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ADMINISTRATOR EVALUATION AND DEVELOPMENT MODEL

Introduction

Avon’s administrator evaluation system applies to all administrators working under their 092
certification. The administrator evaluation and development model defines administrator effectiveness
in terms of (1) administrator practice (the actions taken by administrators that have been shown to
impact key aspects of school life); (2) the results that come from this leadership (teacher effectiveness
and student achievement); and (3) the perceptions of the administrator’s leadership among key
stakeholders in their community.

The administrator evaluation model is based on three core design principles:

1. Focuson what matters most: The guidelines for evaluation focus on four areas of
administrator performance— student learning (45%), administrator practice (40%),
stakeholder feedback (10%), and teacher effectiveness (5%).

2. Emphasize growth over time: Theevaluation of an administrator’s performance
should primarily be about their improvement from an established starting point. This
applies to the professional practice focus areas and outcomes the administrator is striving
to attain. This is accomplished utilizing a goal-setting process.

3. Leave room for judgment: In the quest for accuracy of ratings, there is a tendency to
focus exclusively on the numbers. Ofequal importance are the professional conversations
between an evaluator and his/her evaluatee, in addition to evaluator’s observations of
their evaluatee’s practice to make informed judgments about the quality and efficacy of
practice.

This document describes the process of evaluation, details the four components on which
administrators are evaluated — leadership practice, stakeholder feedback, student learning and teacher
effectiveness — and, finally, the steps evaluators take to reach a summative rating for an evaluatee.

Administrator Evaluation and Development Overview

The evaluation and development model consists of multiple measures to paint an accurate and
comprehensive picture of administrator performance. All administrators will be evaluated in four
components, grouped into two major categories: Leadership Practice and Student Outcomes.

1. Leadership Practice Related Indicators: An evaluation of the core leadership practices and skills
that positively affect student learning. This category is comprised of two components:

(@) Observation of Leadership Performance and Practice (40%) as defined in the Common
Core of Leading (CCL): Connecticut School Leadership Standards
(b) Stakeholder Feedback (10%b) on leadership practice through surveys



2. Student Outcomes Related Indicators: An evaluation of an administrator’s contribution to
student academic progress, at the school and classroom level. This category is comprised of two
components:

(a) Student Learning (45%0) assessed in equal weight by: (a) progress on the academic learning
measures in the state’s accountability system for schools and (b) performance and growth on
locally-determined measures

(b) Teacher Effectiveness Outcomes (5%0) as determined by an aggregation of teachers’ success
with respect to Student Learning Objectives (SLOs)

Scores from each of the four components will be combined to produce a summative performance
rating of Exemplary, Proficient, Developing or Below Standard. The performance levels are defined
as:

o Exemplary — Substantially exceeding indicators of performance

e Proficient — Meeting indicators of performance

e Developing — Meeting some indicators of performance but not others
e Below Standard — Not meeting indicators of performance

Process and Timeline

This section describes the annual process by which administrators and their evaluators collect evidence
about practice and results over the course of a year, culminating with a final rating and
recommendations for continued improvement.

Overview of the Process

Each administrator participates in the evaluation process as a cycle of continuous improvement. For
every administrator, evaluation begins with goal-setting for the school year, setting the stage for
implementation of a goal-driven plan. The cycle continues with a Mid-Year Formative Review,
followed by continued implementation. The latter part of the process offers administrators a chance to
self-assess and reflect on progress to date, a step that informs the summative evaluation. Evidence
from the summative evaluation and self-assessment become important sources of information for the
administrator’s subsequent goal setting, as the cycle continues into the subsequent year.

The plan development, implementation and evidence collection cycle is as follows:

Goal Setting & Planning Mid-Year Review End-of-Year Review
- Orientation on process - Review goals and - Self-assessment
- Goal-setting and plan performance - Preliminary summative
development - Mid-year conference assessment*
By October 15 January/February By June 30

*Summative assessment finalized in August
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Step 1 Orientation and Context-Setting: To begin the process, the administrator needs five things to
be in place:

1. Student learning data to review and the state assigned School Performance Index (SPI)
rating

2. Stakeholder survey data to review

3. The District Strategic Plan, detailing the student learning objectives within the
Achievement Goal for the year

4. The School/Department Strategic plan that includes student learning objectives within
the Achievement Goal

Step 2 Goal-Setting and Plan Development: Before a school year starts, administrators identify three
Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) and one survey target, drawing on available data, the District
Strategic Plan, their school/department strategic plan, and prior evaluation results (where applicable).
They also determine two areas of focus for their practice. This is referred to as “3-2-1 goal-setting.”

— 3-2-1 Goal setting

Available Data

District Strategic SLO 1
Plan

SLO 2 Focus Area 1
School/Dept. SLO 3 Focus Area 2

Strategic Plan
Survey Target

Prior Evaluation
Results

——>



Administrators should start with the outcomes they want to achieve. This includes setting three SLOs and
one target related to stakeholder feedback.

Then administrators identify the areas of focus for their practice that will help them accomplish their
SLOs and survey target, choosing from among the elements of the CCL: Connecticut School
Leadership Standards. Administrators are rated on all six Performance Expectations, but are not
expected to focus on improving their practice in all areas in a given year. Rather, they should identify
two specific focus areas of growth that connect improvement in the practice focus areas to the outcome
goals and survey target. This creates a logical through-line from practice to outcomes.

Next, the evaluatee and the evaluator meet to discuss and agree on the selected outcome goals and
practice focus areas. This isan opportunity to discuss the evaluatee’s choices and to explore questions
such as:

e Are there any assumptions about specific goals that need to be shared because of the
local school/department context?

e Are there any elements for which Proficient performance will depend on factors beyond
the control of the evaluatee? If so, how will those dependencies be accounted for in the
evaluation process?

e What are the sources of evidence to be used in assessing an evaluatee’s performance?

The evaluator and evaluatee also discuss the appropriate resources and professional development needs
to support the evaluatee in accomplishing his/her goals. Together, these components — the goals, the
practice areas and the resources and supports — comprise an individual’s evaluation and development
plan.

In the event the evaluatee and the evaluator are unable to agree on the goals, support and/or sources of
evidence, an evaluation team will be consulted to assist in resolving the impasse. The evaluation team will
be comprised of an Avon administrator of the evaluatee’s choice, another member selected by the
Superintendent of Schools, and a mutually agreed third party. The decision of the evaluation team shall be
binding.

The focus areas, goals, activities, outcomes and time line will be reviewed by the evaluatee’s evaluator
prior to beginning work on the goals. The evaluator may suggest additional goals as appropriate.



Step 3 Plan Implementation and Evidence Collection: As the evaluatee implements the plan, he/she
and the evaluator both collect evidence about the evaluatee’s practice. For the evaluator, this must include
a minimum of two school site visits with timely feedback provided after each visit.

Other possible reviews of practice and sources of evidence to collect information about the evaluatee in
relation to their focus areas and goals might include:

e Artifacts of Budget Aligned with Identified Priorities

e Data Systems and Reports for Student Information

e Artifacts of Data Analysis and Plans for Response

e Observations of Teacher Team Meetings

e Observations of Administrative/Leadership Team Meetings
e Observations of Classrooms where Administrator is Present
e Communications to Parents and Community

e Observations of Interactions with Staff

e Observations of Interactions with Students

e Observations of Interactions with Families

e Engagement of Families and Community

Further, the evaluator should establish a schedule of site visits with the evaluatee to collect evidence
and observe the evaluatee’s work. The first visit should take place near the beginning of the school
year to ground the evaluator in the school/department context and the evaluatee’s evaluation and
development plan. Subsequent visits might be planned at 2-to 3-month intervals.

Site observations include a minimum of:

e 2 observations for each administrator

e 4 observations for administrators new to the district, school, the profession, or who has
received ratings of developing or below standard.

School visits should be frequent, purposeful and adequate for sustaining a professional conversation
about an administrator’s practice.

Step 4 Mid-Year Formative Review: Midway through the school year the evaluatee and evaluator meet
formally to discuss progress toward student learning targets, as well as any areas of performance
related to standards of performance and practice. The meeting is also an opportunity to surface any
changes in the context (e.g., a large influx of new students) that could impact accomplishment of
outcome goals; goals may be changed at this point.



Step 5 Self-Assessment: In the spring, the evaluatee reflects and assesses his/her practice on all 18
elements of the CCL: Connecticut Leadership Standards. For each element, the evaluatee determines
whether he/she:

e Needs to grow and improve practice on this element;

e Has some strengths on this element but need to continue to grow and improve;
e Is consistently effective on this element; or

e Can empower others to be effective on this element.

The evaluatee should also review his/her focus areas and determine if he/she considers him/herself on
track or not.

The evaluatee submits their self-assessment to their evaluator prior to the End-of-Year Summative Review as
an opportunity for the self-reflection to inform the summative rating.

Step 6 Summative Review and Rating: The evaluator and evaluatee meet in the late spring to discuss
the evaluatee’s self-assessment and all evidence collected over the course of the year. While a formal
rating follows this meeting, evaluators use the meeting as an opportunity to convey strengths, growth
areas, and their probable rating. After the meeting, the evaluator assigns a rating, based on all available
evidence.

The evaluator completes the summative evaluation report, shares it with the evaluatee and adds it to the
evaluatee’s personnel file with any written comments attached that the evaluatee requests to be added
within two weeks of receipt of the report.

Summative ratings must be completed for all administrators by June 30 of a given school year. Should
data (i.e., survey results, teacher effectiveness ratings, state accountability measures, summative
student learning indicators) not be available at the time of a final rating, a rating must be completed
based on evidence that is available. When the summative rating for an administrator may be
significantly impacted by state standardized test data or teacher effectiveness ratings, the evaluator may
recalculate the evaluatee’s summative rating when the data is available and submit the adjusted rating no
later than September 15. This adjustment should take place before the start of the new school year so that
prior year results can inform goal setting in the new school year.

Initial ratings are based on all available data. If some components are not completed, here are rules of
thumb to use in arriving at a rating:

e |f stakeholder survey results are not yet available, then the observation of practice rating should
count for 50% of the preliminary rating.

o If the teacher effectiveness outcomes ratings are not yet available, then the student learning
measures should count for 50% of the preliminary rating.

o If the state accountability measures are not yet available, then the Student Learning Objectives
should count for the full assessment of student learning.

e If none of the summative student learning indicators can yet be assessed, then the evaluator
should examine the most recent interim assessment data to assess progress and arrive at an
assessment of the administrator’s performance on this component.



LEADERSHIP PRACTICE RELATED INDICATORS

The Leadership Practice Related Indicators evaluate the administrator’s knowledge of a complex set of
skills and competencies and how these are applied in leadership practice. It is comprised of two
categories:

e Observation of Leadership Practice, which counts for 40%; and
e Stakeholder Feedback, which counts for 10%.

Category #1: Leadership Practice (40%)

An assessment of an administrator’s leadership practice — by direct observation of practice and the
collection of other evidence — is 40% of an administrator’s summative rating.

Leadership practice is framed by the CCL: Connecticut School Leadership Standards, adopted by the
Connecticut State Board of Education in June of 2012, which use the national Interstate School
Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) standards as their foundation and define effective
administrative practice through six performance expectations.

1. Vision, Mission and Goals: Education leaders ensure the success and achievement of all
students by guiding the development and implementation of a shared vision of learning, a
strong organizational mission and high expectations for student performance.

2. Teaching and Learning: Education leaders ensure the success and achievement of all
students by monitoring and continuously improving teaching and learning.

3. Organizational Systems and Safety: Education leaders ensure the success and
achievement of all students by managing organizational systems and resources for a safe,
high-performing learning environment.

4. Families and Stakeholders: Education leaders ensure the success and achievement of
all students by collaborating with families and stakeholders to respond to diverse
community interests and needs and to mobilize community resources.

5. Ethics and Integrity: Education leaders ensure the success and achievement of all
students by being ethical and acting with integrity.

6. The Education System: Education leaders ensure the success and achievement of all
students and advocate for their students, faculty and staff needs by influencing systems of
political, social, economic, legal and cultural contexts affecting education.

All six of these performance expectations contribute to successful schools. Improving teaching and
learning is at the core of what effective educational leaders do. Assuch, Performance Expectation 2
(Teaching and Learning) comprises half of the leadership practice rating and the other five
performance expectations are equally weighted.



Leadership Practice — 6 Performance Expectations
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In order to arrive at these ratings, administrators are measured against the CCL: Leader Evaluation
Rubric (Appendix A) which describes leadership actions across four performance levels for each of the
six performance expectations and associated elements. The four performance levels are:

e Exemplary: The Exemplary Level focuses on the concepts of developing capacity for
action and leadership beyond the individual leader. Collaboration and involvement from
a wide range of staff, students and stakeholders is prioritized as appropriate in
distinguishing Exemplary performance from Proficient performance.

e Proficient: The rubric is anchored at the Proficient Level using the indicator language
from the Connecticut School Leadership Standards. The specific indicator language is
highlighted at the Proficient level.

e Developing: The Developing Level focuses on leaders with a general knowledge of
leadership practices but most of those practices do not necessarily lead to positive
results.

e Below Standard: The Below Standard Level focuses on a limited understanding of
leadership practices and general inaction on the part of the leader.

The rubric is designed to be developmental in use. It contains a detailed continuum of performance
for every indicator within the CCL: Connecticut School Leadership Standards in order to serveasa
guide and resource for evaluators and evaluators to talk about practice, identify specific areas for
growth and development, and have language to use in describing what improved practice would be.

In some cases, evaluators may find that an evaluatee demonstrates one level of performance for one
concept and a different level of performance for a second concept within a row. In those cases, the
evaluator will use judgment to decide on the level of performance for that particular indicator.

Evaluatees and evaluators will not be required to complete this rubric at the Indicator level for any
self-assessment or evaluation process. Evaluators and evaluatees will review performance and
complete evaluation detail at the Performance Expectation level and may discuss performance at the
Element level, using the detailed Indicator rows as supporting information as needed. As part of the
evaluation process, evaluators and evaluatees should identify a few specific areas for ongoing
support and growth.

All indicators of the evaluation rubric may not apply to assistant principals, directors, supervisors or
central office administrators. Districts may generate ratings using evidence collected from
applicable indicators in the CCL: Connecticut School Leadership Standards.



Arriving at a Leadership Practice Summative Rating

Summative ratings are based on the preponderance of evidence for each performance expectation in the
CCL.: Connecticut School Leadership Standards. Evaluators collect written evidence about and
observe the administrator’s leadership practice across the six performance expectations described in the
rubric. Specific attention is paid to leadership performance areas identified as needing development.

This is accomplished through the following steps, undertaken by the evaluatee and evaluator
completing the evaluation:

The evaluatee and evaluator meet for a Goal-Setting Conference to identify focus areas for development
of the evaluatee’s leadership practice.

1. Theevaluatee collects evidence about his/her practice and the evaluator collects
evidence about the evaluatee’s practice with particular emphasis on the identified focus
areas for development. Evaluators must conduct at least two site observations for any
evaluatee and must conduct a minimum of four site observations for evaluatees who
are new to the district, school, the profession, or who have received ratings of
developing or below standard. Evaluators are defined as Central Office administration
for principals and directors, principals for assistant principals and directors for supervisors.

2. Theevaluatee and evaluator hold a Mid-Year Formative Conference with a focused
discussion of progress toward the established focus areas/goals and any other identified
areas of concern.

3. No later than June 1st, the evaluatee reviews all information and data collected during the
year and completes a summative self-assessment (Appendix E) for review by the
evaluator, identifying areas of strength and continued growth, as well as progress on the
focus areas.

4. The evaluator and the evaluatee meet to discuss all evidence collected to date. Following
the conference, the evaluator uses the preponderance of evidence to assign a summative
rating of exemplary, proficient, developing, or below standard for each performance
expectation. Then the evaluator assigns a total practice rating based on the criteria in the
chart below and generates a summary report of the evaluation prior to June 30th
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Exemplary

Proficient

Developing

Below Standard

Exemplary on Teaching
and Learning

+

Exemplary on at least
2 other performance
expectations

At least Proficient on
Teaching and
Learning

+

At least Proficient on
at least 3 other
performance
expectations

At least Developing on
Teaching and Learning

+

At least Developing on
at least 3 other
performance
expectations

Below Standard on
Teaching and
Learning

or

Below Standard on

at least 3 other
+ + performance

No rating below expectations
Developing on any
performance
expectation

No rating below
Proficient on any
performance expectation

Category #2: Stakeholder Feedback (10%0)

Feedback from stakeholders is 10% of an administrator’s summative rating. A survey with measures
that align to the CCL: Connecticut School Leadership Standards is administered yearly to stakeholders
to assess a leaders’ effectiveness.

The survey(s) selected by the district for gathering feedback is valid (that is, the instrument measures
what it is intended to measure) and reliable (that is, the use of the instrument is consistent among those
using it and is consistent over time). In order to minimize the burden on schools and stakeholders, the
surveys have abroader application as part of evaluator evaluation systems, school-or district-wide
feedback and planning, or other purposes.

The survey administered aligns to some or all of the CCL: Connecticut School Leadership
Standards, so that feedback is applicable to measuring performance against those standards. In most
cases, only a subset of survey measures will align explicitly to the Leadership Standards, so evaluatees
and their evaluators should select relevant portions of the survey’s results to incorporate into the
evaluation and development model.

For each administrative role, the stakeholders surveyed should be those in the best position to provide
meaningful feedback. For school-based administrators, stakeholders solicited for feedback must include
teachers and parents, but may include other stakeholders (e.qg., other staff, community members,
students). If surveyed populations include students, they can provide valuable input on school practices
and climate for inclusion in evaluation of school-based administrative roles.

11



Arriving at a Stakeholder Feedback Summative Rating

Ratings should reflect the degree to which an administrator makes growth on feedback measures, using
data from the prior year or beginning of the year as a baseline for setting a growth target.

Exceptions to this include:

e Administrators with high ratings already, in which case, the rating should reflect the

degree to which measures remain high

e Administrators new to the role, in which case, the rating should be based on a reasonable
target, using district averages or averages of schools in similar situations

This is accomplished in the following steps, undertaken by the evaluatee and reviewed by the evaluator:

1. Administer standardized district survey aligned to the CCL: Connecticut School Leadership

Standards

2. Review and analyze standardized district survey results to establish baseline

3. Identify one area for growth, set a target for growth and detail the processes to be employed to
accomplish that growth

4. Later in the school year, administer standardized district survey to relevant stakeholders

5. Aggregate and reflect on data to determine whether the processes employed resulted in the
established target being achieved

6. Assign arating, using this scale:

Exemplary

Proficient

Developing

Below Standard

Substantially exceeded
target

Met target

Made substantial
progress but did not
meet target

Made little or no
progress against target

Establishing what results in having “substantially exceeded” the target or what constitutes “substantial

progress” is left to the discretion of the evaluator and the evaluatee in the context of the target being set.
However, more than half of the rating of an administrator on stakeholder feedback must be based on an
assessment of improvement over time.

12



STUDENT OUTCOMES RELATED INDICATORS

The Student Outcomes Related Indicators capture the administrator’s impact on student learning and
comprise half of the final rating.

Student Related Indicators includes two categories:

e Student Learning, which counts for 45%; and
e Teacher Effectiveness Outcomes, which counts for 5%.

Category #3: Student Learning (45%0)

Student learning is assessed in equal weight by: (a) performance and progress on the academic learning
measures in the state’s accountability system for schools and (b) performance and growth on locally-
determined measures. Each of these measures will have a weight of 22.5% and together they will
account for 45% of the administrator’s evaluation.

State Measures of Academic Learning
Currently, the state’s accountability system includes two measures of student academic learning:

1. School Performance Index (SPI) progress — changes from baseline in student
achievement on Connecticut’s standardized assessments [Connecticut Mastery Test
(CMT) and the Connecticut Academic Performance Test (CAPT), Smarter Balanced
Assessment Consortium (SBAC)].

2. SPI progress for student subgroups — changes from baseline in student achievement for
subgroups on Connecticut’s standardized assessments.

13



Evaluation ratings for administrators on these state test measures are generated as follows:

Step 1: Ratings of SPI Progress are applied to give the administrator a score between 1 and 4,
using the table below:

SPI Progress (all students and subgroups)

SPI>=88 Did not Maintain
Maintain
1 4
SPI<88 < 50% target 50-99% target | 100-125% target | > 125% target
progress progress progress progress
1 2 3 4

NOTE: Administrators who work in schools with two SPIs will use the average of the two SPI ratings
to apply for their score.

Step 2: Scores are weighted to emphasize improvement in schools below the State’s SPI target
of 88 and to emphasize subgroup progress and performance in schools above the

target.
SPI Progress 100% minus subgroup %
SPI Subgroup Progress 10% per subgroup; up to 50%

* Subgroup(s) must exist in year prior and in year of evaluation

Below is a sample calculation for a school with two subgroups:

Measure Score Weight Summary Score
SP1 Progress 3 8 2.4
SPI Subgroup 1 Progress 2 ! 2
SPI Subgroup 2 Progress 2 1 2
Total 2.8

Step 3: Theweighted scores in each category are summed; resulting in an overall state test rating
that is scored on the following scale:

Exemplary

Proficient

Developing

Below Standard

At or above 3.5

Between 2.5and 3.4

Between 1.5and 2.4

Less than 1.5

All protections related to the assignment of school accountability ratings (e.g., the minimum number of
days a student must be enrolled in order for that student’s scores to be included in an accountability

measure) shall apply to the use of state test data for administrator evaluation.




Locally-Determined Measures (Student Learning Objectives)

Administrators establish three Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) on measures they select. In
selecting measures, certain parameters apply:

e All measures must align to Common Core State Standards and Connecticut Content
Standards. In instances where there are no such standards that apply to a subject/grade
level, districts must provide evidence of alignment to research-based learning standards.

e At leastone of the measures must focus on student outcomes from subjects and/or grades
not assessed on state-administered assessments.

e For administrators in high school, one measure must include the cohort graduation rate
and the extended graduation rate, as defined in the State’s approved application for
flexibility under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. All protections related to
the assignment of school accountability ratings for cohort graduation rate and extended
graduation rate shall apply to the use of graduation data for principal evaluation.

SLO1 SLO?2 SLO3
Elementary or Middle Non-tested subjects or Broad discretion*
School Administrator grades
High School Administrator | Graduation Broad discretion*

(meets the non-tested
grades or subjects
requirement)

Central Office (meets the non-tested grades or subjects requirement)
Administrator

*Indicators may focus on student results from all or a subset of teachers, grade levels or subjects for Assistant
Principals, Directors, Supervisors and Central Office Administrators.

Beyond these parameters, administrators have broad discretion in selecting indicators, including, but
not limited to:

e Student performance or growth on state-administered assessments and/or district-
adopted assessments not included in the state accountability measures (e.g., commercial
content area assessments, Advanced Placement examinations).

e Students’ progress toward graduation in the school using strong predictive indicators,
including but not limited to 9th and/or 10th grade credit accumulation and/or the
percentage of students that pass 9th and/or 10th grade subjects most commonly
associated with graduation.

e Students’ performance or growth on school-or classroom-developed assessments in
subjects and grade levels for which there are not available state assessments.



The process for selecting measures and creating SLOs should strike a balance between alignment to
district student learning priorities and a focus on the most significant school-level student learning
needs. To do so, it is critical that the process unfold in this way:

e First, the district establishes student learning priorities for a given school year based on
available data. These may be a continuation for multi-year improvement strategies or a
new priority that emerges from achievement data.

e Theadministrator uses available data to craft a school/department strategic plan. This is
done in collaboration with other stakeholders and includes a manageable set of clear
student learning targets.

e The administrator chooses student learning priorities for her/his own evaluation that are
(a) aligned to the district strategic plan and (b) aligned with the school/ department
strategic plan.

e Theadministrator chooses measures that best assess the priorities and develops clear and
measurable SLOs for the chosen assessments/indicators.

e Theadministrator shares the SLOs with her/his evaluator, informing a conversation
designed to ensure that:

¢ The objectives are adequately ambitious.

¢ Thereis adequate data that can be collected to make a fair judgment about
whether the administrator met the established objectives.

¢ The objectives are based on a review of student characteristics (e.g., mobility,
attendance, demographic and learning characteristics) relevant to the assessment
of the administrator against the objective.

¢ The professional resources are appropriate to supporting the administrator in
meeting the performance targets.

e The evaluatee and evaluator collect interim data on the SLOs to inform a mid-year
conversation (which is an opportunity to assess progress and, as needed, adjust targets)
and summative data to inform summative ratings.

Based on this process, evaluatees receive a rating for this portion, as follows:

Exemplary Proficient Developing Below Standard

Met all 3 objectives Met 2 objectives and Met 1 objectives and Met 0 objectives

and substantially made at least made substantial

exceeded at least 2 substantial progress progress on at least 1 OR

targets on the 3rd other Met 1 objective and
did not make

substantial progress on
either of the other 2




Arriving at Student Learning Summative Rating

To arrive at an overall student learning rating, the ratings for the state assessment and the locally-
determined ratings in the two categories are plotted on this matrix:

State Measures of Academic Learning
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Category #4: Teacher Effectiveness Outcomes (5%0)

Teacher effectiveness outcomes — as measured by an aggregation of teachers’ student learning
objectives (SLOs) — is 5% of an administrator’s evaluation.

Increasing teacher effectiveness through improving the percentage of teachers who meet the student
learning objectives outlined in their performance evaluations or other locally-determined measures is

central to an administrator’s role in driving improved student learning outcomes. That is why, in
addition to measuring the actions that administrators take to increase teacher effectiveness — from
hiring and placement to ongoing professional development to feedback on performance — the
administrator evaluation and development model also assesses the outcomes of all of that work.

As part of the teacher evaluation and development model, teachers are assessed in part on their
accomplishment of SLOs. This is the basis for assessing administrators’ contribution to teacher

effectiveness outcomes.

In order to maintain a strong focus on teachers setting rigorous SLOs for their evaluation, it is
imperative evaluators discuss with their evaluatees their strategies in working with teachers to set

ambitious SLOs.

Exemplary

Proficient

Developing

Below Standard

>80% of teachers are
rated proficient or
exemplary on the
student learning
objectives portion of
their evaluation

>60% of teachers are
rated proficient or
exemplary on the
student learning
objectives portion of
their evaluation

>40% of teachers are
rated proficient or
exemplary on the
student learning
objectives portion of
their evaluation

<40% of teachers are
rated proficient or
exemplary on the
student learning
objectives portion of
their evaluation
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SUMMATIVE ADMINISTRATOR EVALUATION RATING

Summative Scoring

Each administrator shall annually receive a summative rating in one of four levels:

1. Exemplary: Substantially exceeding indicators of performance

2. Proficient: Meeting indicators of performance

3. Developing: Meeting some indicators of performance but not others
4. Belowstandard: Not meeting indicators of performance

Proficient represents fully satisfactory performance. It is the rigorous standard expected for most
experienced administrators. Specifically, proficient administrators can be characterized as:

e Meeting expectations as an instructional leader

e Meeting expectations in at least 3 other areas of practice

e Meeting and making progress on 1 target related to stakeholder feedback

e Meeting state accountability growth targets on tests of core academic subjects

e Meeting and making progress on 3 student learning objectives aligned to school and district
priorities

e Having more than 60% of teachers proficient on the student growth portion of their evaluation
Supporting administrators to reach proficiency is at the very heart of this evaluation model.

Exemplary ratings are reserved for performance that significantly exceeds proficiency and could serve
as a model for leaders district-wide or even statewide. Few administrators are expected to demonstrate
exemplary performance on more than a small number of practice elements.

A rating of developing means that performance is meeting proficiency in some components but not
others. Improvement is necessary and expected and two consecutive years at the developing level is,
for an experienced administrator, a cause for concern. On the other hand, for administrators in their
first year, performance rated developing is expected. If, by the end of three years, performance is still
rated developing, there is cause for concern.

A rating of below standard indicates performance that is below proficient on all components or
unacceptably low on one or more components.

Determining Summative Ratings

The process for determining summative evaluation ratings has three steps: (a) determining a Leader
Practice Rating, (b) determining a Student Outcomes Rating and (c) combining the two into an
overall rating using the Summative Matrix.

Each step is illustrated below:
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A. PRACTICE: Leadership Practi