Lucrecia 
Santibañez provided an overview of the key findings of her work regarding Carrera Magisterial (CM), 
identifying strengths and weaknesses of the program. This was followed by a presentation by Juan de Dios 
Rodriguez Canton, the SEP Coordinator of CM and one of the Chairs of the Mixed Commission SEP/SNTE 
for CM. Armando Loera and other invited speakers presented work undertaken on behalf of SEP for the 
development of teacher standards (information available at www.referenteseducativos.net).  

In preparation for the Steering Group meeting, the OECD Secretariat asked Susan Sclafani to prepare 
preliminary considerations that would contribute to the development of policy recommendations for 
Mexico regarding an in-service teacher evaluation framework. Consequently, Susan Sclafani presented 
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“Advice to Implement Teacher Evaluation and Rewards” (Annex B) during the Steering Group meeting. 
The Steering Group agreed that the elements contained in the presentation (e.g., prerequisite conditions, 
design issues, and implementation timeline), represented considerable progress towards articulating 
relevant policy advice for Mexico.     

In addition, members of the Steering Group on School Management and Teacher Policy were invited 
to participate, given that the issue of teacher evaluation is also relevant to their recommendations. Ulf 
Frediksson, introduced their preliminary conclusions regarding Teacher Education and Teacher 
Professional Career Paths, supported by Francisco Benavides. Paulo Santiago (OECD Senior Analyst) also 
participated in the meeting. Their participation helped to indentify synergies and reinforce common 
messages on teacher evaluation and teacher policy across the different strands of the OECD-Mexico 
project.  

4. Key Considerations for Further Development of Recommendations 

Several important elements were identified by the Steering Group that should be taken into consideration 
for further development of policy advice for an in-service teacher evaluation framework in Mexico. The 
following provides a summary of these elements: 

A. General  

� The establishment of a long-term vision for Mexico with regards to an in-service teacher 
evaluation framework is vital. This vision should also include the principles on which a robust 
evaluation framework can be built. A long-term vision provides an impetus for maintaining 
government efforts beyond a single administration and necessarily includes other stakeholders, 
such as teachers, teachers’ unions and state governments. 

� The establishment of a robust in-service teacher evaluation system in Mexico will 
necessarily be a gradual, multi-stage process, given the current and expected constraints of the 
educational system. A gradual process would therefore consider different types of capacity-
building: training for competent evaluators, robust information and data systems, accepted 
rubrics and standards, and school-based professional development, among others. 

� In-Service Teacher Evaluation in Mexico should serve for accountability measures as well 
as for professional development and continuous improvement processes. In this context, 
financial and non-financial incentives such as training and development opportunities, as well as 
potential negative consequences of poor performance, should also be considered. Particular 
attention should be given to the way accountability and improvement functions are articulated in 
light of the potential tensions that can exist between them. Teachers in Mexico have reported, 
based on results from TALIS, that they are open to evaluations on the basis of their 
performance, and not only on their credentials or experience. Chile provides a telling 
example where the common thinking among teachers, governments, and society went from 
focusing on wages and wage supplements, to a focus on the performance of teachers and 
students.  

� Teacher standards and/or frameworks of good teaching practices can serve as the basis for 
in-service evaluation, provided the capacity exists at different levels to adequately and 
credibly conduct the evaluation. Existing models being developed in Mexico or in other 
countries, such as C. Danielson’s Framework for Teaching, could be reviewed to develop an 
appropriate framework in Mexico. Preliminary conclusions of the SMTP Steering Group suggest 
that specific and coherent references or standards are needed to improve the quality of teacher 
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entry, certification, selection, and recruitment, in addition to in-service teacher evaluation. A 
common framework for good teaching practice that is accepted by key stakeholders would also 
provide clear guidance for the supervisory and pedagogic assistance structures (e.g., Technical 
Pedagogic Assistants or ATPs) for which there are currently no national or state-level guidelines.  

� The financial aspects of a teacher evaluation system in Mexico (costs, budget allocations, 
efficiency, and benefits) should be a key consideration of the design, planning, and 
implementation phases, particularly in the context of current and expected constraints on public 
expenditures. This may imply, however, a re-allocation of currently existing sources (e.g., from 
current programs and expenditures that could be redirected), and does not necessarily imply 
increasing the total education budget. 

� In a new evaluation system, financial and non-financial rewards and incentives should be 
granted for a limited timeframe and should not be permanent. If rewards are permanent, 
there is no incentive for the teacher or other school staff to improve, thereby undermining their 
very purpose. Similarly, for higher levels of rewards, the instruments used to assess teachers 
(e.g., teacher exams, portfolios, or observation) could be more sophisticated and the reward 
threshold more selective. The increased costs and capacity needed to implement these 
instruments would be offset by the decreased numbers of teachers that are likely to quality for the 
higher levels of rewards. For example, of the approximately 1 million teachers currently 
participating in Carrera Magisterial, 55% of these are at the initial level, but the percentages 
decrease drastically for higher levels.  

� Engaging and coordinating with state educational authorities for the design, planning, and 
implementation of an in-service teacher evaluation system may be one of the key factors of 
success that ensures its long-term viability and effectiveness. In-service teacher evaluation would 
need to address and be operational within Mexico’s highly decentralised educational system.  

� Evaluation results, especially if linked with group and school performance, could also be 
used to identify poor performing teachers, groups of students and schools, in order to 
provide assistance and focused interventions. As shown by current practices in some states, 
evaluations can serve to identify, reward and promote good practices, as well to identify critical 
schools and those teachers that may require immediate attention.  

� Given that teacher absence is a recurring problem, an in-service teacher evaluation system 
should assess and evaluate teachers on basic performance criteria such as this, in addition 
to student performance and growth. In addition, teachers’ knowledge of curricular content 
should also form part of the evaluation process. 

� At this stage, the role of the Steering Group and the OECD is to provide policy advice for an 
in-service teacher evaluation system, not to provide specific recommendations on how 
Carrera Magisterial should be reformed or on the reform process. Nevertheless, the policy 
advice provided by the OECD should be relevant and contribute to the discussions regarding the 
three areas that are being analysed: Teacher Professional Development, Student Achievement 
(from a weight of 20% to 50%), and Teacher Skills and Knowledge. 

� The issue of whether student performance should be used as a criterion of teacher 
evaluation has already been settled in Mexico since de facto it is already used in Carrera 
Magisterial. Student performance is already considered for individual teacher evaluation within 
the component of Student achievement of CM. The challenge in the short term, therefore, is how 
to make the process more transparent, credible and accurate. In the short term, student 
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performance data could be used to evaluate and reward teachers collectively using schools as the 
unit of accountability. The long term vision for an in-service teacher evaluation framework (e.g., 
one that includes appropriately developed teaching standards) should assess if and how student 
performance should be used as a criterion of individual teacher evaluation.  

� A national body established to guide, monitor, and provide recommendations for a 
comprehensive in-service teacher evaluation framework  may be an effective way to link 
immediate progress with the desired long-term vision. This body should consist of experts in the 
field and credible representatives from different stakeholder groups. 

� Given the current limitations regarding individual student and teacher data and 
information, in-service teacher evaluation in Mexico could focus, at least initially, on group 
and school-level units of accountability. This approach has the added advantage of being 
commensurate with the importance that teachers traditionally place on collective and 
collaborative work. Incentives, therefore, could also be designed for a collective unit of 
accountability in order to qualify, even if bonuses and recognition is given to individual teachers 
and school staff. 

� Increasing the reliability and accuracy of information systems that can link individual 
teacher and student data, at the state level, should be a priority in the medium and long-
term. This should be carried out parallel to the immediate and short-term actions taken to 
implement a teacher evaluation system. 

B. Regarding the ENLACE Assessment 

� The ENLACE assessment has proven to be a highly reliable and valid instrument of student 
performance, with a high correlation with PISA results, especially in Maths. It is important to 
acknowledge that ENLACE was designed primarily as a pedagogic tool to assist teachers and 
educational communities, however, and not for teacher evaluation. 

� ENLACE results are currently being used by some state educational authorities for teacher 
and school evaluation and recognition programs. As ENLACE results gain prominence in 
high-stakes decisions, perverse effects such as exclusion of students, copying/cheating, and 
teaching to the test, should be continually addressed. There has been an increase in the detected 
levels of copying, for example, from 5% to 7% among primary students, and from 3% to 7% 
among secondary-level students. Control and supervision in the implementation of the 
assessment, therefore, will continue to be a key challenge. 

� There are areas of improvement so that ENLACE can better serve within a teacher 
evaluation framework. Vertical scalability, comparability between grade levels over time, and 
expected growth rates of students, for example, represent methodological challenges and 
constraints of the assessment that would have to be improved.  

D. On the Relevance of a Pilot Exercise with State Authorities  

� Methodologically, piloting is a necessary step towards the establishment of an effective in-
service teacher evaluation system in Mexico. Piloting would allow evaluation design elements 
to be tested, and for unforeseen consequences to be identified. A rigorous evaluation process of 
the piloting experiences is required to provide reliable evidence regarding practices that were 
effective, and how to improve performance of the evaluation system. Practically, piloting can 
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also represent a cost-effective way to reach the best design possible given actual resource 
constraints (financial, institutional, material, and human).   

� Although implementing a pilot experience and conducting a rigorous evaluation may take 
from two to six years, approximately, basic hypothesis and/or specific program elements 
can be piloted within a shorter timeframe: 

• Group-based units of accountability for teacher evaluation based on student performance 
data and complementary criteria such as absenteeism, for example, could be design elements 
that are piloted and monitored in participating states. 

• Similarly, evaluation criteria and instruments (e.g., portfolios) for teachers of students not 
covered by the ENLACE assessment (i.e., pre-primary and grades 1 and 2 of primary 
schools), could also be piloted and carefully monitored in coordination with state 
educational authorities. 

• The accuracy and completeness of student and teacher data is another area in which state-
level pilots could provide valuable evidence for the design of a national in-service teacher 
evaluation framework. 

� Based on currently available information regarding state-level practices, the following states 
may be candidates for piloting experiences: Aguascalientes, Chiapas, Estado de Mexico, 
Guanajuato, Nuevo Leon, Sonora, and Yucatan. Information regarding state-level practices 
and piloting candidates will be complemented by the state-review that will conclude in March 
2010. 

� Piloting may be designed to take place in several states with variations on single design 
elements, or in only one to three states in which more complex teacher evaluation models 
are tested. In all cases, however, there should be a clear and measurable commitment on behalf 
of the state educational authorities to participate in the piloting exercise, in coordination with 
SEP. Sufficient funding for the piloting exercises, as well as the corresponding evaluations, 
should also be considered.  
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ANNEX A 

TEACHER EVALUATION AND INCENTIVE POLICIES 
DESCRIPTION AND UPDATE OF 2010 DELIVERABLES 

Track1 Operationalising a concept of educational quality  

No specific deliverables planned. 

Track 2 Operalionalising the evaluation of quality 

 
REPORT on In-Service Teacher Evaluation 
practices in a comparative perspective. The 
purpose of this paper is to provide a schematic 
overview of how oecd countries and other 
relevant countries approach in-service teacher 
evaluation, with short descriptions of country 
practices in the different categories listed, 
including Mexico.  

 
This is new product to address the Minister’s request 
for advice in this area. To be coordinated with Jorge 
Manzi on behalf of the Steering Group on School 
Management and Teacher Policy. Susan Sclafani 
will lead for the Steering Group on Teacher 
Evaluation and Incentive Policies. To be completed 
by February 2010.  

 
PAPER giving specific policy recommendations 
on the development of a comprehensive in-
service teacher evaluation framework for Mexico. 
 

 
This is a new product to address the Minister’s 
request for advice in this area. To be coordinated 
with Sylvia Schmelkes on behalf of the Steering 
Group on School Management and Teacher Policy. 
Carlos Mancera will lead for the Steering Group on 
Teacher Evaluation and Incentive Policies. To be 
completed by March 2010. 

 
JOINT WORKSHOP on teachers’ professional 
paths and teacher evaluation 
 
 

 
March  as tentative date. To be confirmed with SEP. 
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Track 3 Operationalising relative weight of components in incentives (and evaluations) 

 
REPORT that identifies viable practices 
regarding student, teacher, and school 
performance measures and criteria used at the 
state-level for evaluation, rewards programs and 
educational interventions (including ENLACE 
results and other standardized tests), as well as 
feedback and reporting mechanisms. 
 

 
This will be a direct product of the state review work 
commissioned by the OECD. To be provided to 
SEP in March 2010. 

 
PAPER giving recommendations on the design 
of a pilot scheme in one or two nominated or 
volunteer states, which would move the teacher 
evaluation and incentives structures towards the 
longer-term vision set out in the roadmap, aiming 
for implementation during the 2010/11 school 
year. 
 

 
Building on the state review work, this will seek to 
operationalise the policy recommendations 
developed by the OECD Steering Groups. To be 
provided to SEP in May 2010. 

 
PUBLISHED REPORT: “Effective In-Service 
Teacher Evaluation and Incentives Systems: 
Considerations for Mexico” presented to coincide 
with start of 2010-11 Academic Year in Mexico. 
 

 
This will draw together in one report all of the 
recommendations for evaluation, rewards and 
incentives that have been provided to Mexico during 
the course of the project.  

 
 
The following deliverables were in the draft 2010 work programme but are now deleted: 
 

− PAPER giving recommendations to establish discernable trajectories and possible targets and 
milestones of standardised tests in Mexico in order to monitor and evaluate progress. 

 
− REPORT on how ENLACE can be operationalised into a value-added assessment in the Mexican 

context, considering school level value added. 
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ANNEX B 

“ADVICE TO IMPLEMENT TEACHER EVALUATION AND REWARDS ” 

PRESENTATION BY SUSAN SCLAFANI 
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STEERING GROUP MEETING PARTICIPANTS 

3 – 4 December, 2009 
 

 
OECD Steering Group on Teacher Evaluation and Incentive Policies 
 

1. Carlos Mancera (Chair) 
2. Margarita Zorrilla 
3. Lucrecia Santibañez 
4. José Luis Gaviria 
5. Jorge Juárez Barba 
6. Halsey Rogers 
7. Susan Sclafani 

 
OECD Steering Group on School Management and Teacher Policy 

1.  Ulf Fredriksson  
 
OECD Secretariat 
 

1. Michael Davidson  
2. Paulo Santiago  
3. Alejandro Gómez Palma  
4. Marlene Gras  
5. Francisco Benavides  

 
SEP/UPEPE 
 

1. Lourdes Saavedra 
2. Silvia Ojeda 

 

 

 

 


