HARTLAND SCHOOL
EDUCATOR EVALUATION and DEVELOPMENT
2015-2016

The Hartland School’s System for Educator Evaluation and Development (SEED) guidelines are drawn directly

from Connecticut’s System for Educator Evaluation and Development. The following outline follows the SEED
process.
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Teacher Evaluation and Development

Purpose and Rationale

When teachers succeed, students succeed. Research has proven that no school-level factor matters more to
students’ success than high-quality teachers and effective leaders. To support our teachers and
administrators, we need to clearly define excellent practice and results, give accurate, useful information
about educators’ strengths and development areas and provide opportunities for professional learning,
growth and recognition. The purpose of the new evaluation and support model is to fairly and accurately

evaluate educator performance and to help each educator strengthen his/her practice to improve student
learning.

Design Principles

Consider multiple, standard-based measures of performance.
Emphasize growth over time.

Promote professional judgment and consistency.

Foster dialogue about student learning.

Encourage aligned professional development, coaching and feedback to support teacher growth.
Ensure feasibility of implementation.

Student learning is a shared responsibility between teachers, administrators and district leaders. The

following graphic illustrates the areas of common accountability that connect teacher and administrator
evaluation.
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Evaluation Framework — Four Components of Teacher Effectiveness

Teacher Practice Related Indicators: an evaluation of the core instructional practices and skills that

positively affect student learning. This category is comprised of two components:

@)

Observation of teacher performance and practice (40%) as defined in the Common Core

of Teaching (CCT) Rubric for Effective Teaching 2014, which articulates five domains

and seventeen indicators
O

e Student Related Indicators

of teacher practice

Parent feedback (10%) as determined by teachers’ Parent Feedback Goal

o Student growth and development (45%) as determined by the teacher’s student learning
objectives (SLO’s) and associated indicators of academic growth (IAGDs)

@)

School-wide student learning indicators (5%) as determined by the school’s Student

Performance Index (SPI). Hartland School will conduct the Smarter Balanced
Assessment Consortium’s Field Test (SBAC-FT) and therefore will not have an SPI.
Further, teacher and administrator SLOs will not include CMT data through the 2014-
2015 school year, with the potential exception of grades 5 and 8.
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Scores from each of the four components will be combined to produce a summative performance rating
designation of Exemplary, Proficient, Developing or Below Standard. The performance levels are defined
as:

Exemplary — Substantially exceeding indicators of performance.

Proficient — Meeting all indicators of performance.

Developing — Meeting some indicators of performance.

Below Standard — Not meeting indicators of performance.

Teacher Evaluation Process

Goal-Setting & Planning Mid-Year Check-in End-of-Year Review

# Orientation
on process # Review goals # Teacher self-
e and performance assessment
reflection and to date # Scoring
CeElEE * Mid-year » End-of-year
» Goal-setting conferences conference
conference

October 15

January/February By June 30%

*If state test data may have a significant impact on a final rating, a final rating may bhe
revised by September 15 when state test data are available.

Goal Setting and Planning:

Professional development time will be provided in May of each year to establish the following year’s building
wide Performance and Practice and Parent Feedback goals. Teachers may choose a different Performance and
Practice goal in mutual agreement with the principal. Additional time will be allocated throughout the year to
review the SEED 2015 process.

Timeframe: Target is October 1; must be completed by October 15

1. Orientation on Process — To begin the evaluation process, evaluators meet with teachers, in a group or
individually, to discuss the evaluation process and their roles and responsibilities within it. In this meeting,
they will discuss any school or district priorities that should be reflected in the teacher’s Performance and
Practice goal and student learning objective (SLO), and they will commit to set time aside for the types of
collaboration required by the evaluation process. All teachers will be provided with adequate and
appropriate materials on the evaluation process.

2. Teacher Reflection and Goal-Setting — The teacher examines student data, prior year evaluation and
survey results, and the (CCT) Rubric for Effective Teaching 2014 to draft a proposed performance and
practice focus area, a parent feedback goal, and a student learning objective (SLO) for the school year. The
teacher may collaborate in grade-level or subject-matter teams to support the goal-setting process.

3. Goal-Setting Conference — The evaluator and teacher meet to discuss the teacher’s proposed goals and
objectives in order to arrive at mutual agreement about them. The teacher collects evidence about his/her
practice and the evaluator collects evidence about the teacher’s practice to support the review. The
evaluator may request revisions to the proposed goals and objectives if they do not meet approval criteria.
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Mid-Year Check-in:
Timeframe: January and February

1. Reflection and Preparation — The teacher and evaluator collect and reflect on evidence to date about the
teacher’s practice and student learning in preparation for the check-in.

2. Mid-Year Conference — The evaluator and teacher complete at least one mid-year check-in conference
during which they review evidence related to the teacher’s goals. The mid-year conference is an important
point in the year for addressing concerns and reviewing results for the first half of the year. If needed,
teachers and evaluators can mutually agree to revisions on the strategies or approaches used and/or mid-
year adjustment of the SLO to accommodate changes (e.g., student populations, assignment). They also
discuss actions that the teacher can take and supports the evaluator can provide to promote teacher growth.

End-of-Year Summative Review:
Timeframe: May and June; must be completed by the end of the school year.

a. Teacher Self-Assessment — The teacher reviews all information and data collected during the year and
completes a self-assessment for review by the evaluator. This self-assessment may focus specifically on the
areas for development established in the Goal-Setting Conference.

b. End-of-Year Conference — The evaluator and the teacher meet to discuss all evidence collected to date
and to discuss component ratings. Following the conference, the evaluator assigns a summative rating and
generates a summary report of the evaluation before the end of the school year. The district superintendent
shall report the status of teacher evaluations to the board of education by June 30 each year. Not later
than June 30 of each year, each superintendent shall report to the Commissioner of Education the
status of the implementation of teacher evaluations, including the frequency of evaluations, aggregate
evaluation ratings, the number of teachers who have not been evaluated and other requirements as
determined by the Department of Education.

3. Scoring — The evaluator reviews submitted evidence, self-assessments and observation data and uses
them to generate component ratings. The component ratings are combined to calculate scores for Teacher
Practice Related Indicators and Student Outcomes Related Indicators. These scores generate the final,
summative rating. After all data, including state test data, are available, the evaluator may adjust the
summative rating if the state test data would significantly change the Student-Related Indicators final
rating. Such revisions should take place as soon as state test data are available and before September 15,
and include appropriate communication with the teacher.

e The evaluator of all Hartland teachers shall be the principal, the Superintendent, or in the case of Shared
Services staff, the Director of Shared Services.
e The evaluators shall complete intensive training and demonstrate proficiency.

Evaluation-Based Professional Growth Plans

o All teachers will have a Professional Growth Plan that is co-created with mutual agreement between the
teacher and his or her evaluator.

Improvement and Remediation Plans

e Teachers whose performance is rated Developing or Below Standard shall have an individual teacher
improvement and remediation plan.

DRAFT 6/15/15 Page 4



Component #1: Teacher Performance and Practice

All evaluators are required to complete extensive training on the evaluation model and to demonstrate
proficiency. They will review teaching practice against the (CCT) Rubric for Effective Teaching 2014, based
on multiple observations. It comprises 40% of the summative rating. Following observations, evaluators
provide teachers with specific feedback (within 5 days) to identify strong practice, to identify teacher
development needs and to tailor support to meet those needs. Hartland School will take advantage of The
Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE) provided training opportunities and tools throughout the
year to support district administrators and evaluators in implementing the model. Hartland will adapt and build
on these evaluative tools to provide comprehensive training and support and to ensure that our evaluators are
proficient in conducting teacher evaluations. Evaluators will be responsible for participating in ongoing
calibration sessions offered throughout the school year.

Observation Process

Observations in and of themselves are not useful to teachers — it is the feedback, based on observations, that
helps teachers reach their full potential. All teachers deserve the opportunity to grow and develop through
observations and timely feedback.

Therefore, in the SEED 2015 teacher evaluation and support model:

_I Each teacher should be observed as defined below.
0 Formal: Observations or reviews of practice that last at least 30 minutes and are followed by a
post-observation conference, which includes timely written and verbal feedback.
o Informal: Observations or reviews of practice that last at least 10 minutes and are followed by
written and verbal feedback. These can be announced or unannounced.

71 All observations must be followed by feedback, both verbal (e.g., a post-conference, conversation in the
hallway) and written (e.g., via email, comprehensive write-up, quick note in mailbox), within 5 business
days, and with ratings completed within a reasonable time frame.

" Both verbal and written feedback after an informal observation will be provided.

_J In order to capture an authentic view of practice and to promote a culture of openness and comfort with
frequent observations and feedback, there should be a combination of announced and unannounced
observations.

[ In accordance with the SEED 2015 State Model:

Teacher Categories Minimum Number of Observations

First and Second Year 3 formal in-class observations; 2 of which include a pre-
Novice Teachers conference and all of which include a post-conference; and 3
informal observations

Below Standard and 3 formal in-class observations; 2 of which include a pre-
Developing (based on conference and all of which must include a post-conference;
previous years and 5 informal observations

evaluation)

Proficient and 1 formal observation every 3 years, including a pre-
Exemplary (based on conference and post-conference; and 3 informal
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previous years observations/reviews of practice in every other year; 1 of

evaluation) which must be an in-class observation. 2 can be non-

classroom reviews of practice, and do include feedback. One
review of practice will take place every year.

e Asdescribed in the Evaluation Process, teachers develop one Performance and Practice goal that is
aligned to the CCT. These goals are to be recorded in a teacher’s professional growth plan, on the
BloomBoard management tool.

o Although Performance and Practice goals are not explicitly evaluated as part of the Teacher

Performance and Practice component, progress on goals will be positively reflected in the scoring of

Teacher Performance and Practice evidence.

Pre-Conferences and Post-Conferences

Pre-conferences are valuable for giving context for the lesson, providing information about the students to
be observed and setting expectations for the observation process. Pre-conferences are optional for
observations except where noted in the requirements described in the table above. A pre-conference can be
held with a group of teachers, where appropriate. Evidence from the pre-conference is aligned to Domain 3.

Post-conferences provide a forum for reflecting on the observation against the CCT Rubric for Effective
Teaching and for generating action steps that will lead to the teacher's improvement. A good post-
conference:

"1 begins with an opportunity for the teacher to share his/her reflections on the lesson;

1 cites objective evidence to paint a clear picture for both the teacher and the evaluator about the

teacher’s successes, what improvements will be made and where future observations may focus;

] involves written and verbal feedback from the evaluator; and
"1 occurs within a timely manner, typically within five business days.

Classroom observations provide the most evidence for domains 2 and 4 of the CCT Rubric for Effective
Teaching 2014, but both pre-and post-conferences provide the opportunity for discussion of all five
domains, including practice outside of classroom instruction (e.g., lesson plans, reflections on teaching).

Non-Classroom Reviews of Practice

Because the evaluation and support model aims to provide teachers with comprehensive feedback on their
practice as defined by the five domains of the CCT Rubric for Effective Teaching 2014, all interactions
with teachers that are relevant to their instructional practice and professional conduct may contribute to
their performance evaluation. These interactions may include, but are not limited to, reviews of lesson/unit
plans and assessments, planning meetings, data team meetings, Professional Development meetings, call
logs or notes from parent-teacher meetings, observations of coaching/mentoring other teachers and/or
attendance records from professional learning or school-based activities/events.

Feedback

The goal of feedback is to help teachers grow as educators and inspire high achievement in all of their
students. With this in mind, evaluators should be clear and direct, presenting their comments in a way that
is supportive and constructive. Feedback should include:
| specific evidence and ratings, where appropriate, on observed indicators of the CCT Rubric for
Effective Teaching;
| prioritized commendations and recommendations for development actions;
"1 next steps and supports to improve teacher practice; and

| a timeframe for follow up.
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Teacher Performance and Practice Focus Area

As described in the Evaluation Process and Timeline section, teachers develop one performance and
practice focus area that is aligned to the CCT Rubric for Effective Teaching 2014. The focus area will
guide observations and feedback conversations throughout the year.

Each teacher will work with his or her evaluator to develop a practice and performance focus area through
mutual agreement. All focus areas should have a clear link to student achievement and should move the
teachers towards Proficient or Exemplary on the CCT Rubric for Effective Teaching 2014. Schools may
decide to create school-wide or grade-specific focus areas aligned to a particular indicator (e.g., 4b:
Leading students to construct new learning through use of active learning strategies).

Growth related to the focus areas should be referenced in feedback conversations throughout the year. The
focus area and action steps should be formally discussed during the Mid-Year Conference and the End-of-
Year Conference. Although performance and practice focus areas are not explicitly rated as part of the
Teacher Performance and Practice component, growth related to the focus area will be reflected in the
scoring of Teacher Performance and Practice evidence.

Teacher Performance and Practice Scoring

Evaluators do not provide an overall rating for each observation, but will provide ratings and evidence for
the Rubric indicators that were observed. During observations, evaluators will take evidence-based,
scripted notes, capturing specific instances of what the teacher and students said and did in the classroom.
Once the evidence has been recorded, the evaluator aligns the evidence with the appropriate indicator(s) on
the Rubric and then makes a determination about which performance level the evidence supports.

Summative Observation of Teacher Performance and Practice Rating

The primary evaluator must determine a final teacher performance and practice rating and discuss this
rating with teachers during the End-of-Year Conference. Within the SEED 2015 model, each domain of the
CCT Rubric for Effective Teaching carries equal weight in the final rating. The final teacher performance
and practice rating will be calculated by the evaluator in a three-step process:

1) Evaluator holistically reviews evidence collected through observations and interactions (e.g., team
meetings, conferences) and uses professional judgment to determine indicator ratings for each of
the 12 indicators.

2) Evaluator averages indicators within each domain to a tenth of a decimal to calculate domain-level
scores of 1.0-4.0.

3) Evaluator averages domain scores to calculate an overall Observation of Teacher Performance and
Practice rating of 1.0-4.0.

Each step is illustrated below:

1) Evaluator holistically reviews evidence collected through observations and reviews of practice and uses
professional judgment to determine indicator ratings for each of the 12-indicators.

By the end of the year, the evaluator should have collected a variety of evidence on teacher practice from
the year’s observations and interactions. Evaluators then analyze the consistency, trends and significance of
the evidence to determine a rating for each of the 12-indicators. Some questions to consider while analyzing
the evidence include:
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o Consistency: Does the evidence show relatively uniform, homogenous evidence for throughout
the semester/year? Does the evidence paint a clear, unambiguous picture of the teacher’s
performance in this area?

o Trends: Does the evidence show improvement over time that overshadows earlier observation
outcomes? Have | seen regression or setbacks over time that overshadows earlier observation
outcomes?

o Significance: Are some data more valid than others? Is there evidence from “meatier” lessons
or interactions that better assess this aspect of performance?

Improvement and Remediation Plans:

If a teacher’s performance is rated as developing or below standard, it signals the need for focused support
and development. Improvement and remediation plans will be developed in consultation with the teacher
and, at the Special Assistance and Intensive Assistance levels, with the presence of his/her exclusive
bargaining representative. They will be differentiated by the level of identified need and/or stage of
development. Improvement and remediation plans must:

_| identify resources, support and other strategies to be provided by the local or regional board of
education to address documented deficiencies;

_| indicate a timeline for implementing such resources, support and other strategies, in the course of
the same school year as the plan is issued, not to exceed 30 school days; and

_I'include CCT indicators being addressed and a rating of Proficient or better at the conclusion of
the improvement and remediation plan.

Levels of Support:

1. Structured Support: An educator would receive structured support when an area(s) of concern is
identified during the school year. This support is intended to provide short-term assistance to address a
concern in its early stage.

2. Special Assistance: An educator would receive special assistance when he/she earns a year end
summative rating of developing or below standard. An educator may also receive special assistance if
he/she does not meet the goal(s) of the structured support plan. This support is intended to assist an
educator who is having difficulty consistently demonstrating proficiency.

3. Intensive Assistance: An educator would receive intensive assistance when he/she does not meet the
goal(s) of the special assistance plan. This support is intended to build the staff member’s competency.

Career Development and Growth:

Hartland School will reward exemplary performance identified through the evaluation process with
opportunities for career development and professional growth, building the capacity and skill of all teachers.

Component #2: Parent Feedback

e The Climate and Safety Committee will serve as the school governance council and assist in the
development of a whole school survey to align the school improvement goals. The survey used to
capture Parent Feedback will be anonymous and demonstrate fairness, reliability, validity and
usefulness.

o Feedback from parents will be used to help determine the remaining 10% of the Teacher Practice
Category.

e Parent surveys will be conducted at the whole school level.
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e General school goals will be set after analysis of the survey data by the faculty and administration.

e Teachers will determine through mutual agreement with their evaluator, one related parent goal with
improvement targets that would impact the general school goal.

e Teachers can measure how successfully they implement a strategy to address an area of need and/or
they can collect evidence directly from parents to measure the indicators they generated.

e The Parent Feedback rating as defined in SEED should reflect the degree to which a teacher
successfully reaches their parent goal and improvement targets.

Component #3: Student Growth and Development

e Using the four-step SLO cycle as defined in SEED, teacher will generate one Student Learning
Obijectives (SLO). Teacher will either base SLO on standardized assessments or local assessments.
During the 2015-2016 school year Hartland School will conduct the Smarter Balanced Assessment
Consortium’s Field Test (SBAC-FT) and SLO will not include CMT data, with the exception of Grades
5 and 8 Science.

e The SLO will contain Indicators of Academic Growth and Development (IAGD). An (IAGD) is the
specific evidence, with a quantitative target, that will demonstrate whether the SLO was met. The
SLO must include at least one IAGD with multiple data points, but may include multiple,
differentiated IAGDs where appropriate. Teachers whose students take a standardized assessment
will create an SLO with an IAGD(s) using that assessment. All other teachers will develop their
SLO with IAGDs based on non-standardized measures. During the 2015-2016 school year Hartland
School will conduct the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium’s Field Test (SBAC-FT) and SLO
will not include CMT data, with the exception of Grades 5 and 8 Science.

e The SLO must be approved by the teacher’s evaluator based on SEED criteria.

e Once the SLO is approved, teachers should monitor students’ progress towards the objectives.
Teachers can, for example, examine student work; administer interim assessments and track
students’ accomplishments and struggles. Progress towards the SLO/IAGDs and action steps for
achieving progress should be referenced in feedback conversations throughout the year.

e Ifateacher’s assignment changes, or if his/her student population shifts significantly, the SLO can
be adjusted during the Mid-Year Conference between the evaluator and the teacher. At the end of
the year, the teacher will collect the evidence required by their IAGD’S and submit it to their evaluator.

e At the end of the school year, the teacher should collect the evidence required by their IAGDs,
upload artifacts to the data management software system, and submit it to their evaluator. Along
with the evidence, teachers will complete and submit a self-assessment, which asks teachers to
reflect on the SLO outcomes by responding to the following four statements:

1. Describe the results and provide evidence for each indicator.

2. Provide your overall assessment of whether this objective was met.
3. Describe what you did that produced these results.

4. Describe what you learned and how you will use that going forward.

o Evaluators will examine the evidence and assign one of four ratings to the SLO as defined by SEED
2015.

Component #4 — Whole-School Learning Indicators

A teacher’s indicator rating shall be equal to the aggregate rating for multiple student learning indicators
established for his/her administrator’s evaluation rating. This will be based on the school performance
index (SPI) and the administrator’s progress on SLO targets, which correlates to the Student Learning
rating on an administrator’s evaluation (equal to the 45% component of the administrator’s final rating).
During the 2015-2016 school year Hartland School will conduct the Smarter Balanced Assessment
Consortium’s Field Test (SBAC-FT), and therefore will not have an SPI.

Summative Scoring

e The summative rating will be determined using the three-step process as defined by SEED 2015.
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o Calculate a Teacher Practice Related Indicator score by combining the Observation of Teacher
Performance and Practice Score and the Parent Feedback score.

o Calculate a Student Related Indicator score by combining the Student Growth and Development
score and the Whole-School Learning score.

o Use the Summative Matrix (SEED 2015) to determine Summative Rating. The district will
define effectiveness/ineffectiveness based on a pattern of summative ratings using the SEED
2015 evaluation system (as noted below).

Definition of Effectiveness and Ineffectiveness

Effectiveness and ineffectiveness will be determined utilizing a pattern of summative
ratings derived from the SEED 2015 evaluation and support system. A pattern may
consist of one summative rating. The state model recommends the following
patterns:

Novice teachers shall generally be deemed effective if said educator receives at least two
sequential proficient ratings, one of which must be earned in the fourth year of a novice
teacher’s career. A below standard rating shall only be permitted in the first year of a
novice teacher’s career. There should be a trajectory of growth and development as
evidenced by a subsequent rating of developing or higher in year two and sequential
proficient ratings in years three and four.

A post-tenure educator shall generally be deemed ineffective if said educator receives at
least two sequential developing ratings or one below standard rating at any time.

e Summative ratings must be completed for all teachers by the end of the school year. If state
standardized test data is not available by June 30", evaluators may adjust the rating by September 15™,
The teacher will be notified by mail within ten working days of the district receiving the assessment
data.

Dispute Resolution Process

If there is a dispute in the evaluation process, the teacher can elect to meet with the principal with one or two
representatives in an attempt to resolve the dispute. Every effort will be made to arrive at a resolution within a
reasonable time frame. If no resolution can be reached, the issue shall be considered by the superintendent
whose decision shall be binding.
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Hartland School
Improvement and Remediation Plan

Teacher’s Name: Date

[] Structured Support: An area of concern has been identified during the school year. This support is
intended as short-term assistance to address the concern in its early stage.

[ ] Special Assistance: This educator has received a year end summative rating of developing or below
standard and/or has not met the goals of a structured support plan. This support is intended to assist an educator
who is having difficulty consistently demonstrating proficiency.

Intensive Assistance: This educator has not met the goal(s) of the special assistance plan. This support is
intended to build this staff member’s competency.

Objective/CCT Indicators:

Nature of Assistance:

This Improvement and Remediation Plan will begin on , and will end on

Supervisor’s signature Date Teacher’s signature Date

*kkkkkhkhhkkk

Log of Observations and Meetings:

This teacher [ ] metthe goals [ ] did not meet the goals of this Improvement and Remediation plan.

Supervisor’s signature Date Teacher’s signature Date
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Administrator Evaluation and Support

The Connecticut State Department of Education (CDSE) designed model for the evaluation
and support of administrators in Connecticut is based on the Connecticut Guidelines for
Educator Evaluation (Core Requirements), developed by a diverse group of educators in June
2012 and based upon best practice research from around the country. The contents of this
document are meant to guide districts in the implementation of Connecticut’s System for
Educator Evaluation and Development (SEED) Administrator Evaluation and Support model.
The CDSE, in consultation with PEAC and the SBE, may continue to refine the tools provided
in this document for clarity and ease of use.

The SEED Model for administrator evaluation and support includes specific
guidance for the four components of administrator evaluation:

e Observation of Leadership
Performance and Practice (40%)

e Stakeholder Feedback (10%)

Leader Practice Related Indicators

e StudentLearnin %
9(457) Student Outcomes Related

I|

e Teacher Effectiveness
Outcomes (5%)

This document includes “Points for Consideration” to assist district PDEC in developing
processes or enhancing existing processes necessary for ongoing development and support
of administrators for the following requirements:

e EvaluatorTraining
e Evaluation-Informed Professional Learning
e Improvement and Remediation Plans

e Career Development and Growth

PLEASE NOTE: In electing to implement the SEED model, your district is expected to
implement the components of evaluation and support, as well as the additional requirements
referenced above with fidelity as outlined in this handbook. In addition, evaluators of
administrators are expected to participate in the multi-day CSDE sponsored training as
described within this document. In response to requests from districts for further clarification
on these requirements, we have provided "Points for Consideration” to assist districts and their
PDEC in plan development.

Any variation from the components of administrator evaluation and support as outlined within
this handbook is no longer the SEED model and would be considered a “district-developed”
evaluation and support plan. Districts are required to submit an Educator Evaluation and
Support plan annually to the CSDE.
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ADMINISTRATOR EVALUATION
and development

Purpose and Rationale

This section of the 2014 SEED Handbook outlines the state model for the evaluation of
school and school district administrators in Connecticut. A robust administrator evaluation
system is a powerful means to develop a shared understanding of leader effectiveness for
the state of Connecticut. The Connecticut administrator evaluation and support 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 his/lher community.

The model describes four levels of performance for administrators and
focuses on the practices and outcomes of Proficient administrators.
These administrators can be characterized as:

e Meeting expectations as an instructional leader;

e Meetingexpectationsinatleast3otherareasofpractice;

e Meeting1targetrelatedtostakeholderfeedback;

e Meetingstateaccountabilitygrowthtargetsontestsofcoreacademicsubjects®;

e Meetingandmakingprogresson3StudentLearningObjectivesalignedtoschool
and district priorities; and

e Havingmorethan6o0”ofteachers’proficientonthestudentgrowth portion of
their evaluation.

The model includes an exemplary performance level for those who exceed these
characteristics, but exemplary ratings are reserved for those who could serve as a model for
leaders across their district or even statewide. A proficient rating represents fully satisfactory
performance, and it is the rigorous standard expected of most experienced administrators.

This model for administrator evaluation has several benefits for participants and for the
broader community. It provides a structure for the ongoing development of principals and
other administrators to establish a basis for assessing their strengths and growth areas so
they have the feedback they need to get better. It also serves as a means for districts to hold
themselves accountable for ensuring that every child in their district attends a school with
effective leaders.

1 Smarter Balanced Assessments will be administered for the first time in the 2014-2015 academic year. These assessments are administered in
Grades 3-8 and Grade 11. Contingent upon approval of the waiver submitted to the U.S .Department of Education (USED) regarding the use of
student test data in educator evaluation in 2014-2015, districts may not be required to link student test data to educator evaluation and support
in 2014-2015 only. Additionally, due to the transition to the new state assessments, there will not be an SPI available for 2014-2015.
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As noted, the model applies to all administrators holding an 092 endorsement. Because of
the fundamental role that principals play in building strong schools for communities and
students, and because their leadership has a significant impact on outcomes for students, the
descriptions and examples focus on principals. However, where there are design differences
for assistant principals and central office administrators, the differences are noted.

System Overview

Administrator Evaluation and Support Framework

The evaluation and support system 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:

a) Observation of Leadership Performance and Practice (40%) as defined in the
Common Core of Leading (CCL): Connecticut School Leadership Standards.

b) Stakeholder Feedback (10%) 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) 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%) 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:

e Exemplary — Substantially exceeding indicators of performance
Proficient — Meeting indicators of performance
e Developing—Meetingsomeindicatorsofperformancebutnotothers

e BelowStandard—Notmeetingindicatorsofperformance
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Process and Timeline

This section describes the 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. The annual cycle (see Figure 1 below)
allows for flexibility in implementation and lends itself well to a meaningful and doable
process. Often the evaluation process can devolve into a checklist of compliance activities
that do little to foster improvement and leave everyone involved frustrated. To avoid this,
the model encourages two things:

1. That evaluators prioritize the evaluation process, spending more and better time
in schools observing practice and giving feedback; and

2. That both administrators and evaluators focus on the depth and quality of the
interactions that occur in the process, not just on completing the steps.

Each administrator participates in the evaluation process as a cycle of continuous
improvement. The cycle is the centerpiece of state guidelines designed to have all educators
play a more active, engaged role in their professional growth and development. 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.

Superintendents can determine when the cycle starts. For example, many will want their
principals to start the self-assessment process in the spring in order for goal-setting and plan
development to take place prior to the start of the next school year. Others may want to
concentrate the first steps in the summer months.

Figure 1: This is a typical timeframe:

Goal Setting & Planning Mid-Year Review End-of-Year Review

Review
goals and Self-
performance

Orientation

on process assessment

Goal-setting
and plan
development

Preliminary
summative
assessment”

Mid-year
formative
review

Prior To School Year Mid-Year Spring / End-of-Year

“Summative assessment to be finalized in August.
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