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SO YOU THINK YOU WANT TO DEVELOP AN

ADMINISTRATOR EVALUATION SYSTEM-..'.

A survey sent to the 100 largest school districts in the.United States an

Canada.revealed most school district officials are'interested in leArning

more about-the administrative evaluation systems of other districts.
'Thispaper outlines the procedures taken by one-district-in tryihg to create a = -

comprehensive Administrator Evaldation System, and warns of possible dif-

_ ficulties in the developMental process. ,AISD's experience wilt be useful

,
to other districts who are conteMplating revising or developing n Adminis-

.

trator Evaluation System.
-

Perspective

In the 1970's the AISI&Board of Trustees set a high priority on revistng its -

Administrator and Professional Personnel Evaluation Systems.,,The focus and

efforts went first into developing a professional system. A great deal of

input was sought from a variety of sources and there was wide yeview of the

prospective system by teachers and administrators. An explanation of the

system (procedures, forms, definitions, etc.) was placed in an evaluation

handbook which was dikseminated the year before the-system was implemented;

Prior to its uSe, administrators received an orientation to the new system

and participated in required training in evaluation procedures.- The sYstem

was carefully evaluated in its first years of use and was modified on the

basis cif the needs identified.

Revision Of the Administrator Evaluation Systetn.

Following the fmplementation of the Professional Personnel Evaluation

System, attention was turned to the evaluation of administrators. Early .

in 1979, the AISD Superintendent authorized the Director of Staff Personnel,

the Administrative Assistant to the'Superintendeni, and the Director of the

Office of Research and Evaluation (ORE) to begin planning for the revisfon

of the Administrator Evaluation System. Following that authorization a

number of activities were performed:

. Int4rviews were conducted with AISD administrators to
identify sources of dissatisfaction with the current
Administrator Ev.iluation System.

ir

The large school districts in pie United States were

surveyed with regard to their teacher and administrator ,

evaluation systems.

A literature review was performed.

Large Austin area businesses and government agencies were

_surveyed regarding their systems of managerial e4a1uation.

The findings for each of these activities are suthmarized on the following pages.
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Summary ofTindings
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Interviews with AISD'Administrators

InteNiews with principals and central office administrators id 1979

revealed a great.deal;of dissatisfaction wfth the currently used Admin-,

istrator Evaluation System.. Among the complaints were: .

. The procedures were too vague:

,.\Zi,competendies were dot defined well.

ExpeCtecrperformance was not specified.

There was a.lack of feedback.

Implementation was hot uniform in that there
were large differences among eValmators,

The critria for making decisions were not
Clear.,

Anonymous teacher input was disliked,'

. Little or no' observation was made of.the

evaluatee in action.
,4

SeVeral safeguards had been built.tnto the'Professional Personnel Evalua-
tion System and the administrators wanted the same safeguards for themselves..

The teachers had.Strong peer representatives and the administrators did not

at that time. The' District'4 administrators have since greatly strengthened

their peer representative group and therefore they are how a much stronger

force in the District.

Large School Districts Surveyed \\

In January of 1979, ORE surveyed most of,the large school districts in'the

Unit d States -on their'teacher and administrator evaluation systems. Eighty

per ent of the districts surveyed responded. While their responses did not

pr vide clear directives as to.which Competencies should be included in the

evaluation 0 school district administrators, their responses did 'provide

some guidelines. Listed below are the general competedcy areas upon which

the responding districts evaluated their,administrators and.the percentage

\

1

of the respondents cittng each area. . a

, Competency Area) Percentage.

i) Instructional Leadership 91%

Planning 91%

School-Community'RelatiOns 91%'

'Organization \-89%

Managerial Ability Izt 88%

Decision Making .81%

2



82.43

Competency Area -Percentage
40/

.

-

Professional .Knowledge f 81%

Preessional Development 75%

Plant Manageggent 71%

Business Administration 70%

Discipline offloupils 70%

Professionat InvOliement , 66%,

Supervising Puptrhecords and Attendance 65% a

Activity Programs ...- ,°43%

Literature Review
,,

Very little-was available in t edUcational literature on actual administrator

icompetencies. Most of the articles, presenta.tionsketc., focUsed on philoso-

phy, theory, or.politics and not on competencieeor evaluation systems. Tilt . .

management literature was the most'helpfdl, in that general administrative\ .

competencies could be easily identified and seemed applicable to administra

tors in education settings. Among the general administrative skills were
competencies.related to planning, organizing, staffing, and leading/implementing.

Survey of Large Local Businessps and Governmental Agencies

r

.Since'the management and organizational literature seemr to offer the most

direction in, developingen evaluation system, 140 local businesses and.govern-

ment agenctts were surveyed on their evaluation practices in the summer of

1979. The survey questions asked about their administrative/managerial eval-

uation systems. Forty-nine percent of those surveyed responded.

Over 60% of theresponaects had a formal evaluation system. The majotity of

these systems were competency4based and used a standard evaluation,form. Over

one-half of the respondents emplOyed some sort-of goal setting as part of the

evaluation procesil The major data-Pathering taol,wds, .direct observation of

the employee at work. Businesses ustd sales and customer satisfaction in their

evaluation practices more so than governinent agenciei. Yearly evaluations

were the norm with the evaluateels immediate superviSor being the evaluator.

The tvaluation process was most frequently used to determine areas in need of )

,improvement and to identify employees for raises, bonuses, or promotions.

Initial Development of Evaluation Documents

After gathering data'from the various sources; it was felt a competency-

based instrument was advisable. Late in the slimmer of 1979 a list of

proposed competencies was drafted. Since AISD has a large range of aaminis-

trative positions,.a very broad and general set of competencies was developed

so as to be applicable to all the positions. For example, sOme 9f the'compe-

tencies were: 1

3

,
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I'

a
pathoo inioAmation.

St/wet:Lau activitim Sok eigicient and e66ective
'outcome4.

. A64une4 accunate and up-to-date tecoAda and: Aeportts.

-Task descriptions were drafted to accompany the general competencies. The

task descriptions defined a competency in terths of the responsibilities

'.associated with a,specific administrative position. For example, given the

general competency De4ign4 nan4 aria Pupania fhe task descriptions for .a

principal included:

Oversees the development of the master schedule and

registration procedures.
. 'Uses student test data and input from teachers and

other District personnel to tthprove.the school's

curriculum.

Given the same competency, tke task descriptions for in assistant superinten-

dent included:,

Provides leadership and coordination of activities,
.in the areas of educational planning and implementation,
and curriculum design and development.

Plans the'educational specifications for new'elementary

,

and secondary school buildings, and advises with fegard

to existing facilities, modification, and renövations.

Draft task descriptions for each administrative position were geperated using

the job descriptions developed during a districtwide salary study. It soon

became obvious, hoWever, that many of these descriptions were inadequate and

would need revision after the competencies were finalized. °

A plan was developed in which all administrators would be surveyed on the'

importance of each proposed'cOmpetency for their-own position as welloas for

two other administrative positions. A sample of AISD professionals muld rate

the tompetencies as well. The original plan was to conduct the surveys in

September and finalize the competencies in the fall of 1979. During.this time

documentation of how the proposed system was to operate would be completed,

and improvements would be made on the task descriptions.',

4 Intended Implementation

In prder to facilitate transition into the new Administrator Evaluation System
and to identify any problems, the new system was to be implemented in phases.
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In the first year of .operatien it Auld be used only with upper-revel central
'office staff., In the' second year of implementation it would be used with all

administrators. A calendar of the proposed phases was developed so everyone
would be aware of each step.in the developmental process.

As with the ProfeSsional Personnel Evaluation System, the new Administrator
Evaluation System was scheduled to be presented to all administrators during
training sessions in the spring and summer. The:new system would thedybe used
with the uriper-level central office administrators the following year. The

director and assistant'directorvof the Department gibStaff'Personnel and 4
the Director of ORE spoke at several administrator sraff meetings to inform
District personnel of what was happening.

4
Two events happened 4,1 Ate summer which hadla great impact on the District.
The Superintendent anwunced he would not renew his contract and the District'S
desegregation case (which had. been pending in court.for several years) was
schedulAd to be decided during the 1979-80 school year. These items held
everyone's attention for several months, during which the Superintendent
requested.that all activities on the revision of ,theAdministrator Evaluation
System be suspended. Mith the implementation of a new desegregation plan, .

the Superintendent did not feel the District administrators had the time or
commitment needed to continue with the revisiod of the evaluatidn actNities.
He also felt the nqw superintendent should be given the opportunity to have
input into the new Administrator tvaluation Systen4 ,All plans for revising
the system, therefore, were delayed indefinitely until the next school year.

Another Start and Stop

In September 1980, the new Superintendent told the Director of ORE add the
Director of Staff Personnel to proceed with the revisions in the Administrator
Evaluation System. At that point it was decided administrative input would
be more valuable on the draft task descriptions rather than the competencies,
so the plan for haying administrators and teachers rate the importance of the

,competenciet was abandoned.

A committee with representatives from all administrative positions was
established and began planning the details of the new Administrator Evaluation,
System. The planning was interrupted again, however, When the new Superidten-
dent announced a reorganization :study was,to be conducted of all administra-

tive positions. Since it was.likely positioni would be redefined as a result

of the study, 4 decision was made to postpone the revisi n activities for the

tipe jpeing.

Impetus to Begin Again

In the summer of 981 a legislative act of the Texas legislature was inter-
preted to mean that all administrators were tb,the evaluated each year.

5
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\

Since the-current Administrator Evaluation System did not provide for annual
evaluations, it was decided td insert this provision in the new Administrator
Evaluation System. At this point great haste was made to finish the revisions-
so the newhsystem could'be implempnted during the1981-82 schodl year. The
following pages list the activities that were conducted tn order to complete ,

'the revision of the Administrafdr Evaluajion System.
, .

September, 1981 Instruction and Personnel decided the new system-spould
be piloted with all instructional administrators during
1981-82 (principals, assistant principals, instuctional
coordinators, etc.).

In order to avo id problems-resulting from the rating
scale used in the.Prafessional Personnel Evaluation
System (5 = outstanding, 4 = strong, 3 = good/expected,-
2 = minimally acceptable, 1 = not acceptable), it was
decided to use a new scale that hvi descriptors bgt no

,numbers ,(mddel performance, prokfessional performillice,
growth performance, conditional performance, contractual
difficulty performance).

. All administrators were asked tb r6view,the task descrip-
,

tions for their paitions and for a sample pf,other
administrative positions. The task descriptions were

6
modified on the tesfs of their input. it:

All administrators completed Feedback Forms to indicate
, the extent of their satisfaction with the proposed
evaluation procedures.

Analysis of the Feedback Forms revealed:

Over half'of the administrators were satisfied-
-With theanew rating scale,

. There was no cleae consensus as to who should hate
inpat in the assessment of an evaluatqe's perfor-
mance.
93% agreed the completed eyaluation fotm should
be reviewed by the evaluator's immediate superior.

. 93% were satisfied with the projected evaluation
schedule.

. 98% agreed administrators scheduled for contract-

renewal should be assessed on personal goals and
the competency ratings, while those not scheduled
.for contract renewal should be assesaed on personal
goals alone.

On the basis of the data from the Feedb,ck Forms, a
three-page set of general Evaluation Procedures was
developed for the new Administratorlvaluation.Systeb.

October, 1981 Several input forms were developed to use in obtaining
information from other administrators and professionalsdp,
about an evaluatee's performance.
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Noylmber, 1981,

December, 1981

The Superintendent approved the draft Evaluation
Prodedures and the Administrator Evaluator Form, with .

the Stipulation that principals and assistant princi-
pals be evaluated on three student outcomes as well
as the competencies. The student outcome measures
were:

Demonstrates student learning is taking "place.
Demonstrate& students are attending school and
are in thein proper classes.

. pemonstrates effective use of the discipline
policy.

All.principals "aand instructional coordi ators (the,
two largest administrative groups) ewed their
revised task descriptions and the odified Administrator
Evaluation Form.. A sample of admi istrators in other
positions performed the same ac ties., Some revi-
sions were made on the basis the comer* rleceived.

On the basis of information received from the associite
superintendents, assistant superintendents, and direc-
tors, a decision was made as to Who should have input
in the evaluation of an employee's performance.

-

At the suggestion of the Superintendent, copies of the
new evaluation documents were sent to the president of
the Teacher's Association. She was invited to react 9

and provide input.

TheiCabinet reviewed and approved the new pilot Adminis-
tr tor Evaluation System.

February, 1982 ,A publication date w set for printing and dissemina-
. ting the evaluation docudents for the pilot year.

,The Administator's Association sent a letter to the
'Superintendent expressing concern about.a number of
issues, including:

alb

. the new rating scale,
the use of teacher input in the evaluation of
principals and assistant principals, and
the neea for signatures on teacher input forms.

The Superintendent answered the questions raised by.the
administrators and appointed a committee to review,
revise, develop, and/dt clarify all issues related to
administrator evaluation. 'The Superintendent said,
special consideration would be given to the administra-
tors' concernsprior to finaliv,ing the procedures for
1982-83.
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March through
July, 1982

_A

4
et

August, 1982

cato,

September through
Noveinber, 1982

)the committee"appointed by.the Superintendent outlined
the sections to be placed in the new Administrator
Evaluation Handbook. The sections had the same titles

as those used in the Professional Personnel Evaluation

Handbook. These were:

Required Procedures' A

Recommended Procedures,
Contractual, Difficulties

Resources
Attachments

A draft of each section wis written and a Personal-Goals
Form was developed.

for the purposes"! the 1981-82 school year, th.O'Supe

tendent announced:

The same five-point humerical ratingoite would
be used to evaluate administrative,performance-as
professional performance.

Teacher input would be obtained for all principals
and assistant princi a scheduled for contract

renewal. Signature e ,not required on the

teacher input forms. l'he teacher input forms

would be distributed,.collected, and summarized
by the evaluatee, and shared with the evaluator
during the eyaluation conference. (

At a special workshoi,a1l principals, i structional
coordinators, and central administrators had the oppor,
tunity to review the'sRequired Procedures" section of

the new Administrator:paluation Systern and provide

feedback.

The feedback. receive ;ievealed 87% ofithe administeators

rated the new system as adequate or !fetter.

,

The biggest controvee0-concerned the collection of

ateacher inpu flat:principals ind assistant principals.

\,,Principals fe t the c011ection and sharing of such
input should be ptional and that all teacher input

forms should be signed. Teac ers felt the tollection
of such input shoutd be manda ory and all teacher inpu

forms should be anonymous.
,

0.ce.

The remaining sectioqs of the hew AdMinistrator'Evalua-
tion Handbook were Completed a d admti. nistrators had the

ipportunity to provide input b eachs

10
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December, 1982

)anuary, 1983

Feburary, 1983

Modifications were made on the basis 'of'theinput
received.

The ate was set for publishing and disseminating the
new Administrator Evaluation Handbooks.

,,.
The Administrator'sAssociation sent a letter to the
Superintendent expressing their concerns kbout the
use of teacher input and made several recommendations.

Publication of the handbook was delayed untilfthe .
concerns were resolved.

The Sulierintendent.accepted the recommendations mabe

by the Administrator's Association. According to the
recommendations, the collection of teacher input,wOuld

./ be optional (except in cases of.suspected contractual
difficulty) and teacher signatures would not be required.

The president of the Teacher!s Association was asked'to
review the tecommendations made hi/ the Administrator's

-Aisociationi The president said the recommendations

.
were unacceptable, in that the collection of teacher

input should be mandatory. The publication.of the

new Administrativd,Personpel EOluation Handbook has

been delayed until this issue has been resolva.

Several instru nts and
result of the evision

evaluation procedures were developed as a

. The instruments include:

he Adra. t/catok Evatuation FOAM (Attachment A)
Taa #&4citiption6 for each mOor administrative position
'in the District. 9

A Pemonat Goat Fokm1 fot,goal development and goal assess-
ment,(Attachment B)
Various -input-10Am to be dsed by Districto)ersonnel in' :

, commenting on an evaluatee's performance."Q
The Adrai.raztAcipot Evatuation Schedute (Attachment C)

The AdWAAAtAative Peuonnet Evatuation Handbook which
provides details on required and recommended evaluation
procedures, evaluation proceduttes for evaluatees in con-
tractual difficulties, and alist of resdurces for profes-
sional development.

9

Li
or,

p.

4
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,

There were.significant differences in the manner in w ich the Professiona
and Administrator Daluation Systems were develbped nd implemented; These

d4fferences\incluOe the following:

Observations

Professional SysteM

. All teachers and instructional admin-
istrators Were involytt in the develop-
ment process.

The development of the system,was
obvioutly a District priority and
it was clear who was responsible
for he project.

The system and its development got
lots of exposure in meetings, Dis-
trict publications, newsletters, etc.

The system was documented and
disseminated pefore it was
implemented.

The evaluators were "walked-through"
the system the year before the
system was implemented.

Several workshOps were held for
evaluators to improve observation
and other evaluation skills before
the system was implemented. -

Administtator System

All administrators were involved
in the develoPment process.
Very littleléacher inpüt -was
obtained.

The developMent of the system
was not a District
During several stages of the
development'phase it was not
clear who was responsible for
the project.

Jfle, rev-Won procedures were
dis ussed-at meetings wheh
inf rmatibn was needed or'con-
troversies arose. It received
little exPosure in District
publications.

Approximately 30% of the system
was drafted when it was imple-

\mented in the first pilotoyear
(l982).'

The evaluators received written
instructions as to how to imple-
ment the system during the first
pilot year.

No Workshops were held'to im-
prove evaluation skills.

.

a
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Professional System

Staff development was prepared and
given to teachers the year'before the
system began. These efforts included
a video tape that was shown at all
schools. This video tape was an
introduction to the system with
various groups- the administration,
personnel, the president of'the
.Austin Associationsof Teachers all
lending their support to the system.

, The individuals who could provide
.4put about a professionil's perfor-
mance Werellearly defined.

. 141

There were no. "stops" in the
development process.

Jhe sys4em was subjected to exten-
sive ev,alUation in its first year
ci'oroOratIon. Training and feedback

continuedthrough the' end of the
first year.

The handbooks or documentation of
the system were readily available .

at all locations.

gonclusiit

Administrator System

Staff development in the system
has not been provided. Support
for the system has not been
publicltiexpressed by any group.

The individuals who could provide
_input about an evaluator's per-
formance and the manner in which
the input could be providPd are
still unresolved.

"Stops and starW abounded.
Enthusiasm for the project
declined with each postponement.

Since the new system was hurriedly
implementbd on a pilot basis at
the end of a school year, almost
no evaluation activities were
conducted. No training was pro-
vided at any time. c)

f?
1

The handbooks are currently not (-
available due to the unresolved
issues related to teader input.

1) The Professional Personnel Evaluation System established expectations for

the Admi.nistrator Evaluation System. Many administrators were well ac-

quainted with the Professional Evaluation System and wanted to keep pro-

cedures in which they were experienced.
4

2) Administrator Evaluation Systems cannot be developed overnight. District

personnel must be'given the opportunity to provide input and review

draft procedures. y District personnel resent procedures wbich are

designed and implemented too quickly.

11
1 3
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3) It is intportant to identify the objectives of the evaluation process
before the revision procedures begin so the objectiVes can guide the

development process. Ls the purpose of the evolution' system to pro- .

mote personal growth? to promote rapport between the evaluatee and

evaluator? to satisfy legal requirements? to identify districtwide

staff development needs? to improve evaluation skills?

4) One person or committee should be responsible for planning and super-

vising the revision activities. Fragmente&authority or having no

one with final responsibility for the process results in frustration

and inefficiency.\

5) Teachers want the opportunity to provide input in the\development of

onaAdministrator Evaluation System. Teacher representatives should

be assigned to committees whenever appropriate.

6) Documentation should be kept of the opportunitieb-differeqt groups .

have to provtde input in the development of the system. This is the

most effective response to faulty memories or complaints of non-

involvement.

7) Two issues likely to cause controversy are:

Who should proVide input in the evaluation of an administrator?

Who should be required to sign input forms?

Discussion of these two issues often resulted in oather issues being

neglected during input sessions. \

8) Administ>ators who hayt confidence in their evaluators are usually
content to leave some issues to the evaluator's discretion. Adminis-

trators who lack confidence in their evaluators often want each pro-

cedure detailed to insure their protection.

4

9) What seems best for the evaluatee is not always the best position in

which to place the District. This trade-off must be a constant con-

sideration, eipecially when generating required evaluatpn procedures

and procedures for administrators in contractual diffic4lty.

10) Impetus for change decreases if too many interruptions occur.

11) Development of an evaluation systeitslould be seen as a districtwide
priorityand should receive vigible s pport from the Board and Superin-

tendent if the necessary cooperation is to be obtained.

12) On-going districtwide communication about the developme'nt and implemen-

tation of a personnel evaluation system is invaluable in gaining the accep-

tance of thb system by District personnel. Communication should be via

varying methods (newsletters, meetings, handbooks, etc.).

12



18-

qt.

82.43

Further Information

Since this paper focused on the development of the AISD Administrator Eval-

uation System, few details were given of the,Professional Personnel Eval-

uation System; and its development. Its developnient and evaluatiomare

documented in several Office of Research and Evaluation publications. Three

in particular (since they are broad in scope) are:

Austin Independent School District. Profes4iona1 Personnel .Evaluatio a d-
.

book. Austin: Austin Independent School District, 1977.
N

Christner, C. A., Malitz, D., Kugle, C., and Calkins, D. Competen based

teacher evaluation in a school listrict: Validation of the competenciqs1

importance by (4-strict administrators, professionals, students, and parents.
Paper presepted at the annual meeting of the Anierican Educational Research

Association, San Franciico, 1979.

Holley, F. M. An Alternative Approach to Assuring Teacher Competence. Paper

presented'at the annual meeting of The American Educational Research Associa-

tion, Boston, 1980.

In the next few months the Districts' Administrator Evaluation Handbook'

should be available.

Please contact the.Office of. Research and Evaluatiln re: the availability

and prices of these and other materials.

I



At t at hmen t A

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
ADMINISTRATOR' EVALUATION FORM

LAST NAME . FIRST NAME

SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER POSITION

1 1, 1

I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I

1- 1 1 1 I t, I I SCHOOL/LOCFION

M. I.

SCHOOL CODE

I I

Circle the appropriate status below:

PRESENT CONTRACT STATUS-Probationary/Term: 1P1 1P2 1P3 1P4 PI 3 2 1 ii 21

"SENT EVALUATION STATUS-Grant Contract: 1G1 1G2 1G3 3GT 24-ft, 1GT 1GR 2GR

Directions:
The following statements describe the administrator who achieves success. Based on performance information, estimate the

administrator's effectiveness in eeting each criterion. Circle the number beAow the descriptor which most dlosely fits the

situation. After reviewing the ratings, the administrator may check the last column if there is disagreement.

-

..

COMPETENCIES

-

1;lz
410
VI.8
ii I.

z
"V)
;c4

4

5

'4
m-

3

..

i
a
a.

8

,
COMPETENCIES

I

6
a m
CM.

.3T,

..'24

0z
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PERSONAL QUALITIES

_
StafrIng

,1. Is pkysically capable of
performing assigned tasks. X 5 4 3

N

2 1 0
UL Determines stiffing needs. X 5 4 3 2 1 0

ML Selects staff. X '5 4 3 2 1 b
2. Exhibits poise,and.self-control. X 5 4 3 2 1 0

20. Promotes staff development. X 5
e'
4 3 2 1

3. Uses common sense/b
realistically. X

c
5 4 3 2 1 0

-
21. Evaluates staff. X 5 -,4 .3 ,2 1 0

4. Shows anthusiams for work. , X 5. 4 3 2 1 0 22. Makes promotion/termination
: decisions. X 5 4 3 2 1 0,

5. Presents an effective role model. X 5 4 3 2' 1 0
-

Leading/Drp/amentting
A DMINISTRATIVE EFFECTIVENESS

Planning j
23. Inspires/motivates staff. *X 5 4 3

_

2 ¶ 0

24. Aesures effective communica-
(ion. X 5 4 3 2 1 0

,

S. Gathers information. X 5

.

4 3, 2 1 0

a
7. Analyzes infatuation. X 5 ,4 3 2 I 0. 25. Consults with others an area(s)

of responsibility. X 5 4 3 2 1 0

8. Establishes/uses priorities. X 5 4 3 2 1 0
28. Carries out actiiities in areas

of responsibility. X 5 4 3 2 0
9. Establishes/follows policies

(rules, regulations, and
procedurea). X 5

\

4 3 2

.

1 0 27. Evaluates/monitors in area(s)
of raiponsibility. X 5 4 3 2 1

10. Designs piens and programs. X 5 4 3 2 1 0
28. Establishes/achieves standards. X 5 ,4' 3 2 1

11. Determines resource requirements. X 5 4 3 2 1 0
-4 29. Takes corrective action(s)

regarding people and programs. X 5 4 3 2 1 0
it 'Seeks resources. X 5 4 3 2 1 0

13.. Prepares budget(s). X 5 4 3 2 1 0 30. Assures accurate and up-to-date
records and repofts. X 5 4 3 2 1 0

14. ,Disseminatem information. X 4 3 2 1

1

0 j
31. Meares fiscal responsibility

in area(s) of responsibility. X 5 4 3 2 1 0

Organizing .
32. Promotes good public relations. X 5 4 3 0

15. Structures acttvities ear
efficient and effective outcoaes4

.

X 5 4 3 2 1 0 ,

Technical &Terris.

IL Delegates responsibility,
authority, and resources.

_.

)' 5 4 2 1 0
a-

33. Demonstrates practical
,k. application of technical

knowledge. . X 5 4 3 2 1

17. Coordinates activities and teaks. X 5 4 3 2 1 0

STUDENT OUTCOMES .,

The purpose of the District is to foster the growth and development of studentsr Therefore, student outcomes are meong

the prime faciors on which the administrator sho'uld be evaluated.

A. Demonstrates that student learning is taking place. - X 5 4 3 2 1 0

S. Deuonstrates students are attending school and are in their proper classes. 'X 5 ..4 3 2 1 0

C. Demonstrates effective usa of the disciplins P0047.
_1 r

A 5 4 3 2



GENERAL EVALUATION STIWENMNT: Summary statement about overall performance, includ

ing statements on,unusual strengths and/or weaknesses:

4

.at

EVALUATEE'S .0M/IENTS: Summary st tement of diSagreement wi,th any of the performance

ratings.
.

I have read this evaluation, and after a conference with my evaluator about it,.I have

received a copy of the completed evaluation instrument.

SIGNATURE OF EVALUATEE: .
DATE:

EVALUATOR"S RECOMMENDAtION:

SIGNATURE OF EVALUATOR:

REMARKS:

DATE:
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^.

PERSONAL GOAL FORM .

CURRENT

NAME YEAR

Attachnient. B.

CURRENT

SOCIAL ( CONTRACT/

SECURITY EVALUATION

NUMBER :
STATUS

I. GOAL ASSESSMENT: On the basis of performance information, assess the attainment of each

goal using,the following ratings: 5 Outstanding; 4 Strong; 3 Good/Expocted;

2 * Minimally Acceptable; I s Unacceptible.
,

2.

3.

II. GOAL DEVELOPMENT: Identify Personal doh ffer the upcoming year.

1.

2.

3.

Evaluator's Comments:

4

Evaluatee's Comments:

Signatures:

lvilyator

a

a

RATING

\
h

Evaluatee Date ,

16 18
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q

Attachment C
(Page 1 of 5)

.The Adraiistrator Evaluation Schedule

The. evaltiatio' n lanoces4 i4s AiwrAin as a 4e1rl.e6 Oi .steps.L Step4 2, 3, 4, 5,
6, 1, and 14 4how the Ateps taken 6on individualts who gm not in eon-
tit.aettiaL ILL6iieuLty. Steps 1, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 ane additional
4te.jo4 whi.eh aim needed 604 inavidua2.6 adume contitazt itenewa.e. Ls in
quation. The 4teps oit individti24. A cantitactuaL
'ahadedu iox way identiiieation. 9

STEP 1. SEPTEMBER 1
THRU

DECEMBER 1

(SHADE) STEPS 'ARE ONLY.
FOR EVALUATEES IN çbN-
TRACTUAL DIFFICULTY)

STEP 2 BY SEPTEMBER 30

B

irtfatitgiV.*"fitetb-NaRritritet.itto rd
WslitgcrerktIJERFASmoicEs.

illwogOLVOILIrlig sulIcem4

rtasiElitrl
iriTtfitilPECIXTV.COMCIERNS AliOtir THE'
MAWATEEM:PEROORHASCE UN

rairaalOrredifithrtalWaii WOW
MS me VALLI/ME AND Ziati
Xr,1111 'A. FAce.,:m4kte COIL-

I Etle
#

r iai1C: 3sTk7iir'tttNroF' THer71
*vaturmEA!*_.;443*PlutroRomuce
i'SHOUIL*71.14,70500.1t ASt THE ci3t4-1
N:tlivivwrostrotewister stio
iltosaistarviesC"iCtp4ALRECOIS,-

.)

THE OFFICE Of SfAFF PERSONNEL
WILL GIVE EACH EV4LUATOR A LIST

41F THE A T MINISTRATgRS TO BE
ASSESSED BY THE EVALUATOR DURING
THE SCHOOL YEAR. THE LIST WILL ,/
INDICATE THOSE WHO:

17 19



82.43

STEP 2

.16

,

Attachmen C-

(Continued, page 2 of 5)

(CONTINUED) 1/ ARE hEW ADMINISTRATORS .

2) HAVE CHANGED ADMINISTRATIVE
POSITIONS-WITHIN THE DISTRICT

3) ARE SCHEDULED FOR FULL EVAL.
UATION

4) ARE SCHEDULED FOR INTERIM
EVALUATION.

THE OFFICE OF STAFF PERSONNEL
WILL SEND EVALUATOkS THE APPRO
PRIATE NUMBER OF NEW ADMINISTRA
TIVE PERSONNEL.EVALUATION FORMS
AND PERSONAL GOAL FORMS FOR FALL
ASSESSMENT ACTIVITIES.

/ O THE OFFiCE OF'STAFF PERSONNEL
WILL SEND EVALUATORS THE APPRO7
PRIATE NUMBER OF ADMINISTRATOR

.EVALUATION'FORMS AND PERSONAL
GOAL FORMS FOk THE FULL'AND
INTERIM EVALUATIONS IN THE_SPRING.

'

STEP 3 BY SEPTEMBER 30. THE OFFICE OF"STAFF RERSOANEL

;
WILL GIVE THE SUPERINTENDENT A
LIST OF ALL ADMINISTRATORS TO 4E,
EVALUATED DURING THESCHOOL YEAR.
^,THE LIST tiILL INDICATE WHO WILL
BE INCLUDED IN THE PALL EVALUA
TION'ACTIVITIES AS WELL AS THOSE
WHO WILL RECEIVE.FULL AND INTERIM .

EVALUATIONS.

_

,THE OFFICE OF STAFF PERSONNEL
WILL GIVE THE ASSOCIATE SUPER
INTENDENTS OF OPERATIONS .AND
INSTRUCTION A LIST OF THE'AD
MIN/STRATORS IN THEIR RESPECTIVE
DIVISION TO BE EVALUATED. THE
UST WILL INDICATE WHO1WILL BE
INCLUDED IN THE FALL EVALUATION
ACTIVITIES AS WELL AS THOSE WHO
WILL RECEIVE FULL AND INTERIM
EVALUATIONS.

18 20'
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Attachment C

82.43 (Continued, page 3 of 5)

STEP 4 SEPTEMBER 30 S EVALUATORS WILL COMPLETE THE

THRU NEWADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL
gOVEMBER 1 EVALUATION FORMS AND PERSONAL

GOAL FORMS FOR ,THE NEW1 ADMIN-
IStRATORS.

4 A gOPY, OF THE COMPLETED FORMS':
SH ULD' BE SENT TO THE APPRO
PR/ATE ASSOCIATE SUPERINTEN
DENT BY NOVE$BER 1.

EVALUATOL WILL COMPLETE
PERSONAL GOAL.FORMS FOR AD
MINISTRATORS WHO HAVE CHANGED'
ADMINISTRATIVE POSITIONS WIT1N
THE DISTRICT,.

A COPY OF THE COMPLETED FOgMS
'SHOULD BE SENT TO THE APPRO
PRIATE ASSOCIATE SUPERINTEN
DENT BY NOVEMBER $:

Ait

STEP 5, NOVEMBER 1 a THE. ASSOCIATE SUPERINTENDENTS
/ THRU WILL REVIEW THE COMPLETED NEW

NOVEMBER 15 ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL EVALT-
UATION FORMS AND PERSONAL GOAL
FORMS. THE FORMS SHOULD BE
FORWARDED TO Tme OFFICE OF °.

STAFF PERSONNEL,BY NOVEMBER 15.

STEP 6 NOVEMBER 15 *II EACH ASSOCIATE SUPERINTENDENT
WILL PROVIDE THE SUPERINTENDENT
WITH A BRIEF ASSESSMENT OF THE
PERFORMANCE OF NEW ADMINISTRATORS
AND" ADMINISTRATQRS WHO HAVE
CHANGED ADMINISTRATIVE.POSITIONS
.WITHN THE DISTRICT.

19.



AttAchment C

82.43 (Continued, page, 4 of 5)

STEP 7 DECEMBER 1. O-EVALUATORS WILL cOMPLETE ADMIN
THRU ISTRATOR EVALUATI.ON FORMS'AND
JUNE 15 PERSONAL GOAL FORMS FOR.EVAL

UATEES SCHEDULED FOR FULL EVAL
UATION.

STEP 8 BY FEBRUARY

STEP 9 BY FEBRUARY 15

STEP 10 BY MARCH 5r,

S A COPY OF THE tOMPLETED FORMS
SHOULD BE SENT TO THE APPRO
PRIATE ASSOCIATE, SUPERINTENDENT
BY JUNE 15..

111 EVALUATORS WILL COMPLETE PER
SONAL GOAL FORMS FOR EVALQATEES
SCHEDULED FOR INTERIM EVALUATION.

S A COPY OF'THE COMPLETED FORMS
SHbULD BE SENT TO THE APPRO" L.4
PRIATE ASSOCIATE SUPERINTENDENT
BY JUNE 15: .

Fra-CW-r-SrOITTATE:SOPERtt+TIMENT
s'4,4

ittEICGIVE ME SUPERIHTENDENT
31,HVIIAME52- OF MOSE AIIMINISTRA-
YrORSIMOSE COWMACT;RESEWAL 'TS

. a

imichitema! lomuom =nor
1111,-3E- SO' ATIVX TN WRITING

Zaria/SIERIWrePbear.

, EAPt EVAWATOitlikt EVALU-
AreSEINF., CONTRACIL- DIFFtC*TY

!*.TWHAME EVALUA-;--
1',UONS'FOR: EV mee

PLETElt- An WILL S THE to-
YRIRNA110* TO. THE APPROPRIATE

ASSiaclAre SUPERINTENDetsit

20
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Attachment C
(Continued page 5 of 5)

ST112.11 BY MARCH 10- S. EACW ASSOCIATE Siii ERt4Tit4pte4i7

i MIL GPM THE 'SUPERINTENDENT j
;*,, biliktnet EVALUATAM Ott Awe , 4

4.--- )AzignorsomowsiteSe waRAct
iMMLIE1,,,,..4,....,Ati$? DtliMr,tm'....4,..

STEP-12 PRIOR TO S 21001110K, TROSTEESIIM.L A4Zr
. APRIL I i,111111MIS'iowlitistuntoss-Recos-4

(MIQUITIONVIIEGOSINS,'AINtrtftt
CONTItAt/Sii. -

".."

STEP 13 APRIL 1

STEP 14 JUNE 15

*OM Al* OMR/ STRATOR HAS- BEEN
.4eNir -Are, NOT ICE 04 OR 11ENRE`
ISESRUARW. 30%.-TtfAt Hailisea Re-
laseuroven441 INt DOM ANIF, THE

(z.liOARZOWTAUSTEES- SUSSECIUOST
ile1101)11/04::AarlW RESPUM,

ALj :mie:suPeitufrentes
AP- WITTE*, NOT ICEf TO

IVIDUAC, OOP OR waste
'-VSIATT/44 mow A New

E OFtEREIN.

THE ASiOCIATE SUPERINTENDENTS
WILL REVIEW THECOMPLETED AD
MINISTRATOR EVALUATION FORMS

,AND PERSONAL adAL FORMS. THE
FORMS SHOULD BE FORWARDED TO
THE OFFICeOF STAFF PERSONNEL.

21
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