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This is'a pregress report on the first year of the
Lo '? . Teacher Evaiuation'Ast in Connectieut. The Educational .
Resdurces and Developmept Center of the Unlverslty of
:Connectlcut has assisted the Department in the 1mplementat10n
of»the law. .Their analysis and summary of locai school

o district plans follows.

¢
R .

- Bvery effort will be‘made bybthe Advisory Comnittee
\ . ) L ~ .
and the State De%artment_of Education to use this ihformation

to strengthen local evaluation programs.- It is 6ur'hope )

-

that these effortf will ultlmately lead to 1mproved educatioh

7 e v

for the students in Connectlcut schools.
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INTRODUCTION . ° \\

. . - v
. B LI

¢ o

At the close of the Connecticut State Leglslaﬁhre ln
_ ) —_
1973, an ameﬁdment reqq}rlng teacher evaluation was added -
to the Tenure Act. Superlntendents of schools-were to‘

: ' evaluate thelr teaehers annually and the State Board of

-

“an

4

S, for such evaluation.

I3

Al

Eduqatlon was .£0 éstablish mlnxmum performance crlterla -

o
o
- 1 . .
- &
- . : .
.

" The edueational organizations of thegstate were asked

-~

to app01nt members to a committee to\as51st the State

Department of Education in the task. ,Snxteen other states

, -

had prev1ously pbssed aocountablllty or 51m11ar evaluatlon

laws..\A«survey revealed that mest of them were having <

considerablg difficuléy @mplementingxthe legislation.f
o Some states Had epeéified'in detail the methods to be

used for such evaluatidns, A few had established a standard

for expected studerit prdgress‘in,each_subjeét._ Yet no

| eatisfactory way had~been.fbnnd‘to isolate the effects of a
- . . ) . o » L .
|

¢ , teacher frOm the other influences on” the student. Evidence

P &

+.. Seemed- to 1nd1cate that‘such legislation fared best when
|
the Stat& mandated evaluation and left the speclflc method
Q
| . to local 1n1t;at1ve;“ : .

hY

' , ‘for cooperation from all segments of the educational community.

o, . The members of the Advisory Cammittee made a genuine attempt

‘It was clear that the success of any plan would call .

hiY




~the State Board of Education establish guidelines for ihe

‘development of local evaluation plahs. These suggestions

[ »
SNy

to represent the v1ewp01nts of their respectlve organlzatlons

@A

and at the samé time comply with .the Splrlt of the 1aw.

- Two 1mportant principles were agreed upon:
. I .

. P N : . ’ ;
1. The primary purpose of teacher evaluation

-

should be the improvement of the student learning
expe;ieﬁce. ,
2. The local school systems should establish
~ their own educational goals.:‘Such goals and
subseqhent‘objectives should form the .basis for
‘the évaluation. .. ~: N ) , o
' Obstacles in the way of &e&eloping'a‘plan based .on these %
principles'were(the\aeseciet;on:of teache;keva}uet%on‘weﬁh\ L.'w
thevTenure Act and the requirement for minimum ;erformance /
criteria. The latter term implied the setting of exact

standards at the State 1eve1 and was contrary to feelings.§§-

the Commitgée. .'[ L s . e

Members of the Education Committee of the State Legis%ature‘

, .
were asked to join in a dialogue over these issues. It was

mutudlly decided to recommena'changes in the Legislation, i.e.

that teacher evaluation.be‘removed from the Tenure Act; that

»- . By

were accepted by the Legislature and incorporated in the

present Act, P.A. 74-278 (see Appendix A). , )
a . & * -

§ — .




- The guldelines developed by the Advisory Committee
o ° were adopted by the State Board of Education” (see
\&ppendix B). They allow up to five years for the deaign,
field testing and review of evaluation plans with progress
reports from local school districta made annually to the

State Department. of Education.® "j", ?




THE PROCESS . St e
Basic Questions _' o

As described in the acknowledgements, the role of the K

L Educatlonal Resources and Development Center (ERDC) was to

-

ass1st the Connecticut State Department of Educatlon (CSDE)"
1n carrylng out the1r responslblllty to 1mp1ement the Act
Concernlng Teacher Evaluatlog (P.A. 74- 278) "~ In order to

;develop a process for 1mp1ementatlon,.1t was necessary “to v

P . . o

answer several basic questlons. o ° 2 o L
' ] 1) What does the law requlre? ) R
: X v o -of ‘the Lacal. Education Agency (LEA)° Sk
/// .« s . '-of the CSDE A .
2) _What 1nformatlon is requlréd fro ‘the .LEA?

'3) ‘What is the best method of collectlng the requlred
P infofmation? - .
¢ ’ \/ o \/

44)5 How can the information best be analyzed?

5) What information should be . reported back to the

] . LEA? - (regardlng the report they submltted to the .

\CSDE) 0 . ‘

6) What 1nformatlonrshould be reported to the o : ;f
' Connectlcut State Board of Education (CSBE)? .

In respondlng to these questlons, ‘and developlng the process,

Ve . ' 4 /

. 1t was necessary to temper ideal solutlons with the realization - /

' “that there were serious constralnts ih ‘terms of time and manpower.

Questlons 1, 2, and 3 needed to’ be answeafd qulckly'so that'.
. report forms could be dlstrlbuted'to LEA's in October,,1974, ’

‘allow1ngsthem suff1c1ent ‘time to prepare the1r'reports due January

-~

\ . . B » . 8"




0 N
1, 1975, Questions 4,.5, and 6 needed to bé answered in order

to complete an analysis of the LEA reports and prepare a

-

summary report to the CSDE early in March, and to prov1de
feedback to the LEA's at the earllest poss1ble date.

The procedures were developed cooperatlvely by the CSDE
and ERDC. Theseée recommended procedures were then rév/ewed

by the Adv1sory.Comm1ttee on,Teacher~Evaluatlon. The AdV1sor§

Committee approved the general approach to be followed, but

it was not poss1b1e for them to approve alkt Spelelc aspects

of@the process. Good worklng relatlonshlps and a true spirit

- of cooperatlon were important factors'in allowing the project
et .

to move ahea§\9ﬂ=schedule.

The Law

- &

The law (P.A. 74- 278, Appendlx a) requires that-
¢
Section 1. (NEW)'® The superlntendent df each school
district,_ shall, in accordance w1th guidelines
“established by the state board of education for

the development of evaluatlon programs and such
other (guidelines as may be established by mutual
agreement between the town or regional board of

»  education and the teachers' representative chosen
pursuant to section 10-153b of- the general statutes, "
contlnuously evaluate or cause to be evaluated each
teacher7 , .

~

Further, the law requlres that: ;

Section 2. (NEW) On or before® Fanuary 1, 1975, each

- town or regional school district shall submit, in
wrltlng, to the state board of education a report

" on existing evaluation procedures .and, plans for
implementing -the guidelines established by the state
‘board of education for developmént of local
evaluation programs. : -,




The Guidelines for Teacher Eﬁaluatlon (Appendlx\B)

were developed by the Adv1sory Commlttee on Teacher

N - . \

’ . Evaluatloﬁ and the ‘CSDE. These were. approved by the CSBE in
E \

T .

January, 1974. and were d1str1buted to LEA' s in August, 1974
b The Guldellnes document also descrlbes the assessment T
Ve
and reportlng respons1b111t1es of the CSDE:
T S .. ‘A progress assessment shall be’ the responsibility
? o . é;f,the State Department of Education: . o
T . "1l. The Department inventories gach school
: hN - district as to [l1l) std&tus and (2) plans
* for development’ &f “teacher- eValuatlon / *
. program.. Programs are reviewed in terms
of the extent to which they are meetlng
‘the guldellnes.

1

S
L 2. The Department communicates to each . v
- . superIntendent the results of its. review, - . ¢
. . its understanding of the txmetable proposed
. ' in the school district's plans, and a

recommendatlons for adjustmenu to suoh plans.
s ’ 0 .
. ‘3. Each' Superintendent rece1v1ng recommendatlons
, . Toe - for adjustments to plans dcknowledges sich )
. ) ) recommendations and agrees to incorporate ‘ ‘
' ‘ - such” recommendatipns intd a revised plan. o
~ Any superintendent who does not agree -
with the recommendations requests a meetlng .
. : with the Department for the purpdse of |, . .
: clarifying and setting forth an alternate
) plan to fully implement an effective
evaluation program w1th1n a reasonable perlod
of time’, ‘ N

>

K

Information Required )

In addltlon to the information on "ex1st1ng evaluatlon

o procedures and plans for 1mplempnt1ng the(guldellnes"'nequlred

by law, it wgs decided to ask LEA's to provide information on: "

<

- . " o
. ' @ : »
, . W . .
S
. .

o ‘s . , B ' v

7 S o A Ty
- . W&
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e,

o

4 e

'

-

<
-
R

”anformatlon, 1 i.e.,. status, exlstlng actrv;ties, planneds

i*Thls form a\d an accompanying memo from Commmssroner Shedd _ Y

ﬁ‘were malled to LEA'sipn October 22, 1974

.It was declded to use an "activities analyszs“ approach *

1) act1v1t1es that had been particularly heipful to them in:

c‘

develpplng an‘evaluatiOn program, and 2) thElr needs for.

eValuat1on4program

CowE s o NI
N .t L]
© . N

Informatlon COllectlon *;ff*' T o .

A Progress Report form (Appendix C) was developed

cooperatlvely by the CSDE and ERDC to collect the de81red

.

Thegemphasis of %he PrOgreSS Reporo’

‘ 1’ £

Thls approach requests the reporter to llSt those spe01f1c

activities now belng carrled out (or planned) to assure that

3

- the guideline is (or will® be) met “5,f ﬁwrx

Superlntendents were also asked to 1ndlcate their perception {j

’

-'of the 'school system s progress toward full 1mplementatlon of

bgeport be.developed jointly by the sgperlntendent,a

each of the .eleven guldellnes on a contlnuum of 0~ tofﬂOO%.

Con51deratlon was given to requestlng that the(gi“ Progress '
n

local

T . I . . - . L =
A

-

'+ Edward F. Iwaricki. “Actlvity Analys1s' An Approach to, Improv1ng ‘

the Evaluation Design of Ongoitig Educatieonal Programs",
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the National Councf}
on Measurement 1n Education, Chlcago, Illinois. Aprll, 1974, ™

~




1 : . . . . . ,
teacher organization. It was suggested that it could be

developed cooperatively, or perhaps deve10ped:bygthe

R .o . : BSY

1

parties.’ - ' . R

superintendent and reviewed by the. teacher organization °

with differences,in-pérception qg}edi and signed by both

) It;Was-determined -however} that the legislation held
[ 2 .
the superlntendent respons1b1e for submlttlng,the report ‘ .

. to the CSBE Since it seemed deslrable to recelve comparable

H

1nformat10n r/oQLteacher organlzatlons f% was suggested ﬁhey

B submlt a separame?réport. *The Connectlcut Educatlon B}

' Assoc1atlon“p£epared a shortened ver51on of the Progress Report

(Appendlx;p) which they made available to thelr local unlés;~
. U Y : . o

°
~

Analys1s R . L

It was de01ded that every effort should ‘be ‘made to develop
a procedure for analy21ng the LEA Progress Reports that was
objectiveaandLWOuld yield quant%fiable data. This.proved'

difﬁicult'becausezof the necessarily’broad nature of the Guide-

.llnes, and the lack of crlterla for those Guldelines.

1 ' . ¢

It seemed essentlal to develop crlterla for each of the

’guldellnes in an attempt to avoid subgect1v1ty, and to o

1nd1ca%e .to the LEA's and the CSBE the ba51s on whlch a status

determlnatlon was made. The crlterla were developed

_cooperatlvely by ERDC and the’ CSDE, and off1c1ally approved

by the CSDE for use in the CSDE/ERDC Guxdellne Analysis Form,

-

‘ (Appendix B). ' . = .

. < , N : e 4

[




‘ Y
The crlterla were not rev1ewed‘or approved by the ;
Advisory cOmmlttee although they*dld agree on the need for -
rthelr development “and the general approach to be followed.
It should also be emphasized that the crlterla were demgigped
' for use in the‘gnalyele of the 1974-75 Progreee Reports, and

. ] .
for explaining to LEA's\how the .CSDE/ERDC Berception of ﬁheir

»

status was reached If theee crit erla are to be used, or”
‘other crlterla developed, to ald LEA's in the development and
lmplementatlon of evaluatlgn pragrams they -should be based
' upog greater input ﬁ;om the profession, thorough dlecuss;on,
_ andgcaﬁefpl review and approvai; - |

The Guideline Analysis preeentg‘the CSDE/ERDC perception

of the ;tatﬁs of thatYschool s?stem’for each criterion, based

ésoley upon-the_Written’material*presented in the LEA report

. & . o
prepared b? the'superintendent. A partlcular element may h
exlst or be blanned but if not reported w1ll show in the 04

Category, "No Ev1&ence“. Status,;s reported in the following

four categories-~ .
. 01 Yes (substantlal achievement of guideline)
02 In 1 Pro%ress (activities initiated but achiéwement
not substantially achieved)
03 Proposed ({activities planned but not yet initiated)
04 No Evidence (no evidence provided) . o
—_—re s \ .
Regort to LEA S R ' ' b ’

It will be necessary to use a standard format in prov;dipg

feedback to each LEA regardlng their evaluation program and

plans. While each of the LEA's would undoubtedly de51re a

- @ A

11

4]
e




- detailed analysis with specific recommendations as to the

development and_imﬁfémentatieh of an evaluation program; this |

is beyond the capability of ﬁhe CSDE1$ As stated previously, f

informatlon will be presented as to the‘CSDE/ERDCeperqepticn /

!

of thelr etatus based on an appllcatlon of stated criteria.

It is l;kely that some school systems will take issue w;th
the appropriateness of the criteria, but thi$§ could result

~ om0t .“J . . ’
in a healthy, constructive process for developing criteria

for futuré(}se: Again, crigeria wereidévelopea to analyze

and explaln'how statue was determlnéa'notlfor/uee in evaluation

:program.development. T . A >/;< v ’
‘, o ) ;, ek o, / ;

Ré%ort‘to the Conheeticut‘State'B@ard'@%'Edheation (CSBE)

The 1ntent.of this report is to prov16e the State Board ‘

‘of Education thh an overv1ew of teacher évaluatlon-ln 5 L

Connecticut. Informatlon ie prGV1ded fo# the State ae a whole
rather than for- lndiV1dua1 scheol d;stricts. In addit;om, the

report suggeste how ghe teacher eValqatlon pr@cese mlght be

. = A i - } ) ’

meroved _ S T : '

" This. sectlon ef the report has aytempted to prov1de a
;,« Y

broad perspect1Ve of the process and Aow it was developed
Subsequent sectlons w111 ianclude: S e
- ANALYSIS OF THE DATA"

°. = OBSERVATIONS: = . S ' ) ‘
- = RECOMMENDATIONS ‘

Tt

!




*

’ ANALYSIS OF, DATA 2
- . . A
I \ N N . 'I‘ - o P
' Reports were received and eeeréd for publ;e school ..

¥

systems as well as several othef educational agencies.

-

The reports felziwithin the follow;ng‘categdrieez
? A Local 12 school systems : : o "

" Be. K-1l2 regional school districts

One report was filed and scored for eachqef the .
K-12 reglenal school dlstrL@tS. = v .
c. Regignal school districts for grades 7-12 or 9-12

[

. 1. If reports were, fxled by eac., of the ihdependent
- town'elementary districts as well as the regional -
L , . dietrlcts, all ‘were scored as separate systems. T

2, If a single report was flled that 1ncorporated .
~ .. the independent town elemeﬁtary distriéts and . .
T _’, the reglenal d}strlct, one regport was scored

i

The above categorles ylelded a sample size of 152 evaluatlon

.progreme. Variatlone of the sample size occur in the data

~

analysis due te incemplete-an& %glfiple respénses\to some parts oA

of the report. { ' \C

[y

Teaeher reports were fl%ﬁd by 52 teacher organlzatlons s
repreeentang 41 of the lszlgyeluatlon programe. “The d;fference

in the number of teacher repgrte received end that used in the

v,

l . i
d N e, -

data_ana1Y515 is due to: " - .

-

‘a) - multiple teacher repgrts received from a reglonal

_’alstrlct, where @nly oneg schgol eystem report Was

.

ecored, and’

14
» ~

7 b) two teecher reporte necelved after the data had

been analyzed.‘




Form A ; ;,

Introductlon ) ’ . - ' N

»

\
Forn A, entitled Teachem.Eqa%datlon Procedures /.

. Presently Uﬁiij:;d 1n Your School Dlstrlct, asked four

~

badic questions. - . > ' ?, I
’ l q\ . . . . ' KO ) (' 7 N /}
) "A) What Method?- R - ) '
B) Who Evaluates? e - T
C) Wwhen Does Evaluation Ogcur? oo
- D) Why Does Evaluation Occur? ’ '

Question A: What Method? . S
: . . T I
Discusgion ¢ o ’ - E
. Questlon A asked respondents to rank varipus methods

v

'»had fewer responses than the sample slze. The

.} whlch follow represent that portlon of the respons

1n»each category. ‘Teacher NSTSB,“Adm1n15trator»N=ll7,

and Special Servide Personnel N=130.

.

B ~— ’ ) _;
s The evaluatlon methods most frequently cited as, the : A\\\_
:;¢pr1mary means of teacher eValuatlon were open ended

. ":statements (31%), checkllst (24%), and rating. scales (20%).

2

;_'Also cited were" performance objectlves (12%), c11n1ca1

\‘

superV131on (7%), and guided Self-analy91s (5%). All six
p
S of these . technlques recelved con51derable mentlon as

msecondary and tertlary procedures. It should ‘be noted that

r,

75% bf the systFms make use of two or more evaluatlon | Z
technmques. | | _ ‘ o R
R A»f Load ,‘ - - ' ﬁg .
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The evaluéticn'methoés moét frequent y cited as
’ the primary means of administrator evaluatlon were..

6pen ended statements (34%) performance objectives (29%).

'Also clted were: ratlng scales . (13%), gu-ded self-.
v analySis (12%) and checkllsts (9%).0 In 6/6% of the systems '
there is the use of multiple evaluatlon échnlques,'WLth e
1 ) gulded self—analysls being the most popular secondary |
‘and tertlary method _ ' ' : S . | 3 o

\The evaluatlon methods most.Treque tly citéd as the

N o .prlmary means of spec1al serv;ce person el- evaluatlon |
" were: openaended statements (35%) chec llStS (18%) and , . -
ratlng scalqu({e%).' Also c1ted were PE rformance' _*’
objectlves (13%) and _guided self-analy51s (8%). all of'
the above were often mentioned as secondary and tertlary
technlques. Ap?roxlmately 74% of the systems‘make use

RN

of two or 5ore methcds. o A?///'

e,
A
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. ~ Question B: Who Eg&luates?
. o he o B ) ¢
Discussion . R - ‘ .

- -

]

Que81on B asked respondents to 1nd1cate who has .
the prlmary and secondary respon51b111ty for evaluatlng

che Yarious categorles of personnel. Multlpie'responses

¢ 7
v .o

were a‘very coﬁmon practice for this huestion. The _
total number of responses in all categorles vixled

. from 57 to 247 Howevér, percentages that follow

., \

wefe ‘calculated on the basis of the sample size of N—152,.

-2 . » g

ané thexefore wrll not sum: to- 100% 1n any one category.

]

,‘“'3 _In the category of prlmary respOnslblllty for

\

evaluatlng teachers, thie overwhelmlng majority (91%)
wh

]

ﬁé; 1n&1cated the prlnclpal y Also clted‘%or haV1ng prlmaky
resp0991b111ty were.l asslstant prlnclpal (21%), department
/}/ head (11%) and superlntendent (ll%).» Secondary o .

respon51b111ty for'evaluatlng'teachers was allocated to:

o

9.
departmen}yhead (44%) and assistant pr1nc1pal (38%) .

-J Also cited-.were: superlntendent (30%), superVﬂa\rw(g4%)

. n

In the category of prlmary responslblllty for
eValuatlng admlnlstrators, the majorlty (X8%) 1nd1cate@
the superlntendent.v Others cited were asslstant

superlntendent (20%) and prlnclpal (16%). There seems
5 | | .
to be~very llttle secondary_responslblllty for evaluating
§ . ‘ .
administrators; where it does exist it is most of€en

?

viewed as a role of the assistant superinténdent (l6%).

&,

(= -

* .

N

and essistantfsuperlneendent (17%). . Lt




+ 9‘

® .

In the category of prlmary respons1b111ty forA
evaluating speclal personnel, the majorlty (56%)

P
1ndlcated the prlnclpal., supervisor

Also 01ted were:

(26%) and<super1n¢endent (20%). Secondary responslbi

-

llty

" %in evaluating special serv&ce personnel was most .

frequently glven the superlntehdent (29%) and yet was

somewhat dlstrlbuted among all admlnlstratlve personnel.

R

It should be noted that there was Very mlnlmai use

. of evaluatlon by other teachers and/or students.

N4
r

_‘ “fT‘D
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QuestIon Ci

‘ 'Discussioh;

w

1

"N

B

L]

-

When Does Evaluation Occur?

)

\

»

g"~again a common practice.

. ¥ . ' * ' ’ ’ Cr t,
‘Question c asked respondents to indicate how often

’ evaluation occurs. The responses to this question wére ) -

.very difficult to analyze. There were obviously many e

‘\ -
1nterpretations of the term c0ntinuous eValuation.

v

- 1n addition, multiple responses by a school system were'

For these reasens, it is
e

'difficult to assign sﬁgnificant 1nterprétation to the T

N

following data. The total number of responses in all

' The percentages

@

' categories ranged from 125 to 160.

‘that follow were calculated on the bas1s of the sample

v 5 " N ¢
size N8152, and therefore will not sum to 100% in: any

' one category. ) . -

AL
v |

Evaluation of tenured teachers occurs ‘most frequently '
'(45%) on an annual basis, followed next in frequency by I

c continuous evaluation (38%). On the other hand evaluation

[ @

of non—tenured teachers occurs most frequently (51%) on -
a continuous;baSis, followed by semi-annual (26%) and
{ﬂannual‘(ZZ%Tjevaluations. oy '
'Administrators, like tenured-teachers, are most >

often (46%) evaluated on an annual basis, followed by .
continuous evaluation (36%).. ‘ R M,';.

“Evaluation of tenured spetial service ‘personnel

occurs most frequently (38%) on an annual basis and
0 . a .

also on a continuous basis (34%)." Non-tenured special

- V Q.\" ' .

.- . , .
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a
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- o serv1ce personnel llke non-tenured teachers are * LT
' v i , LI . ' o
el ‘*-most often (47%) evaluated on a contlnuous ba91s,'“ A
. - N J .
T e . .
e T _ follawed by seml-annual (23%) and . annual (14%) L , .
r @ '. - - . ] : “ ‘ \. ' J(,
- evaluations.. o } . ; < N . R
o y ) ’ : . . ‘f
L : LIt should be note that very llttle evaluatlon was’ '
¢ R Qcon31dered to take place on a monthly ba91s for any o~
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‘Question D: Why Doeg Evaluation Occur?

.

Discussion

Question D asked respondents to rankﬂ'in order of

importance, the reasons why evaluation occurs. Some

‘.

multiple responses were given in answer to. this qnesticn.g
" The total number of responses in all categorles ranged
‘from 147 to 173. The percentages that follow were
calculated on the ba51s of the- sample smze N—152, and

'therefore, will not sum to '100% in any ‘one category.

-Improv1ng competencles‘wasw ranked highest as the

primary reason. for evaluation cf'teachers-(SO%),'a

admlnlstrators (53%) and speclal serv1ce personnel (43%)

Staff deVelopment was ranked second as " the prlmary;reason

¥

ﬂfor evaluation of teachers (30%), admlnlstrators (26%)

and spec1a1~serv1ce personnel‘(ZG%).' Tenure/contract

"renewal was ranked third as the primary reason for

1eVa1uat10n of teachers (24%), admlnlstrators (14%) and
0

o speclal service personnel (19%) Other reasons prov1ded
generally referred to 1mprOV1ng the teachlng-learnlng
process. These were ranked fourth as the. prlmary reason

for evaluation of~teachers 112%), admlnlstratorS'(4%)

Q . ~

. and.special service personnel (7%). )
. . . ‘\&j . i -
) ' ) ’ - . * . . ! _ L

THy
: f\:-j: ; . -~




Staff development was also cited most frequently st

o . ' A N
as the second reason for evaluation and tenure/contractual

renewal was identified most frequently as the third .
reason for evaluation. Salary was indicated most - e
frequently as the fourth reason for evaluation.
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- Summary of Form A | | ) A ' o
' ’ Questlon Az .What methed is used? v

Teachets and Speclal Service Personnel _ o .
. . - . N . - -

‘ v 1o Open Ended Statements _ .
. ' -2, Checklists and Ratlng Scales L

. - - ¢ <«
' -Adminlstratcrs
1. Open Ended Stat\\énts
-

.2, Performance Objectives L

r o . oy -

'bQuestion B- Whé évaluates? : Ja

-Teachers - prlmary respon51h111ty - Prlnelpal

[N

= B ' - secondary respon81b111ty - Department Head .
: v and/or A851stant Principal o . R

i
. ]

'Admlnlstrators - prlmary respon51b111ty - Superlntendent

- secondiry responsiblllty ¢A881stant
Superlntendent

Ny . = . . ’ ' . -

fSpec1a1 Serv1ce Personnel - przmary respons;blllty - PrlnClpal

e ' - ~_;_ R " = gecondary respon51billty -
T T e Superintendent and all other .
B L admlnmstrators,;“. g T,

i

: Question-C: When does evaluatlon occur?
‘ '. . » g
For non-tenured teachers apd non—tenured speclal service

personnel, evaluatlon ocgurs on a contlnuous baSIS with =
¢, a con81derable number on a. seml—annual and annmal ba81s.

'For tenured teachers, tenuréa spec1a1 serv1ce personnel,

H

and admlnlstrators, evaluatlon occurs on an annual
V4

o ' basxs, w1th'a-con31derable number}on a'qontlnuoqs basis.

1

</
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L QueStion Dél‘Why aoesfevaluation"bcéﬁr?L

vFor all groups: = - e

¢

1.

2.
3.

4.

Improve’ Competencies .

‘ Staff,bevelobmeﬁt"

" Tenure/Contract Renewal
Salary S
: Y
« 4
2 & ’
"i‘
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N ey
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Form B (1-11). v'f',‘_ B : 0 | .

_Introductlon

A R - . > : B

In order to assess the level of compllance with "

- -

the guldellnes, each 1ocal dlstrlct, through 1td chlef
admlnlstrator, was asked to 1nd1cate xts status con—

cerning the implementation of each guldellne. Each

<

\ o “qy . : . .
"district was further requested to cite its plans for : .

e

vcomgliance'invthe"event it had: not already achieved S 9.

substantlal compllance. Flnally, the dlstrlct ‘was -

asked to estlmate its score per guldellne pn a O 100

’fcontlnuum and to submlt eV1dence supportlng these ’

statements. A copy of the reportlng form can be found .
1n Appendlx C.. : L o . '

Based on the 1nformat1on descrlbed.above, the ERDC

'was also requested to offer its perceptlon of each

;d;str;ct's‘cgmpllance w;th.;he gu;dellnes, Th order’

to establish'objective methods of analysis, the ERDC staff,

' developed a set of approprlate cr;terla for each gulde- "i

LY

-line. These crlterla ‘were deflned as - 7/hav1oral indicators

of the guldellnes. For example, Guideline one emﬁha51zes'

'.pthe cooperatlve determlnatlon of objectlves for eValuatlon., g

‘ \

Anblndlcator for_thls guldellne_was criterion 1,21 that

teachers and administrators'work together in developing

objectives. *District responses and submitted evidence
. QS . B

wére examined by the ERDC staff for such indicators.
' ' ' : ~ @




a

Q
N

. The Dlstrlct was then placed in one of—four categories
L4

depending on the evidence submltted%: The categories

o

and thelr definitions were: Ol Yes (substantlal achlevement

-
’ It}

of guidelines), 02 In Progress (act1V1t1es 1n1t1ated

but not substantlally achleved), 03 Proposed (act1v1tles =
planned, but not 1n1t1ated) ﬁEnd 04 No EVldence (nb -

ev1dence prov1ded) The 04 category, it must be

.nemphaslzed, was. not 1nd1cat1ve of obstruction or lethargy

Wlth regard to a crlterlon, It simply méant that a’

e
d1str1ct dld not submit evidence of a partlcular

N

crlterlon. These crlterla were examlned modlfled and
approved by staff members of the Connecticut-State
Department of EduCatlon.. It is very 1mportant that
these crlteria, although adequate for .the present analysis,
be examined carefully and modified where approprlate.
Reports fro& dlstrlcts were examlned and coded by
ERDC staff. The section. ghat follows is a summation of
those reports along with perceptlons of guldellne
1mplementatlon gleaned by ERDC'fror analy51sbof the reports.
Also 1ncluded are reports of the superlntendent'

perceptlon of guldellne 1mplementatlon along w1th, where

submltted, teacher organization's perceptions.

D
b
wog

g




el

"‘D

The criterion-analysis for'each-guideline was .. ¢ L

+ e

based on school system reports prepared by the L o
N . ST
superlntendent of schools. The teacher organlzatlon
‘dia not submit the complehe'act1v1t1es analys1s.‘ The'

flrst part of each ana1YS1s is based on ERDC scorlng

_ of crlterla;u The ‘second part conS1sts of dlscus51on N

and ana1y51s of the perceptlons ef superlntendent and

teacher organlzatlons. . o : { :
The categorles used for scorlng school system
ﬁresponses to each criteria are as follows,
\*que f hDeflnxtxon DN
-01°\7x\."h5;'Yes (substantial achievement of ‘
' SN guldeline) _ o , \5‘
02 \\\ - In Progress (activities initiated But

achlevement not substantially achieved)

03 “proposed (activities planned but not ;
S _— Yétkvgltlated) R
. 04 -,A~;%§g idence (no eV1dence prov1ded) o

-

- Av

'h%’-In the dlscﬁ§31on,sectlonsp categorles 01 and 02 Wlll,

"at t1mes, be’ comblned to represent that portion of the

school systems ‘which have either 1n1t1ated act1v1t1es Sy
§ v

or substantially achieved that guldellneo

© . *

A .




9

~ Results of this analYSis seem to indicate there is

’

Preseﬁiation and Discussion of Dé%a - : . | .
‘ . 0
.-Guideline I. Approximately 40% of the school - N

¥

' systems were found to. Be meeting three of the criteria"'
' ‘established for this guideline.' The one exception Was‘
” the~stating of~objectiVes in operatipnal terms (Critenion
»l 12) where only 28% were conSidered in progress or better.- '

On all four criteria, betWeen 38%Gand 41% have propQSed

actiVities to meet the intent of this guideline., Between

17 and 23! provided no eVidence of compliance w1th the :

.

_'same three criteria referred. to above, while 31%: prd?ided

no eVidence of stating objectives in operative terms.

agreement among Connecticut districts about the. importance

b
of the guideline. The vast majority indicate that they

' are either in compliance or. plan to be in a stated period

of time. b._’-' : | a.

\ A minority (29%) of superintendents stated that
their system was at the'SO% level .of implementation or -

higher. Almost half (46%) felt they were in the lowest

. quarter of implementation. An interesting point is that,

+ P
in those districts where both superintendent and teacher

{
organization submitted reports (N-dl), the. results were

'remarkably Similar. Although many districts reported that

' activities pertinentfto this guideline wereiunderWay, the

reports indicated that both ‘teachers and superintendents
@

believe there is much ‘to be accomplished.

‘¥ represents the sum of categories 01 and 02 .
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e ¢'GUIDELINE I.
+ ’ . .

-1.11 Written objectives for the )
evaluatee are developed

‘ 100.%
L 8Q e
40} | I
- 20 ‘
o 0
- )
BN N =34 31 62 =25 =152.-
{\ ] ‘ B S .

e

~ . work together in- deve10p1ng
' u\ - 100 %d

v *“
80 '

60
40

20

.',ﬁ;‘ 1. 21 Teachers and admlnlstrators -

objectlves. : e

Each profess;onal shall cooperatlvely
determine. with the evaluator(s) the objectives upon
which his or her evaluatlon shall be baSed.-

P

,lo&‘

)

1.12 Ob;ectlves are stated in o
operatloﬂal (observable) terms

-

dBQ

a0}

l 22 Objectlvé//are jOlntly

62 48-=152
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the objectives ﬁwOb,tﬁwnu his-or her ‘évaluation shall be based. o
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. ' . Guldellne II.  Sixty-six percent\CSG%f'of the school
:;jﬁf - , Systems were judged tp have ‘some degree/WE cooperatlve'v o

ST o - planning (crlterlon 2. 11) Only 8% were rated as not-

| | ;hav1ng 1n1t1ate§’or proposed cooperatlve plannlng.
orty—one percent: (41%) *of the systems were f?und to have‘

. “-7 substantlal approval of thelr program by:all»reference

€

s ;'-groups {criterion 2.12); 322 * have some procedure_which

i
L

L ~ allows for the cooperative evaluation of the evaluation

. - . o .
program (criterionfﬁ 31). °For each c¢riterion between 26%
“and 37% have planned act1v1t1es to meet the substance

"of th1s guldellne. Thlrty-one percent (31%) were unable'

to demonstrate anyleV1dence of a cooperatlve procedure,

to monitor the'eValuation plan.v ‘

)
.

Reportlng dlstrlcts appear to be progress1ng toward
achlevement. Only in the case Ofﬁcrlterlbﬁi2.3l is the

« process leWeru Forty-two'percent’(42%) oé’all

-~

superlntendents (N=149) stated that their system fell in

/
themselves 1n the \first quarter. There was’ some 51m11ar1ty

“

v between superlntendepts and teachers organlzatlons in"
~ L &J‘h .
those dlstrlcts where both submltted reports (N=41).

. the first quarter. Slxty-three percent (63%) located t>//

”Seventy*elght percent (78%) of the teachers‘reports

placed their districts in the first two quartenswhiie 54% -

P

of spperintendents placed themselves in those‘quarters.

> ' ' ' : .

> ‘ 3
.. / n
(-4

#represents the sum of categories 01 and 02
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e

‘offered.

These-findings-indicated that while thhfééachgrs"

and euperﬁnténdents:belieVe that progress has not been

‘very substantial, teachers are even more emphatic in .

this regard. ’Althougﬁ prbgrese has-been slow, strony

agreement seems to exrst regarding the value of .

- achieving 1nput.from al; reference groups. rhere‘is no

3

similar c@nsensus for the_development'og procedures
to .obtain feedback from all groups eboﬁt the evaluation
programi(criteriop 2.31), Four criteria were originally
developed for thie guideline. After’ an ana1y51s of the
reports, 1t,was apparent that crlterlon 2. 21 did not
prov1de any meanlngful 1nformat10n. There is ‘concern as
to 1ts approprlateness as a measure of 1mpleme;tatlon.
Althqugh this crlterloq was-scqred, and is graphlcallyv

represented’on’the following page, no interpretation i§

-




> . . GUIDELINE II. The evaluat;on program is cooperatively
s planned, carried out and evaluated by all levels of
: athe staff. ' :

‘ . ' : ' ) N3
. L . VO
(. ’ ‘\ t . & . ° ’.‘

w . B ’ ..'- il . N . N
- 2,11 There is input from . 2. 12 There is substantlal approval '
all reference groups » - . of program by all groups P
s -~ . .
“-100% - * o . looy .
8o B 1 . so] |
60| 56 . " - s0| - |
~ - a0l s0f . 36
‘ 20 v
, o"
. N=84 16 39 12 =151 N= 49 14 54 34 =151
s 45
. >4
2. 21 Active roles for each .- o, 31 There is a procedure to prov1de 
: ‘group-are’ spec1f1ed : , feedback from all groups con-*
L ' o S - cernlng th@ evaluatlon program.
. 1008 - | 1005 .
: , ) ~ . * .
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Guideline III. 2imost half of the systoms (462)

&

1n@lcated that they«had develgped clear ntatem@nns of

purpose f@r the @valuatlgn plan (Gfit@El@ﬂ 3.11) Fewerxr

: \ :
(338) could pEOVl@@~@Vl@@n@@ of the widespread digsemnina=

. »
tion of sthis plan (criteria 3.21 ané 3. 22) Very feuw

a

di tricts rep@rtod that they were already in- conpllance

w;th the criterion 3 3.

With the»excepticn of criterion pertaining to

the dl jcussion of the evaluatngn purpanes (3. 31), vexy

- few systems reported no ev;dence of thlS guldellne. For.

,.the fnrst three crlterla, ab©ut 75% of the dlstrlcts were

"placed in categQXLes.OL, 02, 03. Whil thls guideline

is by no means substantiallyAachieved, Conn@cticué'
systems @ither have c@ﬁplied or are planning to be in

compllance»WLth thlS guldel;n@.

-

The data here lndlcated that some 50% of all

&

superlntend&nts believe th@lr dlstrlcts £411 in the

higher quarter ranking,on this guideline. The teacher
organization reports indicated that teachers perceive
a lesser degree of implementation than superintendents.

o t
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. GUIDBELINE-III,. %he purposes of the @valuatlgn\gr@gram '
as' are clearly stated in writing and 'are well known to the R

evaluateors” and those who are to be evaluated.

o

-

0' %

y 3.11 Thefé is a cléar wrltten 3. 21 Stat@ﬂ@nt of purpgses is

statement of the purpose widely distributed ta
of the avaluat&an pr@gramAO evaluat@ra.»
L1003 e T 1008 - '
/ . R ’ & . R Y . .
go] - g gof] O\ .
60 . 60
0 40 33 3L
20|
] . .
0L 02 03 04 ‘> | |
N=.69 18 42 21 =151. N =50 18 47 35 =150 -
- 0 ¥ ' L ’

3 31 Statament of purposes is
explained and discussed with
and by all reference groups N

3 22 Statement of purposes
is widely distributed
- to those to be evajlu- -

ated » . | ‘
-;oo%"',, S 100 §
80 C 80 _&
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0 0 |
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V)

‘Fiftyffour percent (54%j*of,the ’

‘school systems showed some sign of defining the gengral

4.11). Only 9% have not initiated an~planned-any ‘
activities‘in this area,
.In'compa:ison, SQQ:?E the programs were deemed -

: ‘ o v
to have initiated work.iﬁ\ghe area of developing specific

-

. Lo _ . \\ ' . . o )
‘tasks for each position (criterion ¥.21). Likewise, only -
332 appeared to use general responsibilities &nd, specific

tasks as the frame of reference for eyvaluation (criterion

4.3). 7' ' ¢ .
Substantial numbers (36-48%) of the sydté
'proposed'activities to meeﬁ this gPideline.

Only 31% of the supetintendents scored their \‘“\

. dt the 50% or higher level of implementation. Teachef\\\g\\

Horganizations'and Eheir.resﬁec;iye superinténdents rated N
implementation ?t somewhat similar levels; There
;appeérs,to be a substantial gap between this guideline
andupresent practice. However, ;s'nqted abqv;, there -

has been a good deal of planning, on the part of school

systems, to comply with this guideline.

~

e

* represents the sum of categories 01 and 02
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- GUIDELINE IV. The general responsibilities and specific
. ‘tasks of the teéacher's position should be comprehensively
"+ defined and this definition should sexrve as the frame of.
e reference for evaluation, : R
f\ o A'/'. ) .. ] . .
© 4.1l General responsibilities . 4.2l Tasks for each.individual
: 0of each professional. S are specified - .-
position are defined, in S : ‘
writing S

1008 - 1003 ———

L -1 so]

60| o e

a0 36 S 40

4.3 Above procedufes‘sérQe as L
| a reference for evaluations

100% .

80
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- ,Guidelige V. ‘Fiftyéone‘percent (Sl%?fof’thé.sghool 7
systems were judged to have clearly established the
'accoﬁﬁtability réléticnship (cfiterion;S.Z). Oﬁly 418 * ’

.. of the programs weré ablelto:pfovide some evidence Qf
roo - holding the avaluator résponsible'tolthé evaluateéA" .‘{
A (criterion 5.1). However,,aﬁ’additipnal.28% have

indicated that plans exist to better define the

agcountability relationship. Sixty%twq perééﬁt (62% ) .
of ghe'systems.wer@ judged to héve gdme level of ciearly,
,staﬁed’evaluation procééufes (critérion\?,B). Only‘id%
'supplied‘no evidenéevof‘any aCtivity orfp1ans in this
. area. . o o . >
Forty~-three pefcent of the'sﬁperintendengs'rated»
thei: district's implementation level as 50% or higher.

.Thirty-three percent of the teacher reports rated their - -

district§-50§‘or'higher. The ﬁeachersAand aaministrators
seem to agree'with the:ERDC percebtion‘of COnsidefablg‘

- _ , progress towafd the achiévementVof this objective; The

| excebtibn is criterion 5.1‘wher7/§8% demonstrate no

evidence,

. : * represents the sum of categories 01 and 02
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' GUIDELINE V. The accountablllty relat;onshlp of each

< position’should be- Slearly

determined. ' The teacher shoﬁld‘v\f

know and understand the mieans by which he or she W111 be
:fevaluated in relation to that pOSltlon. ' _

. 5.1 The evaluation process

- clearly states the
responsibility of the
evaluator to the eval~
uatee

-

100g -

)

80

40l o e

5 2 The evaluatlon process clearly
states to whom and for whom ~
* _each person is responsible in
the evaluation process S

—

100%

80 ¢
60

.40

s b
B

28 33 . 47. 42=150 N = 40 .37 43 . 31 =151

N =
5.3 The evaluation process g
. : clearly states how :
‘ (methods/procedures) the
evaluation is to be
carried qut
= 100% }
g
A 80
2
- g 60 ¢ \
. 40T 36 .
: 26
: 20
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7 Guideline4ﬁ1. . Flfty-one percent (51%? of the

systems were consxdered.more dlagnostlc thac\}udgmental N

[

-

f.

(crlterlon 6. l) , while 43% ﬁvere con51dered to be
< .
prescrlptlve (crlterlon 6.2). An addltlonal 35;§§% have

‘ . -3 - .
Aplahned~to.meet thls gul@%llne. Between 14 and 18%

~" . " *’YE' _— . / e
provided no evidence of adtivity. . "

v

_ A minority (32%) Of the superintendents scored'thegr -

-3

impiementatron level as 56% or higher. There was an
;even smaller percentage (22%) of the tea@her organlzatlons
that felt 1mplementatlon was at that level. Superlntendents
.and teacher organlzatlons from the same school system
jwere, for the most part, in. agreement that much has yet

-to be done. It should be noted that very few dlstrlcts

expressed famlllarrty with dlagnostlc evaluation 1nstruments}

v

b

- \ "
- * represents the sum of categories 01 and 02
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'GUIDELINE VI. Evaluations are more diagnostic than
judgmental. The process should help analyze the
teaching and learning to plan how to improve.

e

'S

-
» .

6.1 Evaluation-procedures
utilized deal with
identification of
strengths and weaknesses
of the teaching-learning

process - :
. @
100% _ R
go| ~ - v
\ L
60

=2
Il

21 =152

33 45 5.3

i
.

P ooy
.

"

150 .

Y

6.2 Outcomes of the evaluation
process is a plan or pre-
scription for improving the
teaching—learhing‘procgss

°

¢
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100 % '
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80| N
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Guideline VII: Fifty=sevéhrp@zqént'}Sj%fréf the
prog;ams were considereq'toAb@ m@vingftewards or
already in compliance with this guideline. Another
~26% have prgpased«aétivities aimed at'c@mplignce.

K.Many_syStems_statgd gomplianée.bu;(were unabie )
2. .  provide tangible evidence.
| A.larQe‘m;narity (48%{ of the supeﬁintah@ents felt’
thaF their systems.wexe at the 50% or higher-level of
02-\ ;ﬁ - implementation. There wésicgnSidérébl@ agreement betﬁeen"
LA the teacher organization reports éhd theix'respective o
- ,‘_ C sépekinténdents rep@fts. ' o
. . ) " ¢ - : ‘
o ' . ’
, . ' ‘(‘,
.u -. . '.“ ~
o .
P e

.

* represents the sum of categories 01 and 02
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GUIDELINE VIZI. Evaluatién should take into account
influcnces on the learning environment such as material
a?d profiessional resourcas.

K3
. . i
~ o . . .

A

7.1 The evaluation process takes

‘ into consideration the level
, . . of support resources and othexr A o
- influences affecting the , : -
achievement of objectives ' " v

1008 . | -, | ‘

80

! 60
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Guideline VIII. rlfty$nlne percent (59%? %f all

-~

dlstxlcts provxde pr@fegsl@na& stafﬁ wath .an opportunity

to conduct a self-evaluation (crmt@r;@n 8.1), while 328*

.are at least progressing toward 1nglud1ng selfeevaluatlgn
reports as part of the total evaluation program (erlterlgn 5
8.2). Another 326 dem@ngtrate no @Vldence of pr@gre

- on this cz;terlgn (8.2). It sh@uldrbe notéd that many

N

systems reported that téachers have ah bpp@rtunity to. 7

i

-

: - respond’ tg the supervisor's Tialuatlon' thﬁf resgense

was not sc@red ag an 0l or 02

_

Sevénty-six percent (76%) of all teacher reports
\ H). placed theirxr digtricﬁs at less than-gg; 50% c@mpliance'ﬁ
. level with this guideline. Flfty°51X percent (56%) of
' the superlntendents placed their districts at less

‘than 50% compliance. , ’

/

w v <
! <

.* represents the sum of categories 01 and 02




GUIDELINE VIII.
of the program.

- . ¢

S

8.1 Opportunities are provided
to each professional staff
member to conduct a self-
evaluation .

Self-evaluation is
Teachers are given
evaluate themselves in ‘positive and

56

an essential aspect
the opportunity to
constructive ways.

3

Individuals are given the
opportunity to include
self-evaluation reports as
part®of the total evaluation
‘report _ - :
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Guidelife .IX. ‘Sixtywoneipercent (61%8)* of the

systems were found to focus on- strengths as well as
weaknesses (crlterlon 9.1) while only l7e were found

' to have some wrltten statement relatlng to this guide-

line (criterion 9 2). An addlt}Pnal 25-30% ,have planned .
to improve their program in'keeéing'with this guideline.

As in Guideline VII,'many of'the‘systems_stateé complianee

. but were unable to provide ta?glble ev1dence or list.

act1v1t1es. \ .

| ._Almost haif (47%) of the superintenden£9'rated their:
systems @tvthe_soé level of implementation or higher.

Teacher 5rganizations gave a somewhat lower rating to

the present level of imple@entationfthansdid their T

RN

respective superintendents.’

‘ ’ . . . ' -

* represents the sum of categories 01 and 02 .

-




]

-

9.1 The eviluation plan focuses

on strengths of professional

staff membpers, not just
: weaknesses ‘ ' :

40

N =47 . 45 37 21 =150

GUIDELINE IX. The self-image and self-respect of teachers
should fbe maintained and enhanced. Positive self-concepts
‘can be'fostered by an effective evaluation plan.

80
. S
60 -
Y

20

o I

. <3

. 01 02

o®

9.2 There is a clear statement of
responsibility for maintaining -
and enhancing the self-image
and self-respect:of ‘all pro-
fessional staff throughout the
evaluation process C

N=14 12 44 80 =150
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éuideline X. Sixty-one percent (61%) of the systems
were judged to have some provision for teacher creativity

and experimentation (criterion 10.2). ' Only 22%*

provided some written statement which encouraged the

same (criterion 10.1). An additional 27-35% have |
broposéd activities aimed at combliance with this guideline.
‘ ‘Sixty-Sévén percent (67%) of the teacher reports :
plaged.their-districts at less than 50% compliénce while

59% of all superintendents placé»their’districts.aé’gr
below 50% compli;ncé. It is difficult to judge the «
implementation of this guideline because dreativity in

the é;assroom’is generally agreed upon as being desirable.

N

L

* represents the sum of categories ‘01 and 02

- - ) . . Ve




GUIDELINE X. The nature of the evaluations is such that
it encourages teacher creativity and. experlmentatlon in
planning and guiding the teacher—learnlng experlence
provided children. - . \ . -

. 5 f% : R

4

I

& . -~

10.1 The evaluation program - . 10.2 The evaluation program makes
clearly states encourage-. ,; ; . provision for teacher creativmty
ment of teacher creat1v1tyA . and expeilmentatlon in plannlnq
and experimentation in . and 'guiding ‘the teaching- -

+ . - planning &nd guiding the’ B . learning experience prov1ded
' teaching-~learning exper- - children

- ience provided children

-

7100

oo

100%

. 80 o : - 80 |

© 01  02¢ 03 0% R 01 02 ' 03 04

N = 18 15 © 50 68 =151 N = 49 44 41 18 =152

- en
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64

Guideline §1. Seventy—qix percent (76%)* of fhg
~ programs were rated as having provisiops for'cléar
“and personalized_féedback (criteria 1.1 and 11.2).
Ah additional 16—18% have plans to implement the same;
Sixty-one percent (61%)* of the systems Qere rated ' N\
as having evidence of some level of constructive feed-
back (criterion 11.3) with another 25% in the planning

) ‘ stages.. This guideline appears to have the highest

”

level of compliance. .

The majority of superintendents (54%) ranked -their

- systems at the 50% level of implementatidn or higher.
Likewise, teacher organizations considered ﬁhis guideline

to have the highest levéliof‘implementation, although
their fatings were not as pigh as that of their
respective'superintendents.'

A L

?

k]




GUIDELINE X1. The program makes ample prov1s;on for clear, o ’
personallzed, constructlve feedback ' )

, 11.1 A procedure (conference 11.3‘Feedback is given on an
_— or written report) for = . . 'individual basis
: . review of the evaluation ) "
" is provided - - - ' :
| 10{)% S T 100% .v . —
» : - “-
80|, i >
8 . ,
60|
4
' 40 ‘
. 20Q.
0
‘. M=96. 20 25 11 +152. " N=95 20 27 10 =152 °
"
. o .- 14,3 Feedback is based on diagnosis .
' ', of the teaching learning pro-
,_ . . cess and includes positive,
& "~ suggestions for improvemgnt
' 100% .
280 ‘
" o
60 )
- _
01 02 03 , 04 B ' -~
N= 57, 36 38 21 =152
- o p
' L§ ’ ‘ T
17" : ,{rim
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Form B-l2

-3

Introdustion . . . Va

A3

The purpose of Form B=12 wasg to gather information
regerdlng those actlvltles whlch were helpful and not
helpful relevant to plannlng for or implementation of
- the evaluation guidelihesa_ Becauge of the diversity of
responses to this sectioh,it}was determined that a sampling
of respenses would provide a perspective and the .genexral
nature of responses withéut prov;dlngvan excesstvely
lengthy 1ist of items. o = _ 41, '

Approglmately twenty percent of the reports from
local school districts were include@ in the sample.' These'
reports were selected from a serles of reports ranging
from school systems with plans in the proposal stage of

'development to those wrth fully 1mplemented programs which

" are bas1cally in_agreement with the guidelines.

Presentation of Data

The large majority of reports sampled for this question
reséonded only in terms of helpful activities. In some
_instances specific ﬁentien was made that no aetivities had .
yet been identified as not helpful. There apparently'waS'.
confusion'about-the definition_of.activities.. Ma;y itemsv
listed are favorable or unfavorable aspects rather than
activities. |

Helpful Activities

o

. positive staff attitudes toward evaluation .

. smallness of our group

ﬁ-\:':’ 2
q 2 !

==




_ 2 !
pre-appralsal conferencc in whlch mutual goals

‘arc agreed upon

fornatlon o£ a representatxve Bvaluation Study
Committee .

" attendance by some members of the Evaluation

Study Committee at training sessions conducted Y
by RESCUE and School Management Institute.
during 1973 -

review outgide resources and plans lncludlnq
Oregon, Calif.; and the Redferm Plan

dlscussxng and objectively looklng at the
present evaluation procedure

. discussing persPectlves toward evaluatlon

reviewing other school systems procedures of

evaluation
"5

lnvolvement of teachers in establlshlng guldellnes
for our program , o '

teacher conferences J;' o ¥

teacher's right to submlt se1f=evaluatlon, complete
partlclpatlon of teachers in designing systems

philosophy .- . _ g

our dlscussrné with teacher representatives who
helped formulate our procedures

[N

cooperative development of existing teacher:

C evaluation instrument; the required evaluation

use of mutually agreed u@oﬁoevaluation technique

conferences between an administrator '(the prime
evaluator) and each teacher

formulation of"the'Steering_Committee

R

input.ebtained from members of the teaching staff,
administrators and centralooffice personnel .

<@
commlttee meetings with personnel representing the
various units -~ .

D ?

'G -
L d}’r ﬂ




fo . the whole process of a cooperative effort in’
the development of our evaluation programs

< a planned schedule of pilot program/evaluation
phases for impleientation of the program.

P Al

. /assistance of external consultant services _ (/
: during pilot phases to provide specialized training
evaluation and follow-up services
gt~ 4
° iﬁplanned,ﬁime schedule for phasing tenure staff
into the program f}' .

- the selection of an In-House Consuléant to serve
in -the program S ' .

- the joint committee reviewing the evaluation program °
- 5 . .
- equal input from teachers and administrators

. the annual review for improving the Process and, - :
encouraging feedback -

. the committee for the development of the evaluation
program...the cooperative effort is producing an
atmosphere of mutual trust ‘

. cooperative planning

. teacher conferences

‘ \\;\:/}fﬁfning workshops

. R
<”involving the entire staff in the planning as well as
. the implementation of the evaluation program )

. -/. . [ L] .
- Maintalning a-positive and constructive attitude
l : in the evaluation process -

- committee meetings with personnel representing the
various units :

Activities Not Helpful

. workshops conducted by our own staff, such work-

shops.must be led by a person from outside the district

. overlapping in some of the guidelines = ~. .

“

N ' o Procéés‘of negotiation that spécifies responsibilities
3 -
v, 4 .

!

o
4{; }‘ ‘J

ERIC!
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. need more time for inplementation Of the system“

. membership of the standlng joint’ committee should
be kept at a representative but minimum nimber
of persons

. L] - Q
Discussion "

Baséd upSn a sampling of reports, the foliowing
items should be noted:

¢ B 1. The majo;;ty of reports surveyed c1ted

: : s significantly more helpful than non-helpful
activities; many reports had no activities

" listed under the non-helpful category and

' several reports had no actlvltles listed
under either category.

o v 2. Some form 6f‘CQmm1ttee opératlo‘iappears in
: . the majorlty of reports listing “helpful
acthltles. e

3. Many of the reports described the cooperatlve
~aspect of the process or representation from
all groups as a helgful act1v1ty _ e

[4

\‘\.

“
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orm C:

o

Intrgduction

Form C refers t@ the four: Guldlng Principles
- establlshed for*Teacher Evalua21om~ Resgpndentslwera
. - asked to, indlcate‘the extent to which the existing |
program is in compllance or the proposed plan w1ll ‘be 1n

compllance W1th the guldellnes.

Responseg to this form‘were-samplgd'te déte;mine»
the trend of.replies regarding each of-thé guidéiines.
Results obtalned from the survey are reported 1n the

following tables. . &, v

Discussion

l. The large'méjority of respondents-iﬁdicated
compliahce with Guiding P;incipie I} only 13
of t%? townS'reporFed they had not yet fully
complied with this guidelihe and of tﬁét

. percentaée, ohly three péicent (one ;pwn) did
not specify praPOSed compliance.

‘2, Sixty«seveh'percent of the town’ reports survefed

= . . sﬁﬁwedvcompliance with~Guidihg Principle £i and

anE&iti‘o’nél 20% of the towns indicated

progress was being made with respect to this

s

Guideline.




3.

Apparent confusion with regarg to inter-  _°

allotment within' the dayétofday time ling

. The majority of respondents surveyed indicated
: both 1nterpretatlons of the guldellne whlle
20% of the reports stated that more time was

'neededi Thlrteen percent responded“that the-:

| the;guidelines.

: Guiding Principle 1V, apprbximately three= -

rd

/ , : - [

pretation of Guiding Prin%iple III exi@ts,
with eeme of the towns sampled referring to
the five Yeaf time fxameg(reQuirement for
guidelines implementagion) and others making

reference to an internal time frame (time
[ .
of a local educational agency). : K

that ample time was proviaed;'this includes

full five years would be needed to 1mp1ement

fourths of the towns surveyed indicated that

financial support would be of assistance or

would-definitely_be peeded for-full implementation
of the guldellnes. Approximately one-fourth of
the towns surveyed stated ‘that an adequate

support system was establlshed
R

pegbe ' .
77 ; - N

~
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Introductlon

>

Forn D asked re5pondents to comment on the
'needs they could foresee by way oi asslstance,from

. . 5
outside sources. The following represents the-

major categories of assistance requested; with some = - -

o

bsupportlng reasons and the frequency with which each
was 1nd1cated.

Financial

.

' N ~for workshops

-to release staff (for plannlng, workshops, etC¢)"
-for ‘Ypilot" operatiwyns °
-for research and development .

-to support additional staff requlred for implementation

~=to support visitations to other schools, s1tes etc.
-to implement the plan; to coordlnate the program
~for clerical support

-for resource people, consultants, 1nserv1ce training
=for evaluatlon of the evaluation program

Consultants (source most frequently spec1f1ed was:
the State Department of Educatlon)

-to work directly with local’ school districts

~-to critique evaluation work of the local districts
-on writing goals and objectives for the community,
schools-

~-skilled in performance evaluatlon

-~-regarding procedures and resources needed

—to assist with interpretation of feedback A
-in the area of professionalism among the staff and
acceptance of evaluation

-to provide leadership

-to provide advice’

~-to assist with implémentation of the plan

~

~-to -help local districts keep up with new developments
-on procedures, MvB.0., services and goals, objectlves

~-to provide evaldation skills development to staff |,
-to help evaluation plans

—~— ‘.‘:.’\";r'.




57" Tralnlng or Workshops ’ _ .

&

-local in-service reglonal, statew1de
~in development of objéctives

~-in asgessment methods and materials

-to learn. evaluation processes -

-to implement .goals-oriented evaluation
-regional meetings to discuss problems
<human relations tralnlng

-tralnlng in supervision techniques
-techniques: analysis, self-appraisal, observation
and conference; modern techniques

~MBO, - performance ‘objectives, accoé%tablllty

-to prepare for new evaluation process

" -demonstration centers, model programs

-mini-courses
~for coordination w1th State Department

24 Informatlon

—feedback from State Department (state view)
-model programs; professional literature

" -central 1nformat10n source (s)

<

-materials
-speakers
-information pool or clearlnghouse (what's going
on in other towns) .

‘v—sample plans

=research ‘and support 1nformat10n

« 14 .Guldellnes

27  Other

18 None

-clarlflcatlon

_-criteria

-minimal acqeptable standards

-meaningful support to State Board of Education
-provide sample(s) for Forms A and B
-appraisal from outside

-legal assistance; legality of 1nstrument
-clear communication to local boards as to
exactly what is planned

5 Not Yet Determined

- v

Y




Discussion} ;
Flnanc1al support was -the most frequent request

of school systems. Dollars would be needed for tralning»

present staff, hiring new staff and/or consultant

_services. The request for flnanc1al assistance appears

" to be related to the need for tralnlng, wofﬁshops and

consultlng prov1ded or recommended by.the CSDE.

\

1




OBSERVATIONS  °
. : - . 3
A number of general observations regarding the

-
s

‘implementation of the guidelines'haVe been drawn from the
analysis of the data. These obseryvations stem from a review
of the individual sections of each report, as well as summary

. . . L S -
information regarding activities, status, and progress for

-

“the entire state. 7

1. There 1s an extremely w1de range among school
system? with regard to-

1.1 The 1nterpretatlon of the guldellnes.
- 1.11 1In some instances definite mis-,
o , ! 1nterpretatlon of the guldellnes
has occurred.
' . . ’
1.2 The extent .to which guidelines have been
(/ 1mplemented :

1.3 *The methods being used to implement the
guidelines.

1.4 The amount and type of a551stance requested
to.implement the guldellnes.

1, 41 An emphasis was placed on ‘the need
A for flnanc1al a551stance.

v 1.42 There appears to be a relationship
between amount and type of assistance
requested and the size and existing
resources of the dlstrlct.

1.5 The level of knowledge and understandlng of
the evaluat;onrprocess exhibited in th%,reports.

1.6  The level of knowledge arid understanding of |
the planning process exhibited in the reports. -

J o = | *




v o 2. Improvemenﬁ\gf instruction is the stated. purpose
' of evaluation.in most school_systems.

AR 3. A majority of the school systems report that
A . activities for implementing the guidelines are
. o : planned or in process, ‘

3.1 Specific plansf/or timelines for the
implementation were missing from the
reports of most school systems reportinggwfi
activities in those categories.

IS

» 3.2 Most reports did not include five-ydar
sequeetial plans. .
.o v 4. A small numbér of school systems have made significant
A o _ progress in implementing'the guidelines. - _ =

- -, .- 4.1 These school systems appear to be those".

' o - where a committment to the development
of an evaluation plan preceded the state |
mandate (P.A. 74-278) and the guidelines. .

" 4.2 These school systems tend to be those with
- . @& higher level of resources available.

5. A majority Qf'the¢§cpoql systems report a cooperative
effort of teachers and administrators in the present -
or propoSed”activities.

. | 6. Separate reports prepared by teacher organizations

- .- > were received from only fifty-two teacher organizations.

1

©




"RECOMMENDATIONS ' .

_ . . :
These‘recommendations are based upon .a review'of the

N‘flndlngs and observatlong Théy fall within two broad categories:

] -

1) those intended to 1mprove the process 1nvolved-1n 1mplement1ng

P.A. 74=278 on a statew1de bas1s, and 2) those 1ntended to

4 \

‘imprové, aSSLStance to local school systems in the development .

and 1mplementatlon of the best poss;ble teacher evaluatlon ptan.
. e :
'More spec1f1cally, recommendatlons for the: process deal

- ¢

®

with review of the guldellnes,.development of criteria,” .
3 T Q
feportlng procedures,'analysrs of,data, and improving
] 1 *

communlcatlon. Four broad recommeqegtlons are made regardlng

assistance tohlnd;v1dual school' systems.
"1.0 Improving the processy statewide.
. .

1.1 That guidelines- and guldlng pr1nc1p1es be
reviewed to determine if refinement or e
modlflcatlon 1{ des1rable. .

That criteria be developed for eech
guideline; review by the ‘Advisory’

‘Committee and the CSDE; approved by
the CSBE; and disseminated to local
school systems. ‘ :

That the Progress Report Forms be reviewed
and revised. :

1.3.1 That a separate Progress Report '
be-required for teachers,
administrators, and special service
personnel )

L3 &
That teacher organlzatlons be ,
requested to use the sam¢ Progress
Repdrt or a.standard form developed
and approved by the. CSDE. ‘

+




-

'1.3.3 That Progress Reports lncorporate .
evidence of sound planning, -a long- N 2

range (5 years) plan, and a timeline. - . -

)
) %

. i.3,4 That Progress Reports include specific |
. . ' évidence or samples where appropriatem

1. 4 That moxre time be prov;ded to school systems to
complete Pr@gress Reports.

-y 1.4.1 That Guidelines, Criteria, and Progress
0»,Report~forms be disseminated to school.
. B systems no later than the opening- of
L school in September.
g : - " ) . o
1.5 That the analysis of the data be strengthened. o
‘ through the use of additional variables, .(e.g:, s
size of system, expenditure per pupil, geographlc :
}' locatlon) and the utlllzatlon of a computer. SN

1.6 That communlcétlon channels between thie CSDE - _
- and school systems be strengthened. , :
'1.6.1 That the CSDE inform school systems .
j as to their timeline and long-=range
plans forrimplementing P.A. 74-278.

1.6.2 That schQol systems-be provided feed-
' back that will be helpful to them in - 7
. planning and implementing a continuous

- evaluation process.

- A

. l 7 That reportf“g requlrements and procedures be
~clarified for regional-.school dlstrlcts and
other educational agencmes. - ‘ -

2.0 Assistance to 1nd1v1dual.sqh001 sysﬁéms .

2.1 ' That_the emphas&s be placed on hav1ng local
P . school systems develop evaluation plans primarily
-~ from Within as an internal professional skaff
" effort with extegnal a551stance whe approprlate,
. rather than rely heavily on outside'experts or
) " the purchase of a "Qgckage so:!.ut;ion.a ‘
3
2.2 That the CSDE recognike the wide range ln}dslllty
and, resources of school systems and provide
‘a551stance accordlngly°

~D
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That school sya;enslrequestlng state funds

be required ‘to submit a specific proposal
indicating internal as well as external
efforts and a long-=range plan (or how it

will be developed) and the external a551stance
to be utilized.

L3

That a consortium be developed to provide

technical assistance and support to local .

school systems. .

Z.A.l That the consortium be coordinated

» by \the CSDE or a designated organlzatlon

responSLble to them.

2.4.2 This consortlum mlght fnclude Connectlcut
colleges and. universities » regional

; Service centers, and na§1®na1 organizations

, where appropriate; e Gy UnlverSLty
v Council for- Educatlo T Admlglstratlon
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THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER

3

I

.

b

. ' school of Education -

The Uniyersity of Connecticut

STUDY TEAM .

[

‘Theodore sérgi°

HerbertiH.‘Sheathelm, Directoxr
S ;

Janice Baker .
William Lopes

3

. CONSYLTANTS TO THE TEAM

Y

John W. Brubacher, University of Connecticut

Edward F. Iwanicki, University of Connecticut

Mdrk R. Shibles, University of Connecticut

)
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Appendix A
PUBLIC ACT NO. 74-278

AN ACT(@ONCERNING,TEACHER EVALUQTION

Section 1. The superintendent of each school district
shall, in accordance with guidelines established by the state
board of education for the development of evaluation programs
and”such other guidelines as may be established by mutual
agreement between the town or regional board of education and.
the teachers'’ representatlve chosen pursuant to section 10-153b
of the general statutes, continuously evaluaté or cause to be
evaluated each teacher. The superintendent shall report the
~ status of such evaluations to the town or regional board of
. education on or before June first of each year. For purposes
of this section, the term "teacher® shall include each employee
.- of a board of education, below the rank of superintendent,

who holds a_ cert1f1cate or permit ‘dssued by the- state board of
educatlon.v '

Section 2. On or before January 1, 1975 each’ town or
regional school district shall submit, in ertlng, to the
state board of education a report on existing evaluation
procedures and plans for implementing the guidelines established
by the state board of education for development of local '
evarﬁ%tlon programs. b

-

Section gi Sectlon 1l of number 73-456 of the- publmc acts "
of 1973 is repealed...

- Section 4. The sum of thlrty thousand dollars is appropriated
to the department of education, which appropriation shall be
from the sum appropriated to the finance advisory committece
under section 1 of number 74- -31 of the special acts of the
current session for the reserve for legislation affecting
agency budgets d shall be administered by said department.
Sa*d  sum shall %% used for the development, planning, research
and evaluatlon of/ the guidelines and programs required by this
act and for assistance to town and regional boards of education
including orientation and in-service workshops in implementing -
_'such guidelines and' programs.

-

Section 5. This act shall take effect July 1, 1974.

b
A
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et Appehdix B

CONMECTICUT STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Hartford '

Y

Guidelinas for Teacher Fvaluation

The following guidelines have been established by the State Board of -
Education to serve as a framework within wlich each school distriet can
now develop or adapt its program of evaluation of professional staff.

- While they have the Torce of law behind them, these guidelines have been
developed \as a means of improving the learning exper¥ences of students.
It is belipved that the approaches to staff evaluation laid down in these
guidelines|pave the way to positive approaches that can be characterized
by such te as mutuality, planning, trust, and self-evaluation.

These guidefines were developed as the result of the work of the Advisory |
Committee gn Teacher Evaluation appointed by the State Board of Education -
to make recomhmendatiins for the Teacher Evaluation Act PA TL-278 enacted -
by the General Assembly. The guidelines embody the viewpoints of a broad
spectrum of educational interests - not only those of the Advisory Committee
 itself, but indirectly many others, including legislators, educators,-and -
- the lay commmnity. .. < ' - -

) ' ’ y . ‘ T . o

ABdiding Principles

A school environment in which a teacher may most fully develop the art

zgd science of teaching is essential. These guidelines are prepared in &,
effort to help create such an environment in every school system in

Comnecticut. ' ” z'

I. The primary purpose of teacher evaluation is
‘the improvement of the student learning

experience. -

Teacher evaluation should be a continuing process through which the’
professional performance of a teacher is enhanced. Yerformance should
be evaluated in terms of the degree to which activities have met
cooperatively predetermined poals and objcctives appropriate to the
individual's professional role in the context of the specific educational
environment.. ' - ‘ ] ;

IT. The local scheool district establishes its own
‘educational co1ls. Such peals tform the bdsis &
of the teachor cvaluation program. '

*

"The goals of an educational system may be described‘as those ultimate
general behaviors expected of most students. As such, in at least a
broad sense they describe and define for the instructional and special

. service as well as administrative staffe the targcts toward which their
efforts should be dirscted. Such goals should be established at the

- loeal level so that a teachor may set meaningful objectives upon which
to be evaluated. Based on such goals, objjectives will be dcvelogéd by

-




-2 =

the various units of the school system and will form the basis of the
teacher evaluation program. Within those units, .the teacher (as defined -
in the statutes) must recosnize how he contributes toward reaching those
goals. Thus, just as the school system develops goals toward .which it
works, so teo the units within the system and ultimately the teacher
recognize how related objectives at their respective levels contribute
to the realization of the broader goals. The Connecticut State Department
of Education has conducted a study among varipus interested groups to
develop goals aimed at bringing changes in student behavior.# A set of
six major goals for education have been developed:
l. Fach student learns to cormmnicate effectively.
2. Each student accepts learning as a lifelong contimiing
process of self-developrent.
3. Each student develops the skills, knowledge, and
values necessary for responsible citizenship.
L. Each student increases his ability to understand
himself and to function in his environment..
5. Each student acquires habits and attitudes which
have proven of value for health and family life.
6. Each student applies his accumulated knowledge ana
- skills to present day living.

The goals have been accepted as working goals by the State Board of . i
Education to zerve as griteria for the programs of the Depariment. They
are presented here to asvlst local school syetems in the development of

" their .own. goals. . .

ITI. Ample time is prov1ded for thls ‘goal- or1ented
approach to teacher evaludtlong

At least five yeare ‘should be allowed for the development, de51gny field-
testing and review of the evaluation, with progress reports from the ‘
school districts made annually to the State Board of Education.
A . . .
IV. A fiscal support system is establiched for the
purpose of aspicting school GlStPICbS to. prepare ., -
for and conduct evaluations.,

,‘ .

FEERN

At the local levcl, plamming and 1mplow nting an evaluation program require
time ana perqonnel Conditicns in each Jocal district vary, and each
district will have to assezs its status in this regard. Funds will be needed
‘for such a program, not only for implemcntation rurpeses, but also for the
purposcs *of inservice training. The State Depertrment of .ducation has a

#Based on "ConneEticwt Citizcns Response to fducational Goalg" (1971-

1972)

/ | u
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responsibility for helping with broadly recognized needs in the upgrading
and advancing of- competencies in personnsl evaluation. This in turn
. requires funding provisions at the state level.

’ ‘- . N ’ ‘
Guidelines For the Development of an Evaluation Plan

The entire procedure should be viewed as a cooperative undertaking of.

professionals who are striving to improve the learning experience of a

specific group of students.

) Ia
II.

III,

VI.

VII.

VIII.'

IX.

"of reference for evaluation.

Each professional shall cooperatively determine |
with the evaluator(s) the objectives upon which
his or her evaluation shall be based.

The evaluation program is cooperatively planned, -
carried out aeg evaluated by all levels of the
staff. , _ ~

The purposes of the evaluation program are clearly
stated in writing and axg well known to the
evaluators and .those who~are to be evaluated.

The general reéﬁbnSibilities.and specific tasks of
the teacher's position should be comprehensively
defined and this definition should serve as the frame

W

- The accoﬁntability relationship of eadh position .

should be clearly determined. The teacher should
know and understand the means by which he or she
will be evaluated in relation to that position.

Evaluations are more diagnostic than Jjudgmental.
The process should help analyze the teaching and
learning to plan how to improve. ‘

Evaluation should take into account influences on
the learning environment such as material and
professional resources.,

Self-evaluation is an essential aspect of the ,
program. Teachers are given the opportunity to
evaluate themselves in positive i?d§eonstructive

ways. o

The self-image and seff—respect of teachers should
be’ miintainod -and enfinnced, Positive self-~concepts
can be fostered by an-effcctive evaluation plan.

. 3
ERR
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X. The nature of th> evaluations is such that it encourages
. - teacher crzativity and experimentZtion in plenning and
: guiding ths teacher-learning experiences provided children.

4

XI. The program makes ample provision for elear, personalized,
constructive feedback. o '

A progress assessment shall be the responsibility of the State
~ Department of bkducation: '

)

1. The Department inventories each school district as to
(1) status and (2) plans for development of teacher
evaluation program. Programs are reviewed in terms of’
the extent to which they are ‘meeting the guidelines.

2. The Department communicates %o each superintendent the
results of its revisew, its understanding of the timetable
proposad in the school district's plans, and any
recommendations for adjustment to such plans.

. ) v
' 3. Each Superintendent receiving recommendations for
adjustments to plans acknowledges such recommendations
and agrees to incorporate such recommendations into a
revised plan.  Any superigtendent who does not agree
with the recommendations Pequests a meetihg with the
Department for the purpose of clarifying and setting
forth an alternate plan t 1ly implement an effective
evaluation program within a reasonable period:of time.

1




Appendix C

Connecticut State Department of Education
Hartford : B

October 22, 1974

. ' Series: 197h-75 ) - B o
. .Circular Letter: C-5 S : '

; =-To: Superintendents of Schools

From: Mark R. Shedd -
: - Commissionsr of Education

Public Act No. TL-278: AN ACT CONCERNING TEACHER EVALUATION requires
that on or before Jamuary 1, 1975 each town or regional school district
shall submit in wyriting to the State Board of iducation a rsport on
existing procedures and plans to implement the guidelines established by
the State Board of 2ducation for the development of local tsacher
evaluation programs. ‘ P

In addition, the law specifies that "other guidelineé\may bs established

by mutual agreement between the town or regional board of education and .
~the teacher's representative chosen pursuant-to“section 10-153b of the

general statutes." - ) Cn ’

-

The enclosed format for the report has bgen cooperatifiely developed by
the Advisory Committee on Teacher ivaluation. Its members represent a
“ broad spectrum of the education cormunity and will ¢ontinuzs to assist in
- monitoring the program. ! ‘

The Educationa1 Resources and Development Center at the University of

Connecticut has been selected to work with the State Department of Education

staff. " Loeal plans will be reviewed in terms of the extent to which they
"meet the Teacher ivaluation Guidelines.

The information submitted will form the basis for reactions to individual
~school districts on their reported progress in meeting the mandate. A
report will be prepared to the State Board of Education on the status of
teacher evaluation in Connecticut and recommendations for future
implementation.

The report is to be made by returning a cbmpleted form together with other
appropriate materials to: - A L

2

! ~

C Dr. George D. Kinkadg, Chief , ,
” : : Bureau of dvaluation and fducational Services

Room 363 i't \
_ ‘ State Department of Education
. \ 165 Capitol Avenue
R Hartford, Connecticut 06115
MRS : gk

%)
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P E - Appendix c.
' - CONNECTICJ T STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION ‘ '

Progress Report to State Board of iducation

. - by \
. School District B ' o

Due January 1, 1975 - B i
. | ' . | '. .' \ .

1. Pleasg submit with this form one copy of any statement of policy,
evaluation forms, or documents related to vour ex:.stlnioperatlonal
evaluabion program for certified staff (tsachers s administrators,
and special service personnel )i, R

. 2. Please complete the attached form (A) on the status of your present
5 o evaluat:.on program. :

<

j\ 3. Plsase submit with this form one eopy of any statement of policy,
» evaluation forms, or documents relating to the development of
any future evaluation plan for certified staff (teachers , administra-
tors, and spec:.al serv:Lce personnel)s#, \

- Lh. Each school district fust be in compllance with the guidelines . :
. .~ established by the State Board of Education in implementing its
: program of teacher evaluat:.on. These’.guidelines consist of four
) . . Mguiding principles® and ‘eleven “guldelines." - Please indicate -
; ' ‘on the.attached form.(B). those things your school district is now
: < " doing or plans to do in order to be in compllance with the eleven
guldelines. ‘ / o s

- 5, -'In #&e spaces provided on the attached form (C), please comment -
on the extent to which each of the: four "guiding principles" is -
_ being complied with in .your existé _program of teacher evaluation,
. or will be complied with in your proposed ’plan for teacher evaluation. -

=

6. In the development of your teacher evaluation programn, - wha;t needs |
do you foresee by way of assistance from outside sgir‘c/e(e? Please ,

. state these on form (D).

: ¢ ’ - I

. 3 . . ) . @

*NOTE“- . E .

-

Iour local di‘strict may have different evaluation programs for teachers,
administrators, and special service personnel If so, please submit *
existing materials for each @f thé evaluation programs. You may also

“wish to distinguish between the programs when completing i:orms B and C.

) P
4
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AT

B.

c.

,Salary.....’.....' v "‘
° Improve Competencies . . . . o

 Form A

TEACHEQ EVALUATION PROCEDURES PRESENTLY UTILIZED
: IN YOUR SCHOOL DISTRICT

What Method? - (Rank according to usage in your school district.

Begln with 1 as the most 1mportant method)

Sp601al Service
Teachers Administrators Personnel

- Check Liste o o o o o o o v
Rating Scale. « o « o o «
Open End.Statements . . &
Performance Objectives. .

(eng., D‘IBO). e o o o o ®
Guided Self Analysis. . .
Clinical Supervision. « « «
Interaction Process Analysis.

(e.g., Flanders, Simon). . .«
Micro Teaching. « « « o «.o
-Other (Specify) « « « o o o

il |' m |' »'

|‘|-|mm

| T

Who ‘Evalvates? (Indlcate primary respon51b111ty by using P secondary
‘ ' responsibility by using S.)
. , - Speclal Service

Teachers Administrators Personnel

Priﬁz;pal-. c e e
Assistant Principal .
Department Head . . &
Superv1sor. e v o o &
Assistant Superintendent.
Superintendent. « o« « o o
_Other Teachers. « « « o «
Students. o « « ¢ « o o &

o o &

L
7

i H'

When Does Evaluation Odcur? ~ ' Special Service

» Teachers * - Personnel
"]  Temure Non-Tenure Adminlstrators Tenure Non Ten.

'Annuany' .'O' ¢ o o o o 7 ‘ N

Why Does Evaluatlon Occur? (@ank in order ‘of 1mpor+ance for your district,
. begiuming with 1 as most important. )
. Teachers Admlnlstrators + Special Services
Staff Development e o o A 7.
PerurefContract Renewal . . . ’

i
+

Other (Specify). .« e e o0

i“lii
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Form B-l

o
©

4
. . a

GUID=LING I : -

"iach professional shall cooperativel¥ determine with’the evaluator(s)
the objectives upon which his or her evaluation shall be based.™*

&
What things are you now doing,, §3~5 g
or do you plan to do, to see . 3 3
that this guideline is met? 53 9
N Va P o o o
. A gL
]
' oA
PLEASE LIST - -
ACTIVITIES
9
. 1 4
; ’
¢
~2 / Tf
o P @f
% R
,( - ’ /
: !
Z . L2 1
2 - ’
&
.\ _ ;o .
. : " .
. . ;
gtatements

o ¢ sNote: Please attach any supporting evidence available, e.8-,
’ of objectives which will serve as the basis for the evaiuatlon of

professionals within various categories.

On the scale-below please check how far you believe you have progressed

toward meeting this guldellne.
BT 1 1 - i 1 i | DR i i
. 0 10 20 30 . 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
No Progress > = Full Implementation

. B




L3

wThe evaluation program is cooperatively p‘l.’%nne-:l, carried out ahd evaluated

by all levels of the staff i

~

; P * r' o ;' | H ' . . v ” N . o
. Vhat things are you now doing, O 5 e
cr-do you plan %o do, to se _ Yo -
that this guideline is' met” o ' Ef’u K-
- & a 5+
PLEASE LIST =, | S T )
ACTIVITIES S - d

/ B ~ 2
l\% ' ~ \ - @ &
~ cf . * \. ' /"" : (
. v " - V 0 . \ e
. S o ;
PR, :
- = - 3 v i - - ﬁh ;
- +Naote : Please attach ‘any supportlng e‘irld.ence avallable s/ g__g s statements 0
¢ . 'of objectives which will serve: as the basis for/the evaluation of y
' ' ) professlonals withia various catagorles. - o
_ On the .scale below please. check how far you bel:Leve yq have progressed
toward meeting this guldellne. _ 1 .
t 1 I 1 I L ol i ! -
o 10 20 30 °© 40 - 50 60 80 90 100 ‘
No Progress i i — Full Implementation
. v Pt 8
' - b - ¢ R ! ,
Qs !
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. ' ‘ - . N s ~\1 :

"o GUIDE.LINE oo o o

"

"The purposes of the evaluation program are cleerfy stated in writmg
sfnd are well known to the evaluators and those who are to bé evaluated."¥ - -

-2 - —

. L o , N o]
| Wha' things are you nOYr{ doing, o ﬁ - E
or d¢ you plan to do, to see : . , Ho 9
that this guideline is met? R L ‘ge
' E : A cw -
PLASE LIST o L - 2A
ACTIVITIES » . : . s .
Q . . - % q = ~ -
o | | ) | :
- " . .
o /\ !
o 0 )
& D . 1 X
t ' ' 9’ ¢ '

#*Note : Please attach any supportlng ey:.dence avallable, e, statements
of objectives which- will serve’ as the basis for'the nvaluatlon of

) , o proi‘ess:.onals within vagious categories.

On the scale below please check how far you belleve you have progressed
toward meeting this guldellne. . i ‘ .

| - 1 I i DR ) . i i i

0 - 10- 20 , 30 40 50 60 0 &0 90 100 /
N,o Progress S = - ~. . ‘Full Im lement tio
V g o < .- . >“ p a //‘{
: L . //
' Oy /o

o
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' R
* iy
[ Ly .
~ i'.;'\“’ ‘! ¢ . i :
g PR . “d I T e s
° z @mEmmw e Lt
2 N . . / ) - o - . - " N o . Y — .k:..,”‘_.,
_.' ~ 0 "The géneral res 6n31b111t1es and speciffic. tasks of the teacher 8, _ '
BT posltlon should e comprehensively deflned and this ‘definition should
- ‘serye as the- frhme of- reference for evaluation."* - e
) ‘& ' ) . . - — Y- , v . ™ot . -
: - . [ R ‘ T e )
, ‘.. “What, things Are you now doing, ’ - '§) o .§ ;o
> . or do you Zfzn te do,-to see. © | / 4 eI
' : 0 that this guideline is met? - ‘ ' ¢ _§-§ /%E e
* LT LIEEEN g ' Q\‘ N . ! o
e ! = : s @A 2.
S PLEKéE-LIST R ¥ o , <§;§ .
. ACTIVITIES, = _ | _ -— ] e

-7 . Note: Please attach a
e '%/, ' ' statements of o ectlves whlch will serve as. the bas1s

g / “‘ I / . lo g B - / N




- . e ) Y e s 17, T - ~” )
C T e s GUZLDE.LIN :

. . . S m e AT v Ct s w
o P ’ﬂhe accountablllti? ationS"p-df edel position shouldl be clear
« e - determined* The thacher ‘should, knoi andmndersgand the means.!

‘ o he or she wlll e Eva¢uhted in. relataonftd"tha% pGSlt}oﬁ wt :
. - “ - \‘ . R ‘. vt . . : .
:; 5 zv ." : T i ‘ ”" X s, 0 :

S . ‘Vhat thihgs are you.now d01ng,g
e ) + or.do you plan to do, to see
L e that thliguﬂelma :La met.? g

i . ® . PLEASE LIST . - )

o ACTIVITIES S

Please aj;tach any.support:.ng evidence al 1lable, g;g, vs statements
"of objectives. which will serve as the bas rséfor ‘the evaluatmn

0 . ~of profeasmna.ls w1th1n various categorles. T U i
. ‘On the scale below please éheck how i'ar you belleve you have progressed
. ’ toward mee‘bmg this gu:n.del:me. , , el e .
/ / g - . “.': . v . . - .. '
1 1, ! i ! L ! o -1 I
0. 10 - 20 .30. . 40 50 60 % - 80 (90N 100
/ No Progress ' ~ L~ Fula Implementatibn i
. / - R . e . S - - .
.Eglxc L . R N o, ) .
i » ' R R : T .
‘ ‘ . o ) ’ o ‘ 3




Comglegioﬁ

Date

i?I\Tote :

e B . N

Please attach any supportlngjev1dence available, g_g s .
statements of obgectives which will serve as, the basis for

" the evaluation of professionals ‘within various categories._

“s, ! .Cn the scale below ‘pleasé check “how far you believe you have progressed
‘ E ~owar@ meatiﬁg this guidelines ) v
B ﬂ d t . N
Ty _ . e . o ‘ _ : .
| ] 4 - 1 1 S - 1 ] | 1
- j< 0 7 0T 20 30 40 50 ' 60 70 80 - 90 100
. ) . : e < Y, - ' . '
. 7 Mo Progress . R z:>"' S ~, Full ImpYfementation
. O o ! ) PO
X : - o N . . . ’
ERIC ;e -
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o . a 7 D | d L4
.~ /» PIRY B ‘Q_ . .
A //‘ k. "SR é ' ¢ Y RREEN i
‘7/. ‘ ! FQ . /D, - . ° ’ ) - HIS 98
J’_ R . .‘3.' , A . ~ ® -
/ v : ' - . .
3 ’ ° b 4 ’
a/ Y N ' v ; ”F,Qm B.7 x'
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"Seif—évé.luatibn is an essentaal aspect of the pi'ogram. Teachers
are given the opportunity to eva att themselves in positive and
constructive ways."¥ ' : .

L 4
\ " What things are you now doing, & T«
. or'do ypu plan tg/do, to see ) g a .
LA that this guideline is met? §3 {@‘ °
e ‘ ' . 1 o 2 o
PLEASE LIST =~ . PP | 88
ACTIVITIES
° [ 3 o
N ! ' | ) 'i?'i'*.t
y { \ [ -. i
: . ¢ &.
. . ' 1 .-
\ ' B
[ \ : - "
zl - . !}.
. ) 7 . : ' . ~ =]
. RN L
1 % _\ . '
: R
\ ¢ @ .
‘\f . . \ \
4 ‘ o = %
' Q@
~ " D
’ . L ..\ s " X &
. hd L 'ﬂv;.—_; =3 hd
. - . i : ‘ ) [ * . A ’
¥ote: Please attach any supporting evidence -available, e.f.y
. statements of objectives which will serve as the basis
¥or the evaluation of professionals within various categories. .
On the scale below please check how far you beTieve you have -
’ progressed toyard meeting this guideline. |
L l“ : I o~ ! | ’ . - L I I
o 10 20 30 40 50 . 60 70 80 90 wlo,o
. .No 'Hrogress - > ~ Full Implen?nt,atlon
O ‘ . . a ) . ) . ) N
o oL C /
Y e . e K f? o '

. at




/ '.'0 ) iN \ N 7 ‘
. ’ 100
» / | ' 5 ‘ AR . T . . C o
K /. - / ‘ ~ o o | . Form B~9 C
~ . | . GCUIELNE IX . T ‘

? UThe ‘sel -mage\q\and self-respect of teachers should be ma.n.ntan.ned
- ang enhanced. Positive se=li‘~concents can be fostered by an ‘effective
evaluatlon plani ¥ :

. ’What things are you now doink, - g
' "or do you plan to-do,, to see’ T -5 -t
that this guideline. is met? S Lo B
S U T A 548 g3
- PLEASE LIST , * =~ .  * 1 8%
‘ _ACTIVITIES . o8
: | T A ' ‘ °
* . . [ £
- - [} ‘
5 ' \’@ i )
‘ N | 1 -
& N .
’ RN /

S
4 - «
I ' #ote: Please atﬁach apy supportlng evidence available s €ofsy
. . statements of objectives which will serve as the basis
' for the evaluat:.on of professionals w:.thln various categorles.

On the scale below ple;xi!n check how far you belleve you have
g this guldel%ne.

progressed toward meeti )
1 | 1 ‘ . } el i | i !G L e _ 4 1
0. .10 ~ 20 - 30 40 1 50 60 - 70 80 90 100
' _ by T DR -
No Progress -~ = Full Implementation




. Gu\éﬁmE .

learning experlenbes prov1ded children. "#
A ;. . 1 g

Form B-10
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.. CUIDING PRINCIPLEY FOR TEACHER.EVALUATION SR
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v . C . . . . . @
Please commept -8n the extent-to which each of the following four-"guiding
"+ principles" 1s being complied with in'your existing program of teacher-*.

.. . evaluation; or will be complied with in your proposed plan for teacher - _

_ evaluatien. In responding, please draw ypon the specifit activities you - -

_ . have cited in describing your.progress toward the previous guidelines
. (Form ‘B). Use additional sheets as necessary. - o

©

. :I. The primary purpose of teadher evaluation is the improvement. of
h the student learning experience. - : « . - .
- )‘ v @ . .
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' ~.II. The ]\.\Qcal school district establishes its own educational goalss * 3
~ . Such ‘%‘pals form the basis-of the.tieacher evaluation progtém.
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e \\ o 14 u .
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ot - ) - g L :
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Ty III. Ample time is provided for this goal-orientéd oapproac;; to -
' teachdr evaluationm: s S
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N . ) . . . . B .
e Iv. A fiscaal support system is festa_blish d for the purpose of :
ol , assisting school districts to prepare\for and conduct evaluations. .
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~ Supplementary Progress Report to State Department of. Education ) .
- on Teacher Evaluation in the . . . -
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“Pledse complete the attached form (A) on the gt?tdq of your-school
system's present evaluation program, SRR ' ~

PR B

.. established by the Staté Boatd of Education in implementing its program

. of teacher evaluation, These guidelines consist of four "guiding '

.. principles" and eleven Yguidelines." In the spaces providéd on the

" - attached form (B), please comment on the extent to which each of the
. . four Yguiding principles" is . being complied with in your existing -
-program of teacher evaluation, or will be complied with in your system's.

Each school. districf'nmdt_:: be in compliance with the guidelines Co

Q

" " proposed ‘plan for teacher evaluation, .
On the scale '-_pi:6 ided lﬁhwl{'.ﬁe_:.;t;tdi‘:hed,fo:;‘ni (C), please check vhowv,falr '

- .. Yyou believe:lyour school system has progressed toward meeting each of the
. eleven “guidelines." A R  SORR M

S
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~ In' the devdlopment of youtg‘js'ystjem'fs teacher evaliation progrdm, what

Spoen o7 meeds do you foresee by.way of “agsistance “from outside sources? Please
;i o dtéte these on form.(D)¥ - " S L
. N S s g Lo e . % . S .

a’ N . : The L - . Lt . - y

NOTE: Please feel free to use additional sheets and/or to submit any
‘ de’;ixegl_docunients“,, supporting evidence, or supplementary statements
... to provyide further perspective with your comments, Cite specific

api:‘:l‘vdtiesﬁ", tﬁ:;n‘g_s_/done or planned to do, and indicate which in your .
L o7 Jjudgment have been most helpful or not helpful, Thank you for your . ..
e » . " .constructive cooperatioi. < - ‘ ‘ , o
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s S - L ) SpeeialService )
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e Check Idiste ¢ o « 1\;' 0 e u s ?.v 2 B “w ‘ . o -
.. ° %4 lai;ing Scalee ¢« o s 00 0 0 e o s t-«.‘ : L
' . ;OPBn md Staﬁmnts o o o o o C L.
Performance Objectives. . « » - .. | . B
. -;. (e-g., HBO). e 5 o 4 o s u.¥ B A L ) )
0+ Gulded Self Analysis. s o o ¢ o %l : S o
- S Gl...nical Su; MSicm. .- .o o o R N L o
L Interaction Process Analysis 13 s t - Pon
(evgss Elanderéi, Si.mon). o e D . -
ﬂicro Teachlng. X e'e ¢ . . - ) o S ‘ A iy
y Ot'her (Specify) “» 0 . a . R Lo ' ’ =

Uho Fvaluates? 3 (Indicate 1primary reaponsibility ;y using P aecondary
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o Hhen Does Evaluation Occur? I " L Special Service
. . ' Teachers e o - Personnel - :
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GUIDING Pamc:tms FOR TEACHER EVALUATION’
. . ooy i { /

Pleaae coument on: the extent “to whic.h each of the followi our "guiding
principles® is being complied with in. your school system's existing proe-
“fram of teacher evaluation, or will be complied with in your s stem's _
grogoaed Elan for te,achet evaluation, Use addijZot\l sheets necess_ary. B

Y

s * o .

The ptimary purpose of teacher evaluatio :la the improvement of the
< student learning experience. S e

\

»r

II. The locqpl school district est;};liahes its owq/ educational goals.
. Such goals form the basxs of the teacher evafluation prégram. .
. ) ¥

/
/

III. Ample time ‘is- provided foi/ tfxis goa/{-oriented approach to teacher
evaluation.

IV..;A fiscal aupgort 'aystem ia established for the purpose of assiatinfg"b; '

school districts to prepare ?f.or and conduct evaluations.
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In the development of your tedcher: evaluation program, what
résee. by way of assistance ﬁrom outside sources?
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