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This is a prOgress report on the first yeqr of the

.Teacher Evaluation Act in Connecticut. The Educational:

Resthrces and Dev-dloPm9t Center of the Univdrsity of

Connecticut has assisted the Department in the iMplempntation

of the law. .Their analysis and summary of local school
)

district plans follows.
0

- Every effort will be'made by the Advisory ComMittee

and the State Department of Educatiohsto use this information
,

to strengthen local evaluation programs. It is Our hope ,

that these efforts will- ultimately lead to improved education

for the students in Connecticut schools.
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a INTRODUCTION

Ct

.

At the close of the Connecticut State Legisi4ture in

1973, an ameAdment requiring teacher evaluation was added `-

to the Tenure Act. .Superintendents of schools were to

evaluate their teachers annually, and the State ioard of

Education was,to establish minimum perfOrmance criteria

for such evaluation.

The educational organizations of the State were asked

to appoint members to a committee tO assist the State

Department of Educatibn in the task. Sixteen other states

had previously passe accountability or ! similar evaluation

laws.:' A survey revealed that most Of them were having -

considerable difficulty implewenting the legislation.

Some states had speCified in detail the methods to be

used fet such evaluations. A few had established a standard

for expected studerit progress in each subject. Yet no

satisfactory way had been.fbund to isolate the effects of a

teacher from the other influences on'the student. Evidence

0 seemed to indicate that .such legislation fared best when

the Stat mandatedevaluation and left the. specific method

to local initiative.

It was clear that the success of any` plan would call

for coopertion from all segments of the educational community.

The members of the Advisory Committee made a genuine attempt

1 v



to represent the viewpoints of their respective organizations

and at the same time comply withe spirit of the law.
c,

Two important principles were agreed upon:
0

1. The primary purpose of teacher evaluation

should be the improvement of, the student learning

experience.

2. The local school systems

their own educational goals.

subsequent objectives should

the evaluation.

Obstacles

should establish

Such goals and

form the basis for

in the way of developing a.plan based.on these

principles were the association of teacher evaluation with

the Tenure Act and the requirement for minimum performance

criteria. The latter term implied the setting of exact
pp

standards at the State level and was contrary to feelings .o

the Committde.

Members*of the Education Committee of the Sta,te Legis;ature

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

mutually decided to recommend-changes in the Legislation,i.e.

that teacher evaluation be removed from the Tenure Act; that

the State Board of Education establish guidelines for the

'development of local evaluation plans. These suggestions

were accepted by the Legislature andinborporated in the

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



The guidelines developed by the Advisory Committee

Pwyre adopted by the State Board of Education (see

Appendlic B). They allow up to five years for thd design,

-field testing and review of evaluation,plans with progres6

reports from -local school districts made annually to the.

State Department.of Education.' a.

0
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THE PROCESS

Basic Questions

As desCribed in the acknowledgements; the role of the

Rducational Re8ourtes and Development Center (ERDC) was to

assist the Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE)

in carrying out their responbibility to implement the Act

Concerning Teacher Evaluatiog (15.A. 74-278). Ip order to
,

.

develop a process for implementation,,if was necessary to

answer several basic qUeAions.

1)_ What does the law require?'
-of the Ladal.Education Agency (LEA)?
-of the CSDA

A

2) ,What information is required fromy the LEA?

3)- What is the best method of collecting the required
infotmation?

4) How can the information best be analyzed?

5) What information should 'be reported back to the
LEA? (regarding the report they submitted to the

A. CSDE)

What?inforination-should be repOrted to the
Connecticut State Aoard of Education (CSBE)?

In responding to these questions, and developing the process,

it was necessary to temper .ideal solutions with the realization /

° that there were serious constraints kiCterms of time and manpower.
e6

Qustions 1, 2, and 3 needed tO'be answered quickly'so that
,tA

report forms could be distributed to LEA's in October,.1974/

'a'llowing them sufficient time to prepare their reports due Januar

I1



1, 1975. Questions 4, and 6 needed to be answered in order

to complete,an analysis of the LEA reports and prepare a

summary.report to the CSDE early in March, and 'to provide
A

feedback'to the LEA's at the earliest possible; date.

. The procedures were developed cooperatively by the CSDE

and ERD These recommended-procedures were then reviewed
,by the Advisory.Committee on Teacher.Evaluation. The Advisory

.
.

Committee approved the general approach to be followed, but
% -

it was not possible for them to approve allspecific aspects

of the process. Good working relationships and a true spirit

of cooperation were important factors'in allowing the project

to move 'aheaden-schedule.
1

The Law

The law (P.A. 74-278, Appendix A) requires that:

Section 1. (NEW); The superintendent Of each school
district shall, in accordance with guidelines
established by the state board of educationfor
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' representative chosen
pursuant to section 10-153b of-the general tatutes,"
continuously evaluate or cause to be evaluated each
teacher

Further,. the law requires that:

Section 2. (NEW) On or before'January 1, 1975, each
town or regional school district phall submit, in .

writing, to the state board-of education a report
on existing evaluation Procedures.and,plans or
implementing-the guideline's established by the state
'board of education for development of lodal
evaluation programs.

A



17.

The Guidelines for Teacher EValuation ,(AppendiX\B)
S

were developed by the Advisory{ Committee on Teacher

Evaluatioft and the CSDE. Thege were.apprOved by the CSBE in

January, 197.4,and were'dilstributed to LEA'S. in August, 1974.
t

The Guidelines dQcument also describes the assessment

and reporting responsibilities of the CSDE:

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

16
1. The Dep'artNent inventories each school

district as to ;1) status and (2) plans
for development of-teacher'eirluation /

. program... Programs are reviewed in terms
of the extent to which they are meeting

.
the guidelines.

.

2. The Department communicates to each
superintendent the results of'its.,review, -

its understanding of the timetable proposed
in the school distr'ict's plans, and aw

,

recommendations for adjustmen6 to such plans.

. Each.Superintendeht receiving recommendations
for adjustments to 'plans acknowledges suc
recommendations and,agrees to incorporate
such'recommendans into a revised plan.
Any superintendent who does not agree
with the recommendations requests a meeting
with the Department for the purie of ,

clarifying and setting forth an alternate
plan to fully implement an effective
evaluation program within a reasonable period
of time.

Information Required

In addition to the information on "existing evaluatiOn

procedures and

by law, it was

GY-

4

Plans for implementing the
(
guidelines" required'

decided td ask LEA's to provide information on:

%.
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-1) activi.pties that had been particularly helpful to them, in

dew:lying-an elfalu4tiOn program, and .2) their needs for

additional reedOrces.in order to. develop And implenent an

eValuation (program.

Information Collection

A.progress Report form (Appendix C) vas developed

cooperatively by the CSDE and ERDC to cbllect the desired

;information, 'i.e.,. status, existing activities, planned,

adtivities, successful experiences, and needs for aesistance.

This ,form and an accompanying memo from Commissioner Shedd

were mailed to LEA's'pn October 22, 1974.

The,emphaisis of the Progress Report is on the Guidelies.

It vas decided to use an _"activities analysis" approach.*

This aliproach requests the reporter to list those specific

activities now being carried out (or planned) to assure that

the guideline is (or will'be) met.

Superintendents

of the school system

each of the eleven guidelines on a continuum of 0-to 00%.

Consideration waspgiven to requestifig that the L Progrees
ih

Report be developed jointly by the superintendent an, local

were also asked to indicate their perception

's progress toward full implementation of

Edward F. Iwanicki. "Activity Analysis:. An Approach to, Improving
the Evaluation Design of Ongoihg Educational Programs".
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the National Counc
on Measurement:in Education, Chicago, Illinois. April, 197.
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teache; organization. It was suggested that it could be

developed cooperatively, or perhaps developed by the

superintendent and reviewed by the teacher organization '

with differences IIception noted., and signed by both

parties.

It was-determined, however, that the legislation held

the Superintendent responsible. for submitting, the'report

to the CSBE. Since it seemed desirable to receive comparable

information fry teacher organizations A was suggested, the

submit a separate report. 1The Conhecticut Education

Association epared a shortened version of the Progress Report

(Appendix p) which they made available to their local units;

,

Analysis At.

It was decided that every effort should be 'made to develop

a procedure for analyzing the LEA Progress Reports that was

objective and would yield quantifiable data. This proved

Kdifficult becadse of the necessarily broad nature of the Guide-

iines, and the lack of criteria for, those Guidelines.

'It seemed essential to develop criteria for each of the

guidelines in an attempt to avoid subjectivity, and to

indicate .to the LEA's and the gSBE the basis on which a status

determination was made. The criteria were developed

cooperatively by ERDC and the CSDE, and officially approved

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

(Appendix 11).

\
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The criteria were not reviewed,or approved by the

Advisory Committee although they/did agree on the need for

itheir development and the general approach'to be followed.

It'should also be emphasized that the criteria were developed

for use in the,analysis of the 1974-75 Progress Reports, and

for explaining to LEA's\how the_CSDE/ERDe perception of their

statliB was reachqd. If these critemria are to be used, or

other criteria developed, to aid LEA's in the development and

implemen tation of evaluati'L programs they should be based

upon greater input from the profession, thdrough discussion
D

and careful review and approval.
P

The Guideline Analysis present the CSDE/ERDC perception

of the status of that school system for each criterion, based

soley upon. the written'materialpresented in the LEA report

prepared by the superintendent. A particular element may

.exist or be planned, but if riot reported will show in the d4

V

Category, "No Evidence". Status-is reported in the following

four categories:

01 Yes (substantial achievement of guideline)
02 In Prot reds (activities initiated but achievement

not. su stantially achieved
03 Proposed (activities planned but not yet initiated)
,04 No Evidence (no evidence provided)

Report to LEA's

It will be' necessary to use a standard format in provid4ng

feedback to each LEA regarding their evaluation program and

p- lans. While each of the LEA's would undoubtedly desire a
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detailed analysis with specific recommendations as to the

development and mentation of an evaluation program, this

is beyond the capability of the CSDE. As stated previously,4
information will be presented as to the'CSDE/ERDCADerception

of their status based on an application of stated'
.

It is likely that some school systems will take issue with
_I

the appropriateness of the criteria, but thig could result

in a healthy 'constructive Process fo'i developing criteria
r Q '

for future use.. Again, criteria were
,

developed to analyze
c. /

,
''' z

and explain how status was determinefItnot' for /use in evaluat4ton
,

'prograM4levelopment.

12

EtE2EL to the. Connecticut State Board of Ed'ucati'on (CSBE)

The intent, of this report is to provide the State Board

of Education with'an overview of teacher hvaltatiOn'in

Connecticut. Informatiod is /340vided-fq the State as a whole

rather than for.individual school*districts.. In addition, the

,

report suggests haw .0.19 teacher evaltlatI processrocess might be

improved.

This section of the report has attempted to provide a

broad peripective of the,process and tow it was develop9d.

Subsequentsections will include:

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA.
0: OBSERVATIONS

RECOMMENDATIONS

(;)



13'

Sample,

Reports were received and scox1id f r public scho
n,

/

systems as well as several othek educational agencies.

The reports fall ithin the following 'categories:

Afil

ANALYSIS Ok-DATA

I

A. Local 12 school systems

B. K-12 regional school' districts

One report was filed and scored fir each,cf the
K-12. regional school districts.

C. Regional sch ol districts for grades 7r12 or 9-12

1. If reports were, filed by eac,a of the £hdependent
town' elementary districts as' well as the regional
districts, aIl'were scored as separate systems.

If a single rePortwas,filed that incorporated
the independent town elempAtary'distridts and
the regional district, one retort was scored.

The above categories yielded a sample size of 152 valuation

,programs. Variations of the sample size occur in the data

analisis due to inco plete and m ltiple responses to some parts

of the report. J'

Teacheireports were filed by 52 teacher organizations

representing 41 of the 152 evaluation programs. 'The difference

in the number of teacher reports received and that used in the

0:44
data analysis is due to:

'a) multiple teacher reports received from a regional

1district, where only one school system report was

scored, and

two teacher reports received after the data had

been analyzed.
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Introduction'

'J.

Form A, .titleisa Teacher ExElllaatan Procedures I

Presently. U ilized in YOur School District, asked fur

baSic questions.

A) What Method?
B) Who Evaluates?
C) When Does Evaauation Occur?
D) Why Does Evaluation Occur?

Question A: What Method?

"Discussion

Question A'asked respondents to.rank vari us methods

r

. of evaluation according to usage in their sch 1 system. -

The administrative and ecial service personfi 1 sections

had fewer'responses thari the sample size. -The vcenta es

which follow represent that portion of the respons given

in each category.`' Teacher N=t52,, Administrator N=117,

and Special Servide Personnel N=130.

The-evaluation methods most frequently cited asAthe

primary means of teacher evaluation were open ended
,

statgments °(3l %), checklist (24%), and rating: scales (20%).

Also cited were: performance objectives (12%), clinical

OuperIrision (7%), and guided Oelf-analysis (5%). All six

..of-these techniques received considerable mention as

4,secondary and tertiary procedures. It should be noted that

,75%:Of.the systems make use of two or more evaluation
6 .* ,

chniques.

19
.
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The evaluhtion methods most frequent y cited as

the primary means of administrator evaluation were:

Open ended"{ statements (340/performance .bjeptives (29%).
:

Alec cited were: rating. scales (13%), uy ded self-

analysis (12%) and checklists (.90,: In 66% of the systems

there is the use of multiple evaluation bchniques,with

4 guided self:dnalysis being_the most popu ar. secondary

and tertiary method..

'The evaluation methods most Treque tly cited as the

'primary means of special service person el-evaluation

were: opemended statements (35%)ichec lists'(18%).and

rating scale_0(8%). Also cited were p rformance"

objectives (13%) andguidedself-afialysis (80. All of

the above- were often mentioned as secondary and tertiary

techniques. Approximately 74% of tihe systema make use

of two or rom methods.

,r)

0
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Question H:

Discussion

luates?

Quesion H asked respondents to indicate who has

the primary and secondary respoilsibility for evaluating

the Various categories of personnel. Multipfe responses
0

4

were '`eery common practice fir this question. The
.

.

total number of
y
responses in all categories vitkiea

from 57 to 247. However, percentages that'follow

were calculated on the basis of the sample size of N=152,'
9

o and therefore will" not s_ 100% it any one category.

In the category of.primary responsibility for

evaluating teachers, the overwhelming majority, (91%)

indicated the pritcipal. Also cited .tor having primaky,

respollsibility were: assistant principal (21%) ,, department

__Jev head (11%) and superintendent (11%). Secondary

responsibility for evalpating teachers was allocated to:

departmenhead (44%) and assistant principal (38%).

Also cited.were: _superintendent (30%), supervi or44t)

and assistant Superintendent (17%).

In the category of primary responsibility for

evaluating administrators, the majority ( 8%) indicate

the superintendent. Others cited were assistant
a

superintendent (20%) and principal (16%). There seems

to be very little secondary responsibility for evaluating

administrators; where it doe's exist it is most often

viewed as a role of the assistant superintendent (16%).

23

a
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In the category of primary responsibility for

evaluating special personnel, the majority (56%)

indicated 'the principal., Also cited were: supervisor

(26%) and superintendent (20%). Secondary responsibility,

evaluating special serVide personnel was most s.

fregueiftly given the superinteildent (29%) and yet was'

somewhat distributed among all administrative personnel.
afiro

It should be noted that there was text minimal use

of evaluation by other teachers and/or students.
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Question Ct 'When Does EvaluationcOccur?

'3.

Q4estion Caked respondents to indicate how often
,

, ,
evaluation occurs. The reeponsesto this question were

o

very difficult to analyze. There'were obviously,many
' A

interpretations: of the teri contInuous.evaluation.

In addition, multiple responses,by a school'system wee

again a common practice. For these reasons, it is-

difficult to assign significant interprkation to the

N,

following data. 'The total number,of responses in all

categories ranged from 125 to 160.

that follow were calcdlated On the

size N=8152, and therefore will not

one category.

The percentages

basis of the sample

sum to 109% in' any

;

Evaluation of tenured teachers occuks most frequently

(45%) on an annual basis, 'followed next in frequency by

continuous eval4tion (38%). -On the other hand evaluation

of non-tenured teachers occurs most frequently 151%) on

a continuous,basis, followed by semi-annual (26%) and

annual (22 %T' evaluations.

Administrators, like tenured teachers, are most

often (46%) evaluated on an annual basis, followed by

continuous evaluation (36%),.

Evaluation of tenured special service'personnel

occurs most frequently*(38%) oil an annual biisis and
9

also on a continuous basis (34 Non tenured special

cy

1

0



'

service personnel, like,non=tenured teachers are

'imst-often-(470' evaluated on a continuous basis,

followed by semi-eilnudl (231) and annual (14%)

evatuattons.

It should be)notec that very'little evaluation'was

considered to take place on a monthly bdsis for dny

personnel:.

O
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C

Question D: Why. Does, Evaluation Occur?

Discussion

Question D asked respondents to rank, in order of

importance, the reasons why evaluation occurs. Some

multiple responses were given in answer to, this question.

The total number of responses in all categories ranged

from 147 to 173. The percentages that follow were .

calculated on the basis of the sample. sizs N =152, and

therefore, will not sum tb 100% in any one category.

Improving competencies was- ranked highest as the

primary reason for evaluation of teachers (500,

administrators (53%) and special service personnel,(43%).
0

Staff deVeldpment was ranked second as'the,prfmaryreason

for, evaluation of teachers (300, administrators (26 %)

and special service personnel (26%). Tenure/contract

renewal was ranked third as the primary reason for

evaluation of teachers (24%), administrators (14%) and

spedial service personnel (19%). Other reasons provided

generally referred to improving the teaching-learning

process. The:34 were ranked fourth as the primary reason

for evaluation of teachers (12%), administrators*(40

and special service perionnel (7 %).

J S



25

Staff development was also cited most 'frequently

as the second reason for evaluatlon and tenure/contractual

renewal was identified most frequently as the third

reason for evaluation.. Sal4ry was indicated most

frequently as the fourth reason for evaluation.

a
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Suifir of Form A
0.110.1g. 41.11.1....1mala Or.

Question A: What method is used?

Teachers and Special Service Personnel

OPen Ended Statements

2. Checklists and acing Scales

-Administrators

1. -Open Ended Stants
2, Performance Objectives

Question B: Who 4valuates?

Teacher1s - primary responsibility - Principal

- .secondary responsibility - Department Head
and/or Assistant Principal

Administrators - primary responsibility - Superintendent

- secondary responsibility -,Assistant
Superintendent

Special Service Personnel primary responsibility - Principal

- secondary responsibility -
Superintendent and all other
administrators

)

Question C: When does evaluation occur?

For non-tenured teachers apd non-tenured special service

personnel, evaluation occurs on a continuous basis with

a considerable number on a semi-annual and annual basis.

For tenured teachers, tenured special service personnel,

and administrators, evaluation occurs on an annual

basis, with a cohsiderable number on a continuous basis.

33



Question D: why does evaluation'oacur?

.vFor all groups:

1. Improve Competencies.
,

2. Staff Development

3. 'Tenure/Contract Renewal

4. Salary

4



Form 13 (1-11)

Introduction *

In order *W assess the level of compliance with

the guidelines; each local district; thiough it chief

administrator, was asked to indicate its status con-

cerning the implementation of each guideline. Each

district was further requested to cite its plans for

compliance in the event it hadlnot already achieved

substantial compliance. Finally, the district was

asked to estimate its score per guideline din a 0-100

continuum and to submit evidefice supporting these

statements. A copy of the reporting form can be found

in Appendix C

30

v.

Based on the information described above the ERDC

was also requested to offer its-perception of each

distric's compliance with the guidelines. Ih order

to establi'Sh objective methods of analysis, the ERDC taff

developed a set of appropriate criteria for each guide-
.

line. These cniteria were defined as behavioral indicators

of the guidelines,. For example, Guideline one emphasizes'

the cooperati've determination of objectives for evaluation.

An indicator for this guideline was criterion 1.21 that

teachers and administrators work together in developing

objectives. 'District responses and submitted evidence

were examined by the ERDC staff for such indicators.

r>
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.

The District was then placed in one of -four categories
4

depending on the evidence submittediThe categories

and their defihitions were: 01 Yes (substantial achievement' 4

of guidelines), 02 In Progress (activities initiated

but not substantially achieved), 03 PrOposed (activiti,es

planned, but not initiated),16d 04 No EVidence (nb-

evidence provided). The 04 category, it must be

-emphasized', was not indicative of obstruction or lethargy

with regard to a criterion. It simply meant that a'
;

district did not submit evidence of a particular.

criterion. These criteria were examined, modified and

approved by staff members of the Connecticut-State

Department of Education. It is very important that

these criteria, although adequate for.the present analysis,

be examined carefully and modified where appropriate.

Reports fro A diStricts were examined and coded by

ERDC staff. The section that follows is a summation of

those reports along with perceptions of guideline

implementation gleaned by ERDC'froF. analysis-of the reports.

Also included are reports of the superihtendent'S

perception of guideline implementation along with, where

Submitted, teacher organization's perceptions.



a

The criterion analysis for each. guideline was

based on school system reports prepared by the

superintendent of schools. The teacher organization

°did not submit the comple#e'activities anaiysis. The

first part of each analysis is based on ERDC scoring

of criteria. The second part consists of discussion

and analysip of the perceptions of superintendent and

teacher organizations.

The categories used for scoring school system

responses to each criteria are as follows:
.

Code Definition

01 _Yes (substantial achievement of
45iaeline)

02 In Progress (activities initiated but
achievement not substantially achieved)

03 sliroposed (activities planned but not
y Tritiated)

04 No idence Cmo evidence provided)

In the disc(ssion sections, categories 01 and 02 Will

0

at times, be'combined to represent that portion of the

school systems which have either initiated activities

or substantially achieyed that guideline.

I

J

O
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Presentation and Discussion of Data

Guideline' 1. Approximately 40% of the school

systems were found to bt meeting three of the criteria

established for this guideline. The one exception was

the stating bf ohjectilies in operational terms (Criterion

1.12) where only 28% were considered in progress or better.-

On all folir criteria, between 38%and 41% have proposed

activities to meet the intent of this guideline. Between

17 and 23% provided no evidence of compliance with the

same three criteria referred to abover while 31Cprdided

no evidence of stating objectives in operative terms..

Results of this analysis seem to indicate there is-

agreement among Connecticut districts about the importance
P

of the guideline. The vast majority,indicate that they

are either in compliance or plan to 1:&- in a stated period

of time.

A minority (29%) of superintendents stated that

their system was at the 50% level,of implementation or

higher. Almost half 146%) felt they were in the lowest

quarter of implementation. An interesting point is that,

in those districts where both superintendent and teacher

organization submitted reports (H*41), the results were

remarkably similar. Although many districts reported that

activities pertinent to this guideline were underway, the

reports indicated that both teachers and superintendents

believe there is much to be accomplished.
* represents t e sum of categories 01 and 02
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GUIDELINE Each professional shall cooperatively
determine, with the evaluator(s) the objectives upon
which his or her evaluation shall'be based.

1.11 Written objectives for the
evaluatee are developed

100-

8Q

64

40

20

41

"22 20
17

01 02 03 04

N = 34 31 62 25 =152.
0

1..12 Objectives are stated in
oper4tioria1, (observable terms

01 Of 01 04

N = 23 ly 62 48 =152.

1.21 Teachers and administrators 1.22 Objectives are jointly
work together in developing' approved
objectives.

100

80

60

40

2'0 i6

38

20

01. 02 . 03

40 24 58

04

30 =152

100

80

60

40

20

01 02 03 04

= 39 19 59 35 =152
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Guideline II. iixty-six percent (66%)*Of the school

systems were judged to have some degree )¢ cooperative

planning (criterion 2.11). Only 8% were rated as not

having initiatea)or proposed cooperative planning.

Forty-one percent (41%)*of Fie systems were fund to have

substantial approval of their program by,all reference

groups (Criterion 2.12); 32%* have some procedure which

allows for the cooperative evaluation of the evaluation

program (criterion 2.31). For each criterion between 26%

and 37% have planned activities to meet the substance

of this guideline. Thirty-one percent (31%) were unable

to demonstrate any evidence of a cooperative procedure

to monitor the evaluation plan.

Reporting districts appear to be progressing toward

achievement. Only in the case of criteribt 2.31 is the

ptocess sibi4er. Forty-two percent (42%) of all

superintendents (N=149) stated that their system fell in
/

the first quarter. Sixty-three percent (63%) located -"/

themselves in the\first quarter. There was some similarity

between superintendepts and teachers organizations in

those districts where both submitted reports (N=41).

Seventy-,eight percent (78%) of the teachers reports

placed their districts in the first two quarter; while 54%
fl

of superintendents placed themselves in those quarters.

o

-*represents the sum of categories 01 and 02



These findings indicated that while both teachers

and superintendents believe that progress has 'not been

very subStantial, teachers are even more emphatic in

this regard. Although progress has been slow, strong

agreement seems to exist regarding the value of

achieving input from 411 reference groups-. There is no

similar consensus for the development of procedures

to-obtain feedback from all groups about the evaluation

prograk (criterion 2.31), Four crigeria were originally

developed for this guideline. Afteran analysis of the

reports, it was apparent that criterion 2.21 did not

provide any meaningful information. There is concern as

to itsits appropriateness as a measure of implementation.

Although this criterion was-sdored, and is graphically

represented on'the following page, no interpretation is

offered.

0

A
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GUIDELINE II. The evaluation program is cooperatively
planned., carried out and evaluated by all levels of

-.the staff.

2.11 There is input from,
all reference groups

N = 84 1.6 39 12 =151

4,

38

2.12 There is subttantial approval, '
of program by all groups .

100 %'

80

60

40

20

01 02 03 '04

N = .49 14 54 .34 =151

2.21 ActiVe roles for each 2.31 There is a procedure to provide
group-are'specified . feedliack from all groups cone

cerning the evaluation prograk.
I

01 02 03 04

N.= 36 17 54 44 =151 ,

01 02 03 04

N = 31 0 17 56, 47 =151

'
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Guideline III. 41most half of the systems (46%)

indicated that they= had developed clear statements of
4

pure =se for the evaluation plan (criterion. 3.11). Fewer

(33%) could provide evidence of the widespread disosemina-
v

tion of:this plan (criteria 3.21 and 3.22). Very few

di tricts reported that they were already in compliance

with the criterion 3.31.'

With the exceptiOn,of criterion pertaining to

the discussion of the evaluatipn pury ses ($.31), very

few systems reported no evidence of this guideline. For

the first three criteria,. about 75%.of the districts were

placed in categdrieo.01, 02, 03. Whil this guideline

is by no means substantially achieved Connecticu.g

systems either have complied or are planning to be in

compliance-with this guideline.
'

The data here indicated that some 50% of all

superintendents believe thbir districts fall in the

higher quarter ranking on this guideline. The teacher

orgailization reports indicated that teachers perceive

a lesser degree of mplementation than superintendents.

.7



GUIDBLIN2.11I... The purposes pf the evaluatimkprogram
* are clearly stated in writing and 'are Wall k4own to the

evaluators'and, those who are to be evaluated-.

1-
3.11 There is a clear written 3.21.Statement' of pUrposes.is

statement of the purposes widely .distributed to
ea the eva/uation,program evaluators: -.
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3.22. Statement of purposes
is widely distributed
to those to be evalu-
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3.31 Statement of purposes is
explained and discussed with
and by all reference groups
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Guideline IV. Fifty-four percent (54%)*of the

school systems showe some sign of defining the general

responsibilities of eac professional position (criterion

4.11). Only 9% have not nitiated nor planned any

activities in this area,

In comparison, 30.kt\of the programs were deemed

tb have initiated work illthe ar of developing specific

tasks for each position (criterion .21). Likewise, only

43,

33% appeared to use general resp sib], ities dnd.specifia
0

tasks as the frame of reference for val ation (criterion

4.3).

dubstantial numbers (36-48%) of the sy eis have

proposed activities to meet this guideline.

Only 31% of the superintendents scored their ystem

at the 50% or higher level of implementation. Teacher

organizations and their respective superintendents rated

implementation at somewhat similar levels. There

.appears tobe a substantial gap between this guideline

and present practice. However, as noted above, there

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

systems, to comply with this guideline.

* represents the sum of categories 01 and 02

st



GUIDELINE IV. The general responsibilities and Specific
tasks of the teacher's position should be comprehensively
defined ana this definition should serve as the frame of
reference for evaluation.

4..11 General responsibilities
of each professional
position are defined, in
writing

100 .100%

4.21 Tasks for each individual
are specified

80

60

40

20.

44
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4.3 Above procedures serve gs
a reference for evaluations
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Guideline V. Fifty-one percent (51%)* of `the school

systems were judged to have clearly established the

accountability relationship (criterion 5.2) . Only 41%*

., of the programs were able to provide some evidence of

holding the evaluator responsible to the evaluatee

(criterion 5.1). However, an additional 28% have

indic'ated that plans exist to better define the

accountability relationship. Sixty-two. percent (62%)or

of the systems were judged to have some level of clearly

stated evaluation procedures (criterion 5.3). Only 10%

°supplied no evidence of any activity or plans in this

area.

Forty-three percent of the superintendents'rated

their district's implementation level as 50% or higher.

Thirty-three percent of the teacher reports rated their

districts 50% or higher. The teachers and administrators

seem to agree with the ERDC perception'of considerable

,progress toward the achievement*of this objective. The

exception is criterion 5.1 where 28% demonstrate no

evidence.

S

* represents the sum of categories or 'And 02

6



47GUIDELINE V. The accountability relationship of each \

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

5.1 The evaluation process
clearly states the
responsibility of the
evaluator to the eval-
uatee

100%
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5.2 The evaluation
states to whom
each person is
the evaluation
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5.3 The evaluation process
clearly states how
(methods/procedures) the
evaluation is to be
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Guideline` 1./I . Fifty-one percent (51%)* of the

systems were considered more diagnostic than gmental

(criterion 6.1), while 43%*Were considered to be

prescriptive (criterion 6.2). An additional 35 -9$ have

planned to meet this guideline. Between 14 and 18%-0

provided no evidenCe of activity.
-P

A minority 432%) of the superintendents scored their

implementation level as 50% or higher. There was an

even smaller percentage (22%) of the teaciher organizations

.

ithat felt implementation was at that level. Superintendents

and teacher organizations from the same school system

were,Ior the most part, in. agreement that much has yet

to be done. It should be noted that very few districts

expressed familiarity with diagnostic evaluation instruments.

* 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.

6.1 Evaluation-procedures
utilized deal with
identification of
strengthsoand weaknesses
of the teaching-learning
process

O
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a a

Guideline VII rifty-seftn percent (5 %) the

programs were considereci to be moving towards or

already in compliance with this guideline. Another

26% have prop.sed activities aimed at. compliance.

Many systems stated compliance.butmere unable to

provide tangible evidence.

A large, minority (48%) of the superintendents felt

that their systems were at the 50% or higher level of

implementation. There was considerable agreement between

the teacher organization reports and their respective

supe'rintendents reports.

a

* represents' the sum of categories 01 and 02

C .S111,

4J I



GUMMI= VII. Evaluation should take into account
influences On the learning environment such as material
and professional resources..

7.1 The eValuation process takes
into consideration the-levei
of support resources and other
influences affecting the
achievement of objectives
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LI

Guideline VIII. Fiftrrnine percent (59%)* all

districts provide professionaa stafg withan opportunity

to conduct a self-evaluation (criterion 8.1) while 32% *

are at least progressing toward including self-evaluation

reports as part of the total evaluation program (cwiterion

0.2). Another 32% demonstrate no evidence of progress

on this criterion (8.2). It should be not&d that many

systems rep.rted that teachers have an 'opportunity to

respond to the supervisor's valuation; ths tewanse

was ,not scored a an 01 or 02.

Seventy-six percent (76%) of all teacher reports

placed their districts at less than the 50% compliance

level with this guideline. Fifty-six percent (56%) of

the superintendents placed their districts at less

than 50% compliance.

* represents the sum of categories 01 and 02

.1:

C.

(b)

9



GUIDELINE VIII. Self-evaluation is an essential aspect
of the program. Teachers are, given the opportunity to .

evaluate themselves in positive and constructive ways.

ti

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

01 02 03 04

N = 56 34 (248 / 14=152

56

8.2 Individuals are given the
opportunity to include
self-evaluation reports as
part'of the total evAluation
report

100 %

8.0

60

40

20

01 02 03 04

N = 29 20 54 49 =152
we.
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Guideline IX. -Sixty-one percent (61%)* of the

systems were found to focus on strengths as well as

weaknesses (criterion 9.1) while only 17% were found

to have some written statement relating to this guide-

line (criterion 9.2). An additional 25-30%,have planned

to improve their program in 'keeping with this guideline.

As in Guideline VII, many of the systems stated compliance

but were unable to provide tafIgible evidence or list

activities.

Almost half (47%) of the superintendents rated their.

systems at the 50% level of implementation or higher.

Teacher arganizatlons gave a somewhat lower rating to

the present level of implementationnthan did their

respective superintendents.'

0

* represents the sum of categories 01 and 02



GUIDELINE IX. The self-image and,selfL respect of teachers
should be maintained and enhanced. Positive slf-concepts
can be `fostered by an effective evaluation plan.

9.1 The el/luation plan focuses
on strengths of professional
staff members, not just
weaknesses

01

N=47

02 03. 04

45 37 21 =150

59

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

6

01, 02 03

.N = 14 12 44 80 =150
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Guideline 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 t

proposed activities aimed at compliance with this guideline.

Sixty-seven percent (67%) of the teacher reports

placed their districts at less than 50% compli'ance while

59% of all superintendents place their districts at or

below 50% compliance. It is difficult to judge the

implementation of this guideline because creativity in

the classroom is generally agreed upon as being desirable.

* represents the sum of categories'01 and 02



0
GUIDELINE X. The nature of the evaluations is such that
it encourages teacher creativity and experiMentation in
pianning and guiding the teacher-learning experience
provided children.

10.1 The evaluation program
clearly states encourage-, ,;
ment of teacher creativity
and experimentation in
planning and guiding the
teaching-learning exper-
ience provided children

100

.80

60

40

20
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33

112'
10

45
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15 50 68 =151

10.2 The evaluation program makes
,provision for teacher creativity
and expeFimentation in planning
and guiding the teaching-
learning experience provided
children

100%
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Guideline XI. Seventy-six.percent (76%)* of the

programs were rated as having provisions for clear

and personalized feedback (criteria 11.1 and 11.2).

An additional 16-18% have plans to implement the same.

Sixty-one percent (61%)* of the systems were i'ated

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, implementation or higher.

Likewise, teacher organizations considered this guideline

to have the highest level of implementation, although

their ratings were not as high as that of their

respective superintendents.
.

fl

st

* represents the sum of bategories 01 and 02

64



GUIDELINE XI. The program makes ample provision for clear,
personalized, constructive feedback.

11.1 A procedure (conference
or written report)' for

. review of the evaluation
is provided

11.2 Feedback is given on an
individual basis

01

N= 9t , 29

02 03

25 11 ± 152
01 02 03 4

N = 95 20 27 10 = 152

11,3 Feedback is based on diagnosis
.of the teaching learning pro-
cess and includes positives
suggestions for improvement

1Q.0

a 80
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40
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01 02
N= 57 36
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Form B-12

Introduction

The purpose of Form -12 wag to gather informatibn

reg=ding those activities which were helpful and not

helpful relevant to planning for or implementatioA of

the evaluation guidelines. Because of the diversity of

responses to this section it was determined that a sampling

of responqes would provide a perspective and the,generaI

nature of responses without providing an excessively

lengthy list of items.

Approximately twenty percent of the reports from

local school districts were included in the sample. These

reports were selected from a series of reports ranging

from school systems with plans in the proposal stage of

development to those with fully implemented programs which

are basically in, agreement with the guidelines.

Presentation of Data

The large majotity of reports sampled for this question

responded only in terms of helpful activities. In some

instances Specific mention was made that no activities had,

yet.been identified as .not helpful. There apparently was
0

confusion about.the definition of activities. Many items

listed are favorable or unfavorable aspects rather than

activities.

Helpful Activities

. positive staff attitudes toward evaluation.

smallness of our group

r-',1,4



O

pre-appraisal conference in which mutual goals
are agreed-upon

.

. formation of.a representative Evaluation Study
Committee

. attendance by some maMbers of the Evaluation
Study ComMittee at training sessions conducted .°
by RESCUE and School Management Institute,
during 1973

. review _outside resources and plans including
Oregon, Calif., and the Redfern Plan

discussing and objectively looking at the
present evaluation procedure

. discussing perspectives toward evaluation

. reviewing other school systems procedures of
evaluation

. involvement of teachers in establishing guidelines
for our 'Program

. teacher conferences

. teacher's right to submieself-evaluation, complete
participation of teachers in designing systems
philosophy . 4

. our discussing with teacher representatives who
helped formulate our procedures

. cooperative development of existing teacher
evaluation instrument; the required evaluation
conferences between an administrator (the prime
evaluator) and each teacher

. formulation of the Steering Committee

. use of mutually agreed upon evaluation technique

. input,obtained from members of the teaching staff,
administrators and central-office personnel

committee meetings with personnel representing the
various units

O

dcj

CA



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

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

O

. assistance of e:fternal consultant services
during pilot phaaes to provide specialised training
evaluation and follow-up services

planned time schedule for Tasing tenure staff
to the program

69

. the selection of an In-House Consultant to serve
in the program

. the joint committee reviewing the evaluation program
k

. equal input from teachers and administrators

. the annual review for improving the process
encouraging feedback

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

o

. cooperative planning

. teacher conferences

O

fining workshops

involving the entire staff in the planning as well as
the implementation of the evaluation program

. maintaining a-positive and constructive attitude
in the evaluation process

. committee meetings with personnel representing the
various units

Activities Not Helpful

workshops conducted by
shops,. must be led by a

overlapping in some of

our own staff, such work-
person from outside the district

the guidelines

. process of negotiation that specifies responsibilities

' ,L

4



N

. need more time for implementation of the system

. membership of the standing joinecommittee should
be kept at a representative but minimum amber
of persons

Discussion
0

ased upon a sampling of reports the following

items should be noted:

1. The majoKity of reports surveyed cited
significahtly more helpful than non-helpful
activities; many reports had no activities
listed under the non-helpful category and
several reports had no activities listed
under either category.

Some forM bf committee operationperatiwappears in
the majority of reports listing'helpful
activities.

3. Many of the reports described the cooperative
aspect of the process or representation f tom
all groups as a helpful activity.

a



71

Form C:

Introduction
c

.

Form C refers to the four Guiding Principles

established for Teacher Evaluation: Resppndents were

0 asked to,indicatethl extent to which the existing

program is in compliance or the proposed plan will be in
v

compliance with the guidelines.

Responses to this form were sampled to determine

the trend of replies regarding each of the guidelines.

Results obtained from the survey are reported in the

following tables.

Discussion

1. The large majority of respondents indicated

compliance with Guiding Principle I; only 13

of the towns reported the7 had not yet fully

complied with this guideline and of that

percentage, only three percent (one town) did

not specify proposed compliance.

2. Sixty-seven percent of the town reports surveyed

showed compliance with Guiding Principle II and

an itiOnal 20% of the towns indicated

progress was being made with respect to this

Guideline.

76



I

3.. Apparent confusion with regard to inter-

preLpation of Guiding Principle III exiat

with some of the towns sampled referring to

the five year time frame (requirement for

guidelines implementation) and others making

reference to an internal time frame (time

allotment within the day-'to-day time line
a

of a local educational agency).

The majority of respondents surveyed indic'ated

that ample time was provided; this includes

both interpretations of the guideline while

20% of the reports stated that more time was

needed. Thirteen percent responded-that the

full five, years would be needed to implement

the guidelines.

4.. Guiding Principle IV, approximately three- .

fouiths of the towns surveyed indicated that

fin'ancial support would be of assistance or

would definitely be needed for full implementation

of the guidelines. Approximately one-fourth of

the towns surveyedstated that an adequate

support system was established.

72
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Form. D

Introduction
*

f Form D asked respOndents to comment on the

needs they could foresee by way of assistance from

outside sources. The following repre.sents the

major categories of assistance requested, with some

supporting reasons and the frequency with which each

was indicated.

82 Financial

-for workshops,
-to release staff (for planning, workshops, etc.)
-for 4pilot" operatiqnS

.

'-for research and ,development
-to support additional staff required for implementation
- to support visitations to other schools, sites,etc.
- to implement the planr to coordinate the program
-for clerical support
-for resource people, consultants, inservice training
- for evaluation of the evaluation program

71 Consultants (source most frequently specified was
the State Department of Education)

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 evaluation
-regarding procedures and resources needed
'-to assist with interpretation of feedback
-in the area,of professionalism among the staff and
acceptance of evaluation
-to provide leadership
-to provide advice
-to assist with implementation of the plan
-to help local districts keep up with new ddvelopments
on procedures, 14,,,B.O., services and goals, objectivs
-to provide evaldation skills development to staff
- to help evaluation plans



57 Training or Workshops

-local in-service,regional, statewide
-in development of objectives
-in astrment methods and materials
-to lea evaluation processes
-to implement goals-oriented evaluation
- regional meetings to discuss problems
-;.human relations training
-training in supervision techniques
-techniques: analysis, self - appraisal, observation
and conference; modern techniques
-MBO, performance'objectives, accolttability
to prepare for new evaluation process
-demonstration centers, model programs
-mini-courses

<' -for coordination with State Department

24 InformAion

- feedback from State Department (state view)
-model piograms; professional literature
"-central information source (s)
-materials
-speakers
information pooL or clearinghouse (what's going
on in other towns)
-sample plans
-research and support information

14 Guidelines

- clarification
- criteria

a -minimal acqeptable standards
0

27 Other

-meaningful support to State Board of Education
-provide sample(s) for Forms A and B
- appraisal from outside
- legal assistance; legality of instrument
-clear communication to local boards as.to
exactly what is planned

18 None

5 Not Yet Determined

O



Discussion

Financial support was the most frequent request

of school systems. Dollars would be needed for training

present staff, hiring new staff and/or consultant

services. The request for financial assistance appears

to be related to the need for training, woftevhops and

consulting provided or recommended by.the CSDE.

CZ,
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OBSERVATIONS

A number of general observations regarding the

implementation of the guidelines hai/e been drawn from the

analysis of the data. These observations stem from a review

of the individual sections of each report, as well as summary

information regarding activities, status, and progress for

the entire state. a.

1. There is an extremely wide range among school
\system? with regard to:

1.1 The interpretation of the guidelines.
4

1.11 In some instances definite mis-,
interpretation of the guidelines
has occurred.

1.2 The extent,to which guidelines have been
implemented.

1.3 The methods being used to implement the
guidelines.

1.4 The amount and type of assistance requested
to- implement the guidelines.

1
t
41 An emphasis was placed on:the need

for financial assistance.
. .

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

1.5 The level of knowledge and understanding of
the evaluation process exhibited in the,reports.

1.6 The level of knowledge and understanding of
the planning process exhibited in the reports.



4
2. IdprovementSRS instruction is the stated.purpose

of evaluationin most school systems.

. A majority -of the school systems report that
activities for implementing the guidelines are
planned or in process.

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

3.2 Most reports.did not include five-ydar
sequ9tial plans.

4. A'small numbdr of school systems have made significant
progress in implementing'the guidelines:

4.1' These school systems appear to be those-
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
a, higher level of resources available.

5. A majority of theschool systems report a cooperative
effort of tiachers and administrators ih the present"
or propogeeactivities.

6. Separate reports prepared by teacher organizations
were received from only fifty-two teacher organizations.



80

`RECOMMENDATIONS

These recommendations are basea upon,a review'of the

findings,and observationg. They fall, within two broad 'categories:

1) those intended tovimprolfre the processinvolved-in implementing

P.A. 74-278 on a statewide basis, and 2) those intended to

improvkassistance to local school systems in the dpv61.opment

and implementation of the,best possible teacher, evaluation plan.
.

MOre specifically, recommendations for the process deal

with review of the guidelines, development of criteria,''
b

eeporting procedures, analysis of/data, and improving

communication. Four broad recomme ationS are made regarding

assistance to individual school,syst ms.

1.0 Improving the process° statewide.

1.1 That guidelines and guiding principleS b
reviewed to detdrmine if refinement or
modification it desirable.

1.2 That criteria be developed fOr each
guideline; review by the Advisory'
Committee and the CSDE; approved by
the CSBE; and disseminated to local
school systems.

A

1.3 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.

1.3.2 That teacher organizations be
requested to use th'e sate Progress
RepOrt or a,standard* fort developeok
and approved by the CSDE.

1
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1.3.3 That Progress Reports incorporate
evidence of sound planning,,a long-
range (5 years) plan, and a timeline.

1.3.4 That Progress Reports include specific
evidence or samples where appropriate.

1.4 That more- time be provided to school systems to
complete Progress Reports.

1.4.1 That Guidelines, Criteria, and Progress
Report forms be disseminated to school-
sysXems no later than the opening-of
school in September.

,

1.5 That the anallysis of the data be strengthened

/
through the use of additional variables,..(e:g,

.

size of system, expenditure per pupil, geographic
location) and the utiliztion of a computer. - ',;

/

1.6 That communication channels between the CSDE
and school systems be strengthened. 7

'1.6.1 That the CSDE inform school systems-
as to their timeline and long-range
plans forimplementing P.A. 74-278.

1.6.2 That school systems-be provided feed-
back that will be helpful to them in
planning and implementing a conti,nuous
evaluation process.

1.7 That report requirements and procedures be
clarified for regionalschool distripts and
other educational agencies.

2.0 Assistance to individual sghoor systems

2.1 That the emphasis be placed on having local
scho81-systems develop evaluation plans ,prima4ly
from within as an internal professional sk.aff
effort w4th external assistance whW'appropriate,
rather than rely heavily on outside experts or
the purchase of a "package " solution.

2.2 That the CSDE recogni2e the wide range in)4ility
and, resources of school systems and provide
assistance accordingly.

t3

4,

44.1

4
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2.3 That school syq,pemslrequesting 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 assistance
to be utilized..

2.4 That a consortium.be developed to provide
technical assistance and support to local
school' systems.

2.4.1 That the consortium be coordinated
by )the CSDE or a designated organization
responsible to them.

This consortium might include Connecticut
colldges and. universities, regional
service centers, and nay.9na2 organizations
where appropriate; University
Council for.EducationiiAdMiistration
(UCEA)..

/ 4
4



THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER
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The University- f Connecticut
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Appendix A

PUBLIC ACT NO. 74-278

AN ACT1eONCERNING TEACHER EVALITTION

Section 1. The superintendent of each school district
shall, in accordance with guidelines established by the state
bpard of education for the development of evaluation programs
ancrisuch 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, continuously evaluate or cause to be
evaluated each teacher. The superintendent shall report the
status ot 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 kcertificate or permit 'issued by the state board of
education.

Section 2. On or before January 1, 1975, each town or
regional school district shall submit, in writing, 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
evalElation programs.

Section Section 1 of number 73-456 of the public acts
of 1973 is repealed...

Section 4. The sum of thirty thousand dollars is appropriated
to the department of education, which appropriation shall be
from the, sum appropriated to the finance advisory committee
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.
Said.sum shall be used for the development, planning, research
and evaluation p 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.



Appendix B

CONNECTICUT STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Hartford

Guidelines PA' Teacher Evaluation

The following guidelines have been established by the State Board of
Education to serve as a framework within which each school district can
now develop or adapt its program of evaluation of professional staff.
Ehile they have the-force of law behind them, these guidelines have been
developed s a means of improving the learning experiences of students.
It is beli ved that the approaches to staff evaluation laid down in these
guidelines ave the way to positive approaches that can be characterized
by such to as mutuality, planning, trust, and self-evaluation.

These quid ines were developed as the result of the work of the Advisory
Committee n Teacher Evaluation appointed by the State Board of Education
to make recomnendatiins for the Teacher Evaluation Act PA 74-278 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 community. 0.

V

Chiding Principles

A school environment in which a teacher may most fully develop the art
and science of teaching is essential. These guidelines are prepared in
effort to help create such an environment in every school system in

Connecticut.

I. The primary purose 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. Performance should

be evaluated in terms of the degree to which activities have met
cooperatively predetermined goals and objectives appropriate to the
individually professional role in the context of the s ecific educational
environment.

II. The local school district establishes its own
'educational roil;;. Such goals form the basis
of the tench-:r cvaluntion program.

The goals of an edlicational 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 staffs the targets toward which their
efforts should be directed. Such goals should be established at the
local level so that a teacher may set plohnngful objectives upon which
to be evaluated. Based on such goals; objectives will be develo ed by

el)



86

2

the various units of the school system and will form the basis ofthe
teacher evaluation program. Within those units, .the teacher (as defined
in the statutes) must recognize how he contributes toward reaching those
goals. Thus, just as the school system develops goals toward which it
works, so too 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 various interested groups to
develop goals aimed at bringing changes in student behavior.* A set of
six major goals for education have been developed:

l. Each student learns to communicate effectively.
2. Each student accepts learning as a lifelong continuing

process of self-development.
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 ano

skills to present day living.

The goals have been accepted as working goals by the State Board of .

Education to serve as criteria for.-the programs of the Department. They

are presented here to assist local school systems in the dev6lopment of

their.owmgoals..

III. Ample time is rovided for this oal-oriented
a proach to teacher evaluation.

At least five. years should be allowed for the development, design, field-
testing and review of the-evaluation, with progress reports from the
school districts made annually to the state Board of Education.

IV. A fiscal support system is established for the
purpose of askisting school districts to.21/22Eare,,
for and conduct evaluations.i-.

At the local level, planning anclimplementing an evaluation program require ,)

time and personnel. Conditions in each local district vary, and each
district will have to asse7ls its status in this regard. Funds will be needed
'for such a prorrarl, not only for implemcntation purposes, but a] so for the
purposcs'of inmrvi,cc training. The State Depirta-nt of .2:ducation has a

*Based on "Connecticut Citizens Response to educational Goals (1971-

1972)
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responsibility for helping with broadly recognized needs in the upgrading
and advancing of-competencies in personnel evaluation. This in turn
requires funding provisions at the state level.

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.

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

II. The evaluation program is cooperatively planned,
carried out an9 evaluated by all levels of the
staff.

III. The purposes of the evaluation program are clearly
stated in writing and ape well known to the
evaluators and.those Who,"are to be evaluated.

IV. The general responsibilities and specific tasks of
the teacher's position should be comprehenqtively
defined and this definition should serve as the frame
of reference for evaluation.

V. The accountability relationship of ea61 position
should be clearly determined. The teacher should
know and understand the means by which he pr she
will be evaluated in relation to that position.

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

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

VIII. Selfevaluation is an essential aspect of the
program. Teachers are given the opportunity bo
evaluate themselves in positive instructive
ways.

IX. The self-image and self- respect of teachers should
be' mintained-and en11:Inced Positive self,-concepts
can he fostered by aneffeCtive evaluation plan.
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X. The nature 9f tha evaluations is such that it encourages
teacher 'creativity and experimenti'tion in, planning and
guiding the teacher-learnihg experiences provided children.

XI. The program makes ample provision for clear, personalized,
constructive feedback.

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

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 comMunicater to each superintendent the
results of its revi4ew, its understanding of the timetable
proposed in the school district's plans, and any
recommendations for adjustment to such plans.

is

3. Each Superintendent receiving recommendations for
adjustments to plans acknowledges such recommendations
and agrees to incorporate such recommendations into a
revised plan. Any superiptendent who does not agree
with the.recommandations 'equests a meeting with the
Department for the purpose of clarifying and setting
forth an alternate plan to4illy implement an effective
evaluation program within a reasonable period'of time.

C,1

J

0

6

0
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AppOndixC
Connecticut State Department of Education

Hartford.

October 22, 1974

Series: 1974-75

Circular Letter: C-5

.To: Superintendents of Schools

From: Mark R. Shedd
Commissioner of Education

Public Act No. 74278: AN ACT CONCERNING TEACHER EVALUATIOV requires
that- on or before January 1, 1975 each town or regional school district
shall submit in writing to the State Board of ,education a rsport on
existing procedures and plans to implement the guidelines established by
the State rioard of 2ducation for the development of local teacher
evaluation programs.

In addition, the law specifies that "other guidelinesmay be established
by mutual adreement between the town or regional board of education and
the teacher's representative chosen pursuant to'section 10-153b of the
general statutes."

The enclosed format for the rePort'has bgen dooperattiely developed by
the Advisory Committee on Teacher Avaluation. Its members represent a
broad spectrum of the education community and will continue to assist in
monitoring the program.

The Educational Resources and Development Center at the University of
Connecticut has been selected to work with the State Department of Education
staff. 'Lobel plans. will be reviewed in terms of the extent to which they

'meet the Teacher ,'valuation Guidelines.

V

The information submitted will form the basis fr 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 completed form together with other
appropriate materials to:

MRS:gkj

Dr. George D. KinkadR, Chief
Bureau of Evaluation. and Educational Services
RoOm 363 1

State DepaftMent of Education
165 Capitol Avenue '

Hartford, Connecticut 06115

oq
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Appendix C

CONNECTICIT STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Progress Report to State Board of Education
by

School. District
64

Due Jahuary 1, 1975.

1. Please submit with this form one copy of any statement of policy,
evaluation forms, or documents related to your existing operational
evaluation program for certified staff (teachers, administrators,
and special service personnel)*,

2. Please complete the attached form-(A) on the status of your present
evaluation program.

3. Please submit with this form one copy 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 special service personnel)*.

Each school district must be in compliance With the guidelines
established by the State Board of Education in implementing its
program of teacher evaluation. These',guidelines consist of four
",guiding Principles" and eleveh "guidelines." Please indicate
on the. attached form- (B) those things your school district is now
doing of plans to do in order to be in compliance with the eleven
guidelines.

,

In Ike 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 existing program of teacher evaluation,
or will be complied with in your proposed plan for teacher evaluation.

6. In the development of your teacher evaluation program, what needs
do you foresee by way of assistance from outside source? Please
state these on form (D).

*NOTE:

sI

Your local district marhave different evaluation programs for teachers,
administrators, and specia1 service personnel. If so, please*submit
existing materials for each Of the evaluation programs. You may also.
-wish to distinguish between the programs when completing forms B and. C.

VI



TEACHER EVALUATION PROCEDURES PRESENTLY UTILIZED
IN YOUR SCHOOL DISTRICT

(Rank according to usage in your school district.
Begin with 1 as the most important.method)

what Method?

Form A

Check List
Rating Scale
Open End. Statements
Performance Objectives.
(e.g., 00) .

Guided Self Analysis
Clinical Supervision
IW6eraction Process Analysis
(e.g.", Flanders, Simon). .

Micro Teaching. . . . .

Other (Specify)

B. Who Evaluates?

Special' Service

Teachers Administrators Personnel

cMV/IMI/ONW.ONOD .161:=6
=4....N.Epg, °11411...Mme

elims.m.1

OM

100ffm. ...0110011.1mm.

,IIIMEMEZNi71IM.
.

(Indicate primary responsibility by using P, secondary
responsibility by using S.)

91

Principal
Assistant Principal
Department Head
Supervisor
Assistant Superintendent.
Superintendent
Other Teachers. . ..

Stud'ents

C. When Does Evaluation Occur? t

a

Special Service

Teachers Administrators Personnel

. =0.0000,=.1cap

1MOIIII

Special Service
Teachers' Personnel

Tenure Non-Tenure Administrators Tenure Non Ten.

Continuou 0 # =11
Monthly .

°Semi-Ann v
'Annually. --

pplMMINNIMMMIN,

MIIIMOW27=== GINFCCI19.1=Nam=

...r3g2=wM=faigi

D. Why Does Evaluation OcOur? Pank in order of importance for your district,
begJtiping with 1 as most impOrtant.1

7

'Teachers Administrators Special Services

Staff Development .

Tenure/Contract,Renewal .

,Salary
Improve Competencies
Other (Specify)

.....=mm

.....=7/11
On1=19/EmIZ.=.
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Form 13...1

GUIDLfl I

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

What things are you now doing
or do you plan to do, to see
that this guideline is met?

PLEASE LIST
ACTIVITIES

0

4-3

F

4

*Note: Please attach any supporting evidence available., g., Statements
of objectives which will serve as the basis for the evaluation of
professional's within various categories.

On the scaleloelow please check how far you believe you have progressed
toward meeting this guideline.

i1 1

0 10

No Progress

I
20 30 40 50

17 NNW'

70 80 90 100

Full Implementation



Form ,B-2

GUIDEL 1,a; II .

. ,

',The evaluation program is\ coopqra i sly pIgnned, carried out and.evaluated
by all levels of the stafi'..m;:-

. .

,-

What things are you now doing,
or' do you plan to do, to se
that this guideline is met?

PLEASE LIST.

ACTIVITUS

9.3

f

*Note: Please attach any supporting eVidence availabley1V420,-etateients 0
of objectives which will serve` as the basis for/the evaluation of
professionals within various catsgories. /

On the ,Scale below please. check how far you believe y9 have progressed
toward meeting this guideline.

I 1

11

.0 10 .20 30 ° 40 50 70 80 .90 100

No Progress Full Implementation



0 -Form B-3

GUIDUINE III

"Thd purposes of the evaluation program are cleary stated in writing
are well known to the evaluators and those who ai.e to be evaluated. "*

What\things are you now doing,
d6or you plan to do, -Co see

that this guideline is met?

P4' SE LIST
ACTIVITIES

O

a

'1

Dote: Please attach any supporping evidence available, -2.4.a., statements
of objectives which-will seive'as the basis for-the -,valuation pf
professionals within various categories.

On the shale below please check how far you believe you have progressed
toward meeting this guideline. i

I I 1
,z.1

I. I I . I I I

0 10 20 , 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Igo Progress -Full Implementatio

4



/ 9

*MUNE. IV
/

4

The 6neral responsibilities and specie sic tasks of the teaCher',

/E
-position should/be comprehensively: defined and this :definition should
..serve as the frame ok reference for evaluation."* .

tr,

Nhat things / re you now.doing,
or,do you an to do,-to see
that this / 'deline is met?

P SE. LIST
ACTIVITTEs,

a!

o

q,

tto

N o
,,,,.

ert 4., r, :+

as +1 r-P. '.
4., cd ri. a) 'r.'"

9 a)
C., CI

fit 47,,

*Note: Please attach any supporting evidence available;
.statements, of o ectives which will serve as the basis
for the'evaluat on ofqprofessionals.within various categ

On'the scale below, p -ase` check how far
toward meting this icleline.

i .

, 10

NO Progrees n+

I

30, 5,0

1 °

4

' .

ries.

you believe you have prog -ssed .

I

90 1,60 -10 80

Full Implementation

0



I.

.4 Flom B49.15 t ,
4,1 A

'q %
7.. '

P Gi.Ypanti.i.- v
, -4,7. . 6., , if .

. ,- , . e

"The ,acoountabilit relationahip of ealch Positio sbow 'tail be cle.ar -;:it
",,

- determineat The t acher -should, knoi4 andlundqtat a the-means:by hich
he. or she will. be eirgauc.ted irt 're latd_on' to" that , ioSitl.ori. "..*

1,7hat) thhigs are yoti.'now do

or do yoU.O.a,n to 40; to See
that thit guideline' 4,s net? *..

.:, . .

PLEASE' LIST :
. ...

ACTIVITIES ''' " -

ri

1

401 Ar,

e

t -

.1!

, ""

"eae

. j;

11,

*Note: Please attach any,supporting evidence a aliable, .aa..statements
of objectives. which will serve as the. bas sJ'for the evaluation
of professionals within va'rious categories. .

'On the scale below please Aeck low far you believe you have piogressed
toward meeting this guideline.

0

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

NO Progress Full Implementation



a.-4APAE. '4.4( r"*
. :

a

4.

.. .

6
Form B-6.

GUIDELINE-VI . .

ba3.uitiohs are more dia\,cYnostie -The' process :.
sh09,1d help analyze the. teaching and Joarnl.ng..tk pls.n how to impr,ove."*

t things are you .now doing,
do ypu.plan to do, to see

that this guideline is,met?'

`PLEASE LIST ACTIVITIES'

D

to g
.ri0

+3 +3t4 0
al 4.3 ri
cr) A 0 +3W(3 A

aQi

,

Vote: Please attach any,supporting0 evidence available,a.,
statements of objectives which will serve as.the basis for

'the evaluation of professionals within various categories.

On the 'scale below please check hoW far you belieye you have progressed

owar4, rneegting this guideline,
.

t
1 I A ' 1 1

10 20 30 40 50

No Progress
. .

t 1

60 70 '80 0 100

Full Iniplementation
0



Guideline.VII

. ".EValu'ati shOUld take into account influenoes'on the
environme such as material and professional resources

14hat th' gs are you now
.or do yi.0 plan to do, to see
that t is guideline is met?

LEkS4 LIST
CTIVITI&S

c.

O

I

a

.

*Note: Please attach any supporting evidence available, okay,
statements of objectives whichiwill,serve as the basis
for the evaluation of professionals within various categories.

.

an the scale below pleaSe check how: far yob. believe you have
progressed toward meeting this guiddline. , 1 .

c )

. i.? 1 I i 1
.- 1

I i

' 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

oNa Progress -- Full Implementation

0



Form. B-8

GUIDBLIF? VIII

"Self-evaluation is an essentaal,aspect of the program. Teachers

are given the opportunity to evala-Cb themselves in positive and

constructive ways."*

Wh4t things are you now doing,
or `do ypu plan t9Pdo, to see
that this guideline-is met?

PLEASE LIST
ACTIVITIES

00

1\,

O

4IP

0

*Note: Please attach any supporting evidence available,

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 believe you have

progresSed toyard meeting this

A

0 10 20 30 40 50 . 60 70 80 90 100

No Progress
Full Implementation

r,z

O

:



Form B-9

=DELETE M

Mie se]. -imageland, selr-respect of teachers should be maintained
an4 enh ced. Fos:hive &elf-concepts can be fostered by an effective
evaluation plan."*

What things are you'now doink,
or do you plan to.doyfoto see
that this guidelim is met?

I

PLEASE LIST
ACTIVITIES

Sa. t
Cd +3
43 11

100

1

.

9

,

*Note: Please attach supporting evidence available, 24L,
statements- of o jectives which will serve as the basis
for the evaluation of professionals within various categories.

On the scale below pleAse check how far you believe you haVe
progressed toward meeting this guideline.

! . i
.

0 . . 10

No Progress

I

20 30 40 50 60 70 JO 90 100

Full Implemehiation

O



Form 8-10

GUID INE X

"The nature of the evaluations is such that it encourage's 'teacher
creativity and experimentation in planning and guiding the teacher-
learning experiences provided children.°

"What things are you now doing,
or do you plan'to do, to,see
that this guideline-is met/

PLEASE LIST

0
9'1
4.)

Ss \
*Note: Please attach any supporting svidence available, 24.e.,

'statements .of objectives wMich will serve as the basis
for the evaluation of 7ofessionals within various categories.

On the scale 'below please check how far you believe yoULhdva .

progressed toward meeting this guideline. e.'

-I_ i_
i I I 1 ,... I I '. I

O 10 20 30 '40 50 60 7b 8b 90 ° 100
. 4 \ kl

Noe ogress -., Full Implementat
...."

..

..,-, ...,

tqL",

0



O

GUIDELINE XI

"The program makes ample. provision forcleari
constructive feedback."*

Form B-1.1

personalized,

\
102

What thin:gs are you now doing,
or do you plari to do, to see
that this.gpideline is met?

PLEASE LIST
ACTIVITIES

0

0

a

a.
4.1

*Note: Please attach' any supporting evidence available, 1,g/,
statements of objectives which will serve as they basis 0

for {.he evaluation of professionals wit ei various categories.

On the scale below please check how far ,you believeM have
progresed toward meeting this guideline.

10 20 30 ' 40 50, .60- -.70. 80 90 100
.

No ProgreSe . full Implementation
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0

Fora B-i2

Of the activities listed on this form that have been - completed,
please comment on: .

(1) those'act4.vities that 'were particularly helpful,and,
(2) those activities.that were not helpful, and that you

would not repeat without major changes

\

-a

o

tz V

0

ItS
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Form C

GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR TBACHR:ETALUATION

a

4 l04

Please comm t-6h.the extent-to which each of the following four "guiding

principles" is being complied with in.yoUr existiu program of teacher-4

evaluation, or will be.complied with in Tout rpsa)secipla.1-for -teacher

evaluation. In responding, please draw upon the specifib activities you. -.

have cited in describing youiNprfogress toward the previous guidelines

(Form B). Use additional sheets as necessary.
_ .

- . 0

'I. The primary, purpose of teaarer evaluation is the improvement. of

the student learning experience.

4

"II .

\

II. The lobal school district establishes its own educational goals.

Such 'g'oals form the basisof the. teacher evaluation program.
. -

17

cr

III.
,

Ample time is provided for this goal-orientdd approach to

teachdr evaluation-.

IV. A fiscal support system is d for the purpose of
,assisting school d*strictg to prepare for and conduct evaluations.

/

1' `

9,

0

-
45



Co

ids.

NUM Foa Aspistrialu; FROM OUTSIDS SOUR,PES

In the developmeni of your .teacher.,evalnation program., what needs
tb you foresee by way of assistande' frOm outside sources?

;.To the :best,. of my knotraedge, the information on
these forms is accurate

Superintendent



Appendix D
CONNECTICUT goucATroN ASSOCIATION

21 Oak Street.
Hartford, Connecticut 06106

Supplementary Progress Report to State Department of, Education
on Teacher Evaluation in the

School District

Name of Organization
.

la,this organization officially recognized
,"asteachers' bargaining representative under
Section IQ' 153b (Tekcher Negotiation Act)?

Date_ January 1, 1975

106

Organization President
kj

School Address

NO

Please complete the attached form (A) on 'the sTus of your-schoo'
iesystes present evaluation program.

Each.scho61 district. must be in compliance with the,guidelines
established by the State Boatd of Education in implementing its program
of teacher evaluation. These guidelines consist of four "!guiding
principles" and eleven "guidelineS." In the spaces provided on the
attached form (B); please comment on the extent to which each of the
fsuF "guiding principlee is being complied with in yourexisting
program of teacher evaluation, or will be complied with in your system's
proposed play .for teacher evaluation. ,..

. ..

you believe, your school system, has progressed toward meeting each of the
eleven "gui eiines."

On thi-scale pro ided Em the attached form--(C), please check how far

. ,

.

.

.

meeting

,

, -*

In' the dew lopment of yoursystemis teacher evaluation program, what
needs do you foresee bywair of =assistance "from outside sources? Please
State these, on form (D)t

NOTE: Please feel free to use additional sheets and/or to submit any
desired docuaiente, supporting evidence, or supplementary statements
to proride further perspective with your comments. Cite specific
activities; thingskione or planned to do, and indicate which in your
judgment have been most helpful or not helpful. Thank you for your
constructive cdoperataa.

IL,



Form A
, .

TEACft, EVALUATION PROCEDURES PRES1NT UTILIZED
. IN IOURSCHOOL DISTitC.0T

What Method? (Rank according tb usage in your school. district.
Begin with,1 as the .mo important method)

Check List ; * 3'-ta e

Lating Scale. . .
Open End Statements .
Performance Objebtives.

(e.g., M90). . a

Guided Self A4alysis.,.
Clinical Supervision. 0'.
Interaction Prooess%AnalySie.

(e.g., Flander4Simon).
Micro Teaching, 1,
Other (Specify)

° Special -Service
drainistrators Personnel

a.

ft

4.1111=.11111.

107

asemps.1.1

B., Who ,Evaluates?

',..w
arsi.m.Awrom

0'

(Indicate Triln,ary responsibility by using Ps secondary
responsibility by ,

. Special Service
Tbachers Administrators Personnel.

Principal . . .
Assistant Principal ..
DepArtnent Head . . ..
Supervisor. .f#:A 4Iw sik 11

AsSistant 'Superintendent::
Superintendent. .
Other- Teachers.- .
Studentit, .. .

Yr

C. Wen Does EvalUation Occur?
Teachers

Tenure Non-Menure Administrators

Continuously .
Monthly . .
S'erni-Annua.11,7 . .

.

.10.1.1.1011

andrammomow

1111110.0.1.

.0. Why Does tialuatioli Occgi?
a

Staff DeVelOpment . ...
Tenarelpontract- Renewal .
,Salary 1;ays, 41.-

Improve Competencies
Other (Specify)-

.
10011111mIlme.=0.

Special Sertice
Peesonnel
Tenure Non Ten.

(Rank in order of. importance for your districts
beginning with 1 as most "important. ).

Teachers Administrators Special Services
a

m1111,1111011011".
411..111110

almswilmNIM.1



108
FOR B

GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR TEACHER EVALUATION'
, .11 /

Pleaae comment On.ihe exteneto which each of the' follows our "guiding.
principlesu_is being complied with in-your schoolisystemts ex sting Oro- .-
Ansof.teacher evaluation, or will be complied ith in your s stem's
proposed plan fob teacher evaluatioh. Ube addl sheets a necessary.

I. The primary purpose of teacher eValuatio iirthe improvement of,the'
' student learning experience.

The 1001, school district estabiiehes its ow /educational goals.
Such goals form the basis of the teacher evaluation program.-

/0

III. Ample time is provided for' this
evaluation.

oriented/approach to teacher

IV.,Aliscal support loyetem is,establiShed-for the purpose of assisting,
school districts to prepare for -and conduct evaluations.

.

a



G U

On the scale
school system

109 \\

FORM C-1

LINTS FOR TEACHER EVALUATION

(glowing each guideline? pldase check how far you believe Our
has progressed towartrmeetIng the guideline.

..GUIDELINE!
"Each profe sional obeli cooperatively determine with the evalftator (s) the
objectives pon which his or her evaluation shall be based,"

0 10

Nelorog ess

20 30 .40 50. *60

GUIDELINE. 'I I

uation program is cooperatiVelyplauhedp.carried
is Of the ataff.".

1 .

100

Full Implementation fx

Out and evaluated by

1 a
I

20 ,..' ., 30 40 -. 50 60 -, 70. . 80 90 100
/ .

......
Full Implementation

.

GUIDELINE III:
purposes of the evaluation peogram are clearly stated in writing and are
known to tfie evaluators and those vho are to be evaluated."

20 30 40 50 60 . 70 , 80' 90 ° 100

Fu0 Implementation

11-0 I D I'N V

*al responsibilities and specific asks of the teepees position-Should
hensivelyi defined and this definite n should serve as the framep-df
for erafuation."

0-

"The gen
be compr
eferene

0

No Pro

1

0 20
ess

"The accountability relationship of each positt n.should.pe'clearly determined.
The teacher should know and understand. the mean y.whiclibe or .she will be
evaluated in relation .to that position."

. \-

301 40 :50 60 -70
oho

GUIDELINE V

: 80 ''90

Full Implementation

10 20 30 40 50 60

No Progress

70 80 90 100

Full Implementation

0



t

9

GUIDELINE
"EValuitions are mftellignostic than judgmental''' The {process should help
anslyze%the teaching and learning to plan how, to improve."

i I 1 i 1 . 1
1 1 1 I I

0 10 20 30 , 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

No Progress-..---r- Full Implementation

! 0,. ,
jell'I D B' 4 IiN E VII/

.

it alUation should take into:acdount influences on the learning epviropment

. such as material and professional:resources."

.

% .

0 10 20 .30 40 50 .60 . 70 80 90 100

No

53r 0

U I DEL I N E V'I It/ 4
"Self»evalpalion is can essential4aspec,t of ''the Proiram. Teachers area given the
opporttmityPito evaluate themtelves in positive and Constructive ways."'

01,1101M Full Implementation

10 20 30 40 50 .60 .70 80 ' 90 100

No Progres.04.,,,. wsomilii Full Implementation

, .

G.gIDELINE li-
. 0

"The ,elf-4mage and.self-respect of-teachers should be maintained and enhanced.
Positive- self-concepta can be fostered by an effectiveevalUation plan."

.-,4,

--1 1' .-,..--I ..1 @ 1 I 1 1 1 \- ter -1
. D, 10 20 30 40 50' 0 60 70 80 10 100,

110 Progress

G U I.D E L. I N

no---- Pull-Implmentation

"The,natut*or'the evaluation' is such that it encourages teacher creativity an
Osperimenta4O.n.in plenning'andguiding the teacher-learningrexperiences provid
children."

10 20

No Progress'

30

zy

40 50 '60 70. 80 90 100.

F41 Implementation

G UIDELINE XI
i

"The program,makes.ample provision for clear, personalised, comptructive feed

1

10 20 . 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

ck,"

No Progreis Full Implementatidn



0

0

't

O
In the development of your teather-evaluation program, what °,

needs toyou for see.by way of assistance from outside.pources7V
.

IP

1 1 1 *

.

r. *FORM D
g

"*.

NEEDS' FOR ASSISTANCErPROM OUTSIR:SOURCES,

R.

ti

Or

O

,

0

I.

p

SI

4.

a.

O

Toithe best of my knowledgei the information o
these forms is accurate.

Organization president

Person filling. out this /form (if other than
President)

Date d

C>
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,
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c
c
o
u
n
t
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n
f
l
u
e
n
c
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o
n
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h
e
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e
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n
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u
c
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a
s
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t
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i
a
l
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n
d
 
p
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r
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c
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E
R
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T
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N
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p
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c
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c
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c
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c
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c
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p
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n
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c
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r
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S
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R
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R
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S
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e
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c
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i
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c
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c
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i
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i
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c
h
i
e
v
e
d
)

P
r
o
p
o
s
e
d
(
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i
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p
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c
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(
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c
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u
m
b
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r
i
t
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E
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O
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O
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G
U
I
D
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L
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N
E
 
V
I
I
I
.
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l
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v
a
l
u
a
t
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o
n
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s
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n
t
i
a
l
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p
e
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f
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p
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e
a
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h
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r
e
 
g
i
v
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h
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o
p
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r
t
u
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i
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v
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l
u
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e
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h
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v
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i
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c
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.
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R
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R
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R
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T
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p
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p
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a
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e
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b
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c
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n
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a
l
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u
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u
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r
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r
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p
e
r
i
n
t
2
e
n
d
e
n
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.
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i
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c
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i
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i
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i
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i
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c
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i
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p
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b
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c
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i
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p
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c
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b
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c
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c
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b
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c
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p
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T
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p
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c
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p
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b
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c
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b
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p
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p
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p
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P
T
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p
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R
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i
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i
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P
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i
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i
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c
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r
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c
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a
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c
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p
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n
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p
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n
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n
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c
h
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e
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n
i
n
g
 
e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
s

p
r
o
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i
d
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d
 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
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.

'
C
R
I
T
E
R
I
A

-
T
A
T
L
I
-

E
V
I
D
E
N
C
E

.

.
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-
 
C
O
M
M
E
N
T
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1
0
.
1
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h
e
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
c
l
e
a
r
l
y
 
s
t
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n
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a
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c
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e
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p
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i
m
e
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t
a
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o
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i
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p
l
a
n
n
i
n
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a
n
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u
i
d
i
n
g
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t
h
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t
e
a
c
h
i
n
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-
l
e
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r
n
i
n
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e
x
p
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i
e
n
c
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p
r
o
v
i
d
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c
h
i
l
d
r
e
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1
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T
h
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e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
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m
a
k
e
i
 
p
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o
-

(
v
i
s
i
o
n
 
f
o
r
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
 
c
r
e
a
t
i
v
i
t
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a
n
d
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'
e
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
i
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p
a
n
n
i
n
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a
n
d

g
u
i
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i
n
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t
h
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t
e
a
c
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i
n
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e
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i
n
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x
p
e
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i
e
p
c
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p
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c
h
i
l
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P
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.
 
I
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p
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n
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R
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i
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i
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a
c
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d
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-
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o
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r
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(
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c
t
i
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i
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i
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n
i
t
i
a
t
e
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b
u
t

a
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
n
o
t
 
s
u
b
s
t
a
n
t
i
a
l
l
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a
c
h
i
e
v
e
d
)
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P
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o
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d
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t
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v
i
t
i
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p
i
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r
i
n
e
d
 
b
u
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o
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y
e
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l
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N
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i
d
e
n
c
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p
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o
v
i
d
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d
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m
b
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r
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p
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p
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p
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i
S
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6
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p
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n
a
3
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z
e
d
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n
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d
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c
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.
 
p
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c
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c
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p
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v
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c
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p
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c
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i
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