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Washington Superintendent Evaluation Process

Executive Summary

As part of the ongoing and urgent efforts to improve education for all students,
policymakers have recognized the need for a more thoughtful, systematic, and rigorous
means of evaluating teachers and administrators. Currently, Washington schools are
implementing such a process for teachers and principals at the direction of the
legislature. While the legislature has not mandated similar requirements for
superintendents, a number of superintendents and school boards have recognized the
need for such a process. The Washington Standards-Based Superintendent Evaluation
(WSBSE) is the result of their collaborative efforts.

WSBSE is an evidence-based evaluation in which school boards review the
superintendent’s performance using a standard rubric keyed to specific predefined
standards. The goal is to provide boards and superintendents with a reliable,
transparent, and research-based process that focuses on the most important elements
of district leadership.

WSBSE differs from many traditional superintendent evaluations by using a rubric with
language describing performance at four levels: unsatisfactory, basic, proficient, and
distinguished. The board reaches judgments on the superintendent’s performance by
reviewing specific evidence agreed upon in advance. Finally, the process is set up as a
continuous cycle, requiring communication between board and superintendent at the
beginning, middle, and end of the evaluation.

WSBSE requires a strong commitment from both board and superintendent—the board
must be willing to take the time to learn and implement a new review process and the
superintendent must be willing to collect and prepare the evidence used in the
evaluation.

This packet includes all materials needed for implementation of the evaluation process:

e Rationale for WSBSE

e Description of the process

e The evaluation rubric

e List of possible evidence to be reviewed

e Reflective questions to guide board discussion
e Glossary

e Other support materials



Washington Standards-Based Superintendent Evaluation: The Rationale

Background

As part of the urgent ongoing efforts to improve education for all students,
policymakers have recognized the need for a more thoughtful, systematic, and rigorous
means of evaluating teachers and administrators. Currently, Washington schools, at the
direction of the legislature, are implementing such a process for teachers and principals.
While the legislature has not mandated similar requirements for superintendents, a
number of school boards and superintendents have recognized the need for such a
process.

The Washington Standards-Based Superintendent Evaluation was developed in
collaboration with a number of northwestern Washington superintendents and school
boards in 2012-13, and will be piloted during the 2013-14 school year.

Guiding Principles

In developing the process, the group believed it was important to adhere to a number of
basic principles:

Superintendent evaluation should be based on research-based standards of practice
that promote student learning. The criteria in this rubric are adapted from the
standards developed by the Washington Professional Educator Standards Board (PESB)
to guide the preparation of school superintendents, which in turn are based on
standards developed by the Inter-State Leadership Licensure Consortium (ISLLC). The
ISLLC standards were developed in 1997 by a national group of knowledgeable K-12
practitioners, university professors, and state officials. They are widely recognized and
respected, and have been adopted or adapted by over 40 states. The most recent
revision in 2008 identified a substantial body of research that supports the validity of
the standards.

Superintendent evaluation should serve the needs of school boards for a system of
accountability and the needs of superintendents for thoughtful feedback that
promotes professional growth. Without question, superintendent evaluation is a
critical component of a school board’s work. According to a white paper from the
Washington State School Directors’ Association, “An accurate, fair and substantive
evaluation of a school district superintendent may be one of the most significant levers
a school board has to drive district improvement.” (See Appendix A for the complete
white paper.) By basing its evaluation criteria on nationally recognized leadership
standards, WSBSE assures that the focus will be on leadership behaviors that are most
closely linked to school improvement and student achievement. The involvement of



practitioners in the development process also means that the specific criteria in WSBSE
reflect the actual work of superintendents.

WSBSE also meets the needs of superintendents by using a design that requires
objective, specific, and candid feedback by board members on a continuing basis. The
evaluation and the associated conversation will learn more than whether their boards
are satisfied or dissatisfied—in addition, the process will give them the specific
information they need to take concrete steps to improve their practice.

The evaluative process should incorporate a consistent set of procedures while
respecting contextual differences among school districts. The WSSDA white paper
notes that current superintendent evaluation practice “typically lacks a clear process
with objective measures...Although performance evaluation is common practice, its
consistency, relevance, and effectiveness is frequently questioned.” For that reason,
the rubric for WSBSE has been designed to assure that the criteria for the evaluation are
clear, consistent, and thoughtful. At the same time, each district has a unique set of
needs, goals, and community characteristics, and a one-size-fits-all approach is
inappropriate. Accordingly, WSBSE has been designed to allow some flexibility in how it
can be used by districts.

The process should be feasible—achievable without excessive demands on
participants’ time or resources. Both superintendents and board members have
multiple responsibilities and demanding schedules, and time is always at a premium.
WSBSE developers have been conscious of this issue throughout the developmental
process, and have made consistent efforts to pare down the rubric to the essential
elements. While WSBSE definitely requires a significant investment of time, especially
the first time it is used, the payoff will be a much improved evaluation process.

The evaluative process should be legally, ethically, and professionally defensible. For
both boards and superintendents, the evaluation is high-stakes, and the outcome may
have a significant impact on the district. For that reason, it’s essential that the process
satisfies the criteria for accuracy, fairness, and good practice.

1. Legal requirements. An analysis commissioned by the Washington Association of
School Administrators (see Appendix B) notes that state law requires school boards
to establish evaluative criteria and procedures, and to include the following eight
categories in the evaluation:

e knowledge of, experience in, and training in recognizing good professional
performance, capabilities and development

e school administration and management

e school finance

e professional preparation and scholarship



e effort toward improvement when needed

e interestin pupils, employees, patrons and subjects taught in school
e |eadership

e ability and performance of evaluation of school personnel

WSBSE clearly fulfills the requirement that boards establish evaluative criteria and
procedures. The standards assessed by the rubric use somewhat different language
than the eight categories identified in the law, but address the same underlying
concepts (see Appendix C for a comparison).

2. Ethical requirements. The mostly widely recognized ethical guidelines for employee
evaluation are the Personnel Evaluation Standards developed by the Joint
Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation. Appendix D shows how WSBSE
meets these standards.

3. Professional requirements. The purpose of any superintendent evaluation is to
assess and improve school district leadership in the interests of advancing student
learning. For that reason, it must reflect the real-world demands and conditions of
the superintendent’s job and must assess the essential skills needed by
superintendents. WSBSE satisfies this requirement, since it is based on research-
based and widely accepted national leadership standards, and has also been
developed with the advice of Washington superintendents and school boards.

The development and implementation of the process should be informed by the
insights and experiences of both superintendents and board members. WSBSE
originated in the desire of a group of Washington superintendents to develop an
evaluation process that reflected the needs of today’s school districts, and has been
shaped by the feedback of both superintendents and school board members.

The Evaluation Cycle

The WSBSE operates as a continuous cycle, not as a single end-of-year event.
Conducted this way, the process promotes clear communication, formative feedback,
and thoughtful evaluation by both the board and the superintendent.

This section of the handbook describes the key components of the cycle. While these
elements must be present to assure an effective evaluation, the model has considerable
flexibility in how the process is implemented. Thus, this section also identifies a number
of “decision points” where the board has options in conducting the evaluation.



The basic process can be visualized this way:

POLICY

CONTRACT

J0B DESCRIPTION

TR_AINING

. Preparation

Before the board can properly conduct the evaluation, several elements must be in
place:

Policy. The board should have a written policy that spells out the nature of the
evaluation and the mutual responsibilities of board and superintendent.

Contract. The board’s contract with the superintendent should establish the nature of
the evaluation.

Job description. The board should have a written job description for the superintendent
that is consistent with the expectations in the evaluation rubric.

Training. The board and superintendent should have training in the use of the rubric.
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The process begins with goal-setting, which is where some of the most important
discussions and decisions occur.

A. Preparation.

As an initial step, both the board and superintendent reflect on the evaluation
standards and possible performance goals. The superintendent reviews the rubric,
the district improvement plan, and his or her personal Professional Growth Plan to
identify target areas for personal growth and district improvement and to draft
several measurable goals for the coming year. Board members individually review
the evaluation standards and district improvement plan to identify possible target
areas and possible goals for coming year.

B. Board-superintendent meeting.

After reviewing the nature and steps in the evaluation process, the board and
superintendent discuss the process for the coming year. This discussion involves a
number of decision points:

Decision point 1: Which of the six standards will be evaluated? While it is possible to
evaluate superintendents on all six standards, boards may wish to focus on just two or
three in a particular year in order to approach certain issues in greater depth. However,
all six standards should be evaluated t least once within a three-year period.

Decision point 2: What performance goals will be set? The six standards and rubric are
designed to evaluate the superintendent’s practice (how he or she exercises leadership).
However, some boards may also wish to establish certain outcome goals that will be a
part of the superintendent’s evaluation. The nature of these goals will depend on local
needs and priorities. (For additional guidance, see Appendix E.)



Decision point 3: What evidence will be reviewed for the evaluation? The WSBSE asks
board members to base their judgments on various kinds of evidence related to the
standards. Appendix F contains list of possible kinds of evidence that might be included,
but these are only examples. During the goal-setting meeting, board members or the
superintendent may be able to identify additional possibilities. Whatever choices are
made, it’s important that both the board and the superintendent have a clear, common
understanding of what evidence will be considered.

Decision point 4: Which parts of the evaluation process will be public? Historically,
employee evaluations have been treated with a high degree of confidentiality, but these
days the public often demands greater transparency and accountability. The state has
established minimal requirements for openness (see Appendix B), but boards may
choose to go beyond that. The goal-setting meeting should include discussion of which
parts of the evaluation process will be open to the public, as well as how results will be
communicated to the public.

lll. Gathering Evidence

During this phase, the superintendent begins gathering evidence that will support his or
her evaluation on whichever standards are being evaluated. From time to time, the
superintendent may wish to informally check in with board members on progress, but
no formal meeting is scheduled until the mid-cycle review.

IV. Mid-cycle Review

At some predetermined point during the year, the superintendent and board should
meet formally to discuss progress to date and resolve any questions or issues that may
have arisen. The superintendent can share samples of the evidence being collected and
board members have an opportunity to raise questions and provide feedback.

V. Gathering Evidence

During this phase, the superintendent continues gathering evidence and begins to
prepare for the end-of-cycle review.

VI. End-of-cycle Review

The final evaluation is conducted in a 2-3 hour meeting. Two steps occur before the
actual meeting:

A. The superintendent provides board members with a summary of outcomes of
the performance goals as well as evidence pertaining to the selected standards.

B. Board members individually make preliminary ratings for the standards being
evaluated, based on the evidence provided.



The meeting is conducted in three parts:

A. The board and superintendent discuss the evidence and outcomes of
performance goals, allowing the board an opportunity to clarify any issues.
(Appendix G provides some examples of questions the board may want to ask
during this session.)

B. The board collectively arrives at final ratings for the selected standards and
judges the degree to which the performance goals have been achieved. (i.e., by
the end of the discussion there is a single rating for each standard being
reviewed.)

C. The board shares the ratings with the superintendent, allowing the
superintendent an opportunity to clarify any issues.

A written summary of the board’s evaluation shall be provided to the superintendent.

VII. Move to Next Cycle

The results of the evaluation will influence the following year’s evaluation process.
Based on the current-year experiences, the superintendent may wish to add or
remove some goals from his or her Professional Growth Plan or propose new
performance goals. Similarly, the board may wish to propose new goals or turn its
attention to different standards—or may decide to concentrate on issues identified
during the evaluation.

All Appendices (A — H) are available at:

www.wssda.org/LeadershipDevelopment/SuperintendentEvaluations.aspx

www.wasa-oly.org
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Rubric structure. The rubric is built around six broad standards, each of which has one or two strands. Each strand, in turn, is made up of three to

six themes:

Strand

Themes

Washington Superintendent Evaluation Process

Standard

Standard 1

and achievement for cach

Introduction to the Rubric

student by

Visionary Leadership: The supenntendent 1s an educational leader who improves leaming
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Proficient
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Strand 1
Themes U nsatisfactory Basic
engages the board
panc pals and other
s limats < cs -« rators, teachers
Burlds commiutment to
fa nt s VIS dasingt
the vision and mission . " a
lcanmangy cmn ployces in penodic
dascussions of the distng
1108
+ +
Develops strategies 1o lacks a stratcgy for articulates a strategy for
.‘!’;;JJ‘I('!L“ nt the vision o lueving the viuor w$lueving the viion

engages both intermal and
extermal stakeholders in

regular discussiors of the
dhstnct viston and banlds
shared understanchng and

commitment 1o the visaon

implements the visaon as
a key componemt of the
distnct improvement

plan, assunng that itas
addressed, supported, and

mormtored

engages both imemal and
external stakeholders in
systematcally evaluaung
the contimang value and
appropriatencss of the
visaon, and leads cfforts
1o resolve conflicts that

May ansc

reviews and modifics the
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Process. For each theme, there are descriptions of superintendent performance ranging from “unsatisfactory” to “distinguished.” After reviewing
the evidence presented by the superintendent, evaluators should determine which description best matches the evidence. Note: In order to be as
clear as possible, the rubric provides descriptions at the four levels for each theme. While evaluators should discuss each of the themes, they
should seek to determine the appropriate rating for the strand as a whole. Thus, a complete evaluation will result in ten formal ratings, one for
each strand.



What the ratings mean. Ratings should be made by choosing the description that best matches the available evidence. However, the following
brief generalizations may be helpful:

Unsatisfactory: At the unsatisfactory level, the superintendent’s behavior does not demonstrate the characteristics associated with effective
performance. The superintendent may behave contrary to the expectations or may simply fail to show positive behaviors desired. The
unsatisfactory level is included because it represents one pole of possible performance, but in practice this rating is relatively rare.

Basic: At the basic level, the superintendent’s performance demonstrates many of the characteristics associated with effective performance,
although there may be a few exceptions or inconsistencies.

Proficient: At the proficient level, the superintendent’s performance is fully satisfactory, meeting all expectations at a high level. The
superintendent not only carries out plans effectively but shows flexibility and creativity in adjusting to changed circumstances or unexpected
roadblocks, and can articulate the progress to date and future directions.

Distinguished: At the distinguished level, the superintendent goes above and beyond proficiency to achieve an exceptionally high level of
performance. Distinguished performance, by definition, is rare—it would be unusual to find a superintendent who was judged distinguished on
more than a few strands. Note: In order to be judged distinguished, a superintendent should meet the expectations for proficient as well as
distinguished.

Summary scores: The value of the rubric is in the feedback it provides on specific leadership behaviors; knowledge of the results will be most
productive when those behaviors are the focus of discussion. The rubric does not assign specific point values or provide a summary score
equivalent to “A,” “B,” etc.



Washington Standards-Based Superintendent Framework®

Standard 1 — Mission, Vision, and Core Values: Effective educational leaders develop, advocate, and enact a shared mission, vision, and

core values of high-quality education and academic success and well-being of each student.

The superintendent...

Themes

Unsatisfactory

Basic

Proficient

Distinguished

A. Builds commitment to the
vision and mission.

limits references to the district’s
vision for learning

engages the board, principals
and other administrators, teach-
ers, and other district employees
in periodic discussions of the
district vision

engages both internal and exter-
nal stakeholders in regular dis-
cussions of the district vision
and builds shared understanding
and commitment to the vision

engages both internal and exter-
nal stakeholders in systematical-
ly evaluating the continuing
value of the vision, and leads
efforts to resolve conflicts that
may arise

B. Aligns district procedures
and practices with the vision.

does not align district proce-
dures and practices with the
vision

aligns district procedures and
practices with the vision

collaborates with staff to ensure
that major decisions on curricu-
lum, budgeting, staffing, and
planning advance the vision

develops procedures and prac-
tices to ensure that the vision is
systematically and routinely
used to guide decisions on cur-
riculum, budgeting, staffing, and
planning

C. Holds board and staff mutu-
ally accountable for striving
toward the vision.

does not hold staff and board
accountable for honoring the
vision

reminds staff and board periodi-
cally of the need to make deci-
sions consistent with the vision

evaluates district procedures and
practices systematically to en-
sure their alignment with the
vision; expects principals and
other administrators to do the
same at the building level

creates a culture in which board,
principals and other administra-
tors, teachers, and other district
staff understand the vision and
hold each other mutually ac-
countable for realizing it

D. Uses the vision as an indica-
tor of progress.

does not use the vision as an
indicator of progress

assesses progress toward the
vision and uses it as an informal
indicator of success

uses data to assess progress to-
ward the vision and communi-
cates results to the board, staff,
and community

ensures that data is available and
systematically used to assess
progress toward the vision, to
communicate results to the
board, staff, and community and
to formulate plans to bring about
necessary changes

E. Develops explicit strategies
and processes to study and im-
prove the district’s capacity to
improve.

does not use cohesive strategy
for guiding district improvement
efforts

ensures that each district im-
provement project uses a con-
tinuous improvement cycle of
planning, implementing, as-
sessing, and revising

regularly analyzes results of the
district’s collective improve-
ment efforts in order to identify
organizational factors that sup-
port or hinder improvement

ensures district staff engage in
continuous reflective analysis of
improvement efforts in order to
identify organizational factors
that support or hinder improve-
ment

©Washington State School Directors’ Association +» Washington Association of School Administrators, Version 4, June 8, 2018
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Washington Standards-Based Superintendent Framework®

Standard 2 — Equity and Cultural Responsiveness: Effective educational leaders strive for equity of educational opportunity and cultur-

ally responsive practices to promote each student’s academic success and well-being.

The superintendent...

Themes

Unsatisfactory

Basic

Proficient

Distinguished

A. Recognizes and capitalizes on
the diversity within the commu-

nity.

does not recognize or capitalize
on the presence of diverse
groups in the community

ensures that all district staff
have access to professional
learning resources that enhance
the necessary cultural compe-
tence to recognize and respect
the needs of all students

implements strategies to help
staff capitalize on the assets that
students from diverse cultural,
ethnic, racial, and economic
backgrounds bring to the class-
room

uses formal and informal part-
nerships with diverse groups to
develop a district-wide welcom-
ing culture that honors the val-
ues, beliefs, norms, and tradi-
tions of all stakeholders and
integrate diverse representation
into school and district decision-
making processes

B. Increases district capacity to
positively address cultural ten-
sions or conflicts.

disregards cultural tensions or
conflicts that negatively impact
students

ensures that cultural tensions or
conflicts are addressed in posi-
tive ways

ensures that principals and other
administrators and teachers have
the necessary skills to help stu-
dents address cultural tensions
or conflicts

sustains a climate in which
members of the school commu-
nity can constructively discuss
and examine their own views on
diversity to improve mutual
understanding

C. Works to reduce opportunity
and achievement gaps.

disregards or minimizes the ex-
istence of opportunity and
achievement gaps among di-
Verse groups

keeps staff attention focused on
opportunity and achievement
gaps and possible school-based
solutions

systematically uses data to iden-
tify and implement instructional
approaches and school and dis-
trict practices that reduce oppor-
tunity and achievement gaps

establishes partnerships with
families and community groups
to leverage cultural knowledge
and instructional strategies to
eliminate opportunity and
achievement gaps

D. Examines district policies,
procedures, and practices to
ensure adherence to principles
of fairness, social justice, and
human dignity.

does not examine district poli-
cies, procedures, and practices
for adherence to principles of
fairness, social justice, and hu-
man dignity

examines district policies, pro-
cedures, and practices for adher-
ence to principles of fairness,
social justice, and human digni-

ty

guides staff to use equity audits
to ensure that district procedures
and practices adhere to princi-
ples of fairness, social justice,
and human dignity

collaborates with board, staff
and community to review results
of equity audits and recommend
steps to ensure fairness, social
justice, and respect for human
dignity for each member of the
school community
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Washington Standards-Based Superintendent Framework®

Standard 3 — Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment: Effective educational leaders develop and support intellectually rigorous and

coherent systems of curriculum, instruction, and assessment to promote each student’s academic success and well-being.

The superintendent...

Themes

Unsatisfactory

Basic

Proficient

Distinguished

A. Advocates for student learn-
ing as the district’s highest pri-
ority.

does not communicate that stu-
dent learning is central to the
district’s mission

communicates to all stakehold-
ers that student learning is cen-
tral to the district’s mission

consistently emphasizes student
learning is central to the district
mission by actively engaging
stakeholders in collaborative
discussion of ways to continu-
ously improve learning

motivates stakeholders to pursue
continuous improvement and
innovation in student learning to
achieve the district’s mission

B. Promotes the systematic im-
provement of coherent curricu-
lum, instruction, and assess-
ment.

takes few steps to analyze dis-
trict curriculum, instruction, and
assessment to improve student
learning

engages staff in regular analysis
of district curriculum, instruc-
tion, and assessment

ensures that decisions on curric-
ulum, instruction, and assess-
ment are guided by regular, ob-
jective data analysis

develops or sustains a compre-
hensive system for the review,
analysis and modification of
curriculum, instruction, and as-
sessment based on key learning
indicators

C. Ensures that district policies,
practices, and resources support
learning for each student.

does not align district policies,
practices, and resources to sup-
port learning for each student

ensures that existing district
policies, practices, and resources
are aligned to support learning
for each student

uses data to identify achieve-
ment gaps and seek improve-
ments in district policies, prac-
tices, and resources to better
support learning for each stu-
dent

motivates members of the
school community to seek im-
provement in district policies,
practices, and resources to sup-
port learning for each student

D. Promotes values, beliefs and
behaviors that create an organi-
zational culture devoted to stu-
dent learning.

does not address the values,
beliefs, behaviors, and organiza-
tional practices that support a
school culture focused on stu-
dent learning

recognizes and celebrates indi-
vidual and collective efforts that
reinforce the culture to improve
student learning

creates or sustains a culture of
expectation that leads members
of the school community to
openly acknowledge and collab-
oratively address problems in
student learning

creates or sustains a shared mor-
al imperative for the continuous
improvement of student learning
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Washington Standards-Based Superintendent Framework®

Standard 4 — Community of Care and Support for Students: Effective educational leaders cultivate an inclusive, caring, and supportive

school community that promotes the academic success and well-being of each student.

The superintendent...

Themes

Unsatisfactory

Basic

Proficient

Distinguished

A. Develops and implements
procedures and practices that
advance the safety and well-
being of students, employees,
and volunteers.

does not develop and implement
procedures and practices that
ensure the safety and well-being
of students, employees, and vol-
unteers

develops and implements proce-
dures and practices that address
threats to student, employee,
and volunteer safety and well-
being (e.g., bullying, incivility,
accessibility, emergencies)

involves members of the school
community in developing pro-
cedures and practices that ad-
dress threats to student, volun-
teer, and employee safety and
well-being (e.g., bullying, inci-
vility, accessibility, emergen-
cies)

conducts systematic data-based
evaluations of the effectiveness
of procedures and practice that
address threats to student, em-
ployee, and volunteer safety and
well-being (e.g., bullying, inci-
vility, accessibility, emergen-
cies)

B. Develops and implements
procedures and practices that
advance a purposeful and safe
learning environment.

does not develop and implement
procedures and practices that
ensure a purposeful and safe
learning environment

develops, communicates, and
implements procedures and
practices that guide student be-
havioral expectations and disci-
plinary actions

engages parents, students, and
staff in developing, implement-
ing, monitoring and updating
guidelines and norms for ac-
countable student behavior

regularly conducts data-based
evaluations of the effectiveness
of policies and practice that
guide student behavioral expec-
tations and disciplinary actions

C. Ensures that district proce-
dures and practices promote a
climate that is positive, friendly,
and responsive to the needs of
individuals.

does not ensure that district pro-
cedures and practices promote a
climate that is positive, friendly,
and responsive to the needs of
individuals

develops and implements proce-
dures and practices that result in
a climate that is positive, friend-
ly, and responsive to the needs
of individuals

engages parents, teachers, stu-
dents, and administrative staff in
reflecting on and developing
procedures and practices that
promote a climate that is posi-
tive, friendly, and responsive to
the needs of individuals

involves parents, teachers, stu-
dents, and administrative staff in
a data-based continuous im-
provement cycle for student and
employee well-being and com-
munity satisfaction

D. Promotes the development of
student agency in learning and
community participation.

does not promote, monitor, or
support efforts to develop stu-
dent agency in learning and
community participation.

promotes efforts to help students
understand, articulate, and act
on their own learning needs as
well as participate in class-
room/school decision making

ensures that curricular and co-
curricular activities provide op-
portunities and support for de-
velopment of student agency

collaborates with staff and stu-
dents to conduct data-based
evaluations of district efforts to
help students understand, articu-
late, and act on their learning
needs and participate in class-
room/school decision-making

E. Articulates high expectations
for ethical and professional be-
havior of district employees.

does not model or articulate
expectations and monitor com-
pliance for ethical and profes-
sional behavior in the district

models and articulates expecta-
tions for ethical and professional
behavior by staff

guides administrators to model,
articulate and reinforce high
ethical and professional expecta-
tions for staff

elevates a climate in which dis-
trict employees are highly con-
scious of ethical and profession-
al expectations and hold each
other accountable

©Washington State School Directors’ Association +» Washington Association of School Administrators, Version 4, June 8, 2018

Page 4



Washington Standards-Based Superintendent Framework®

Standard 5 — Professional Capacity of School Personnel: Effective educational leaders develop the professional capacity and practice of

school personnel to promote each student’s academic success and well-being.

The superintendent....

Themes

Unsatisfactory

Basic

Proficient

Distinguished

A. Focuses evaluation and pro-
fessional development on the
improvement of student learn-

ing.

pays little attention to staff eval-
uation and professional devel-
opment to improve student
learning

ensures that the district has clear
strategies for evaluation and
professional development to
improve student learning

uses evaluation and professional
development strategically to
promote candid and collabora-
tive self-assessment of effec-
tiveness

uses evaluation and professional
development as a tool to chal-
lenge existing practices to im-
prove student learning

B. Implements effective proce-
dures for staff evaluation.

makes little effort to ensure that
staff evaluations are fair, mean-
ingful, and consistent with state
expectations

ensures that staff evaluations are
fair, meaningful, and consistent
with state expectations

develops and supports processes
for effective individual im-
provement efforts resulting from
staff evaluations

evaluates staff evaluation pro-
cesses systematically and col-
laboratively to ensure effective-
ness

C. Develops systematic strate-
gies for using professional de-
velopment to improve student

learning.

does not design coherent profes-
sional development strategies
linked to the district improve-
ment plan

establishes strategies for align-
ing district professional devel-
opment efforts with the district
improvement plan

ensures that district professional
development activities are ex-
tensive, accessible, and focused
on continuous improvement of
teaching and student learning

evaluates professional develop-
ment activities systematically
and collaboratively with partici-
pants to ensure effectiveness in
improving student learning

D. Personally models effective
professional development.

does not have a written profes-
sional growth plan

models professional develop-
ment by creating and imple-
menting a written professional
growth plan

engages in candid self-
assessment of personal assump-
tions, values, beliefs, and prac-
tices that guide improvement of
professional growth

models professional growth
planning as a continuous cycle
of assessment, reflection, and
changes in practice in order to
improve professional growth

E. Builds leadership capacity to
improve student learning.

does not attempt to stimulate,
mentor, or coach the profession-
al development of principals and
other instructional leaders

takes steps to stimulate, mentor,
or coach the professional devel-
opment of principals and other
instructional leaders

guides principals and other in-
structional leaders to assist the
professional development of
teachers

creates a district-wide culture
that leads all staff to engage in
continuous collaborative profes-
sional development focused on
student learning

F. Empowers and supports
teachers and staff in developing
professional learning communi-
ties that promote instructional
improvement.

does not promote or support
development of professional
learning communities that pro-
mote instructional improvement

establishes workplace condi-
tions (time, resources, and vi-
sion) that empower and support
professional learning communi-
ties focused on instructional
improvement

establishes/sustains a profes-
sional culture characterized by
trust, transparency, mutual ac-
countability, and commitment to
the vision

engages staff in a continuous
improvement cycle to evaluate
and enhance the effectiveness of
the district’s professional learn-
ing communities
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Washington Standards-Based Superintendent Framework®

Standard 6 — Meaningful Engagement of Families and Community: Effective educational leaders engage families and the community in

meaningful, reciprocal, and mutually beneficial ways to promote each student’s academic success and well-being.

The superintendent...

Themes

Unsatisfactory

Basic

Proficient

Distinguished

A. Develops two-way communi-
cation strategies to reach fami-
lies, and other individuals,
agencies, or groups in the com-
munity.

does not have communication
strategies to inform families and
community about district needs,
goals and activities

develops strategies and commu-
nication vehicles to share infor-
mation and answer questions
about district needs, goals, and
activities

develops data-informed strate-
gies to solicit the views and
concerns of families and other
individuals, agencies, or groups
in the community about the dis-
trict’s schools

empowers effective networks of
families and other individuals,
agencies, or groups in the com-
munity to maintain regular two-
way communication about dis-
trict needs, goals and activities

B. Develops strategies to involve
families and community mem-
bers in the educational process.

does not involve families and
diverse community members in
the educational process

ensures district implementation
of strategies to involve families
and diverse community mem-
bers through conferences, meet-
ings, and volunteer activities

ensures district implementation
of multiple strategies for involv-
ing families and community
members in decision making
about children’s education

sustains or expands a network of
key family and diverse commu-
nity stakeholders who can serve
as formal and informal advisors
on key issues

C. Develops strategies for con-
structive resolution of conflicts
with families and community
members.

does not develop or implement
strategies for constructively re-
solving conflicts with families
and community members

ensures that the district has de-
fined procedures allowing fami-
lies and community members to
express concerns and disagree-
ments

develops the capacity of staff
and board to maintain open lines
of communication with families
and community members, con-
structively resolve conflicts, and
build consensus

creates a culture in which con-
flicts are reflectively addressed
and viewed as opportunities for
respectful dialogue, consensus-
building, and constructive reso-
lution

D. Mobilizes community re-
sources to support district goals.

makes minimal efforts to mobi-
lize potential community re-
sources to support district goals

builds relationships with com-
munity members and groups
that lead to improved resources
to support district goals

collaborates with community
agencies to create cohesive net-
works of services to support
district goals

provides evidence (e.g., surveys,
volunteer rates, partnerships) of
increased belief that the learning
and well-being of children are
community responsibilities

E. Engages board and commu-
nity in planning, conducting,
and building community under-
standing of levy and bond
measures.

does not provide board with
timely and helpful guidance on
preparing levy and bond
measures

helps board ensure that levy and
bond measure preparations are
conducted in legally correct and
fiscally responsible manner

helps board ensure that levy and
bond measures meet immediate
fiscal needs and advance long-
term district goals

engages board and community
routinely in long-term planning
processes to identify and sup-
port district educational and
fiscal needs

F. Engages with community
members, government agencies,
professional associations and
other external groups to under-
stand the current environment
and develop district responses
to emerging issues.

does not engage with local
community members, govern-
ment agencies, professional as-
sociations and other external
groups

engages with local community
members, government agencies,
professional associations and
other external groups

communicates to board, staff
and community knowledge of
emerging issues that affect the
district

works with board and staff to
develop understanding of and
appropriate responses to emerg-
ing issues in order to preserve
and advance the district vision
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Washington Standards-Based Superintendent Framework®

Standard 7 — Operations and Management: Effective educational leaders manage school operations and resources to promote each stu-

dent’s academic success and well-being.

The superintendent...

Themes

Unsatisfactory

Basic

Proficient

Distinguished

A. Uses a continuous improve-
ment process for implementing,
monitoring, evaluating, and
improving district operations.

does not systematically plan,
implement, and monitor district
operations

ensures that operational deci-
sions are guided by a long-term
plan that is periodically re-
viewed and updated

ensures that operations are sys-
tematically and consistently
managed through planning, data
analysis, review of progress, and
necessary changes in practice

collaborates with board and staff
to analyze and modify the long-
term plan to ensure that results
support district priorities and
superintendent goals

B. Effectively manages fiscal
resources in accord with board
priorities and instructional im-
provement.

does not effectively plan and
implement district budget in
accordance with board priorities

develops budget in accordance
with board priorities and man-
ages expenditures in financially
responsible manner

develops a budget in accordance
with board priorities and man-
ages it in an efficient, financial-
ly responsible manner to support
improved instruction and other
key goals

collaborates with board, staff,
and community to continually
seek efficiencies, identify new
sources of funding, and assess
fiscal stability over several years

C. Strategically manages human
resources to support instruc-
tional improvement and other
district goals.

does not efficiently or strategi-
cally manage human resources

ensures that the district has sys-
tematic policies and procedures
guiding recruitment, hiring, in-
duction, and long-term career
growth

implements a coherent approach
to recruiting, hiring, induction,
and career growth that promotes
high-quality instruction and im-
proved student learning

engages staff in a continuous
improvement process to ensure
effectiveness of policies and
practices for recruiting, hiring,
induction, and career growth
and make changes as needed

D. Effectively manages key ele-
ments of district operations.

does not effectively manage key
elements of district operations,
including facilities, transporta-
tion, and enrollment

ensures that key elements of
district operations are governed
by defined policies and practices

monitors district operations in
accordance with established
policies and practices

engages staff in a continuous
improvement process to review
effectiveness of district opera-
tions and make changes as
needed

E. Develops system for ensuring
that employee performance
meets district expectations.

does not ensure that the district
has procedures to set, monitor,
and act on standards for ac-
ceptable employee performance

ensures that the district has de-
fined procedures for setting,
monitoring, and acting on stand-
ards for acceptable employee
performance

ensures that district procedures
for setting, monitoring, and act-
ing on standards for acceptable
employee performance are
widely understood and observed

engages staff in a continuous
improvement process for em-
ployee performance
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Washington Standards-Based Superintendent Framework®

Standard 8 — Collaboration with the Board: Effective educational leaders develop positive working relationships and procedures that

help the board of directors to promote each student’s academic success and well-being.

The superintendent...

Themes

Unsatisfactory

Basic

Proficient

Distinguished

A. Respects and advocates mu-
tual understanding of the roles
and responsibilities of superin-
tendents and board.

does not articulate or adhere to
the roles and responsibilities of
the board and superintendent

articulates and adheres to the
roles and responsibilities of the
superintendent and board

collaborates with board to re-
view and refine guidelines for
effective board and superinten-
dent roles and responsibilities

models candid but respectful
discussion of board and superin-
tendent roles and responsibili-
ties, including areas of friction
or misunderstanding in the
board-superintendent relation-
ship

B. Honors board policy.

does not follow board policy

follows board policy

consults with the board when
questions of interpretation arise
on board policy

facilitates systematic board re-
view and revision of policy-
making process

C. Provides the board with time-
ly information.

does not provide the board with
timely information needed for
effective board decision-making

ensures that the board receives
necessary information in a time-
ly way, including relevant laws,
policies and procedures from
local, state and federal mandate

assists board in understanding
the multiple perspectives sur-
rounding issues, as well as pos-
sible implications of decisions

collaborates with the board to
review and improve the effec-
tiveness of information and
guidance provided to the board

D. Treats all board members
fairly, respectfully. and respon-
sibly.

favors certain board members or
is unresponsive to board mem-
bers’ perspectives on education-
al issues

treats all board members fairly,
respectfully, and responsibly

facilitates resolution of concerns
or conflicts through board dia-
logue that creates greater mutual
understanding

increases board capacity through
trust, encouragement, and per-
sonal example

E. Provides necessary support
for effective board decision-
making.

does not establish and imple-
ment effective procedures for
board meetings

ensures that the board has the
necessary materials, infor-
mation, and logistical support to
make effective decisions

works with the board to ensure
that meeting agendas are fo-
cused and consistent with board
priorities

collaborates frequently with the
board to evaluate and improve
the effectiveness of board deci-
sion-making

F. Builds strong team relation-
ships with the board.

does not attempt to establish a
working team relationship with
board

collaborates with board to de-
velop structures, procedures,
and norms for working as a
team

works with board to monitor
team effectiveness and adjust
procedures accordingly

facilitates development of a
board-superintendent team char-
acterized by candor, deep listen-
ing, a collaborative spirit and
openness to change
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The need for improving superintendent evaluation
Introduction

A 2002 NSBA report describes the most significant role of a school board as “selecting
and overseeing the district superintendent.” The report identifies superintendent
evaluation as the most important factor in the board/superintendent relationship.
Research on superintendent evaluation suggests that current practice typically lacks a
clear process with objective measures. An accurate, fair and substantive evaluation of a
school district superintendent may be one of the most significant levers a school board
has to drive district improvement.

The Washington School Board Standards emphasize the importance of the
board/superintendent relationship and effective, fair performance evaluation. Standard
One, Effective Governance, identifies the need to work toward mutual trust and
commitment through teamwork and clear communication. This includes honoring the
roles and responsibilities of the superintendent. The standards underscore that effective
school boards delegate authority through written policy and provide clear expectations
for the superintendent’s performance and evaluation.

Recent Washington legislation highlights the public interest for improving the evaluation
process of teachers and principals. Substitute Senate Bill 5895, requires school boards to
establish evaluative criteria and procedures for certificated classroom teachers and
certificated support personnel. Discussion of superintendent evaluation was not part of
deliberations for this legislation.

Performance evaluation of a district superintendent poses unique and additional
challenges for effectiveness, fairness and reliability. Addressing these challenges may be
essential for evaluations to provide an accurate measure of performance. Just as with
teacher and principal evaluation, improving this work needs to be supported through
research-based, defensible frameworks.

Legal basis for evaluation

School boards’ authority comes from state law, and the state legislature which assigns
their duties. Washington law requires that school boards evaluate their
superintendents. The evaluation of a school district superintendent is mentioned in
RCW 28A.405.100.

This has three requirements: (a) that the school board establishes evaluative criteria; (b)
that the board establishes evaluative procedures; and (c) that the criteria include eight
specified categories.” These eight categories are:



1. Knowledge of, experience in, and training in recognizing good professional
performance, capabilities and development;

School administration and management;

School finance;

Professional preparation and scholarship;

Effort toward improvement when needed;

Interest in pupils, employees, patrons and subjects taught in school;
Leadership; and

Ability and performance of evaluation of school personnel.

O N A WN

Typically, board policy and superintendent contracts describe when and how evaluation
is to take place. There is no legal requirement for objectivity, quality or validity of
superintendent evaluation. There is no standard of practice or quality in superintendent
evaluation. lllinois Superintendent Larry Weber portrayed these concerns in his 2007
article, Evaluate me on measures, not tales.

Current status of evaluation

Although performance evaluation is common practice, its consistency, relevance, and
effectiveness is frequently questioned. Carl Candoli and others wrote, “There is
widespread dissatisfaction, especially on the part of the public but among school
professionals as well, concerning evaluations of school professionals, schools, and
programs.”

Superintendent evaluation poses specific and well-noted challenges that affect the
capacity for effective, fair, and reliable outcomes. These issues relate to a common
complaint that school boards often have difficulty working together and with their
superintendent. This makes it impossible for them to be an effective governance team.

As Linda Dawson (October, 2010) lamented in an article for The American Association of
School Administrators, “Most superintendent evaluation “processes” (we use the term
loosely) have little or nothing to do with job performance, and usually all to do with
whether board members like the superintendent’s style, appearance, or other
subjective criteria. Most of the time, the evaluation is based on a checklist or values that
were never discussed with the superintendent in advance. Result? The superintendent
has little more than a vague notion about what was expected during the period being
evaluated, and certainly no idea how to predict the result of the process.”

Despite the difficulties, researchers often conclude that an honest and fair
superintendent evaluation is critical for improving performance. We need to move away
from subjective and vague evaluations. Superintendent evaluation needs to be about
job performance and based on meaningful criteria. These criteria need to be clearly
understood by all parties. The evaluation process must also be meaningful, valid, and
agreed to by all parties in advance.



Superintendents’ perspectives

Superintendents cite a general lack of objective, clear and consistent performance
evaluation by school boards. That belief, however, may not affect their opinion on the
fairness of their own evaluations. Michael DiPaola, Chancellor Professor in the School of
Education at the College of William & Mary and a former superintendent noted that a
2007survey of 100 superintendents in three states revealed that more than three
guarters said they were treated fairly in their most recent evaluation.

As a superintendent, DiPaola recalls, “l often would ask: “‘What does this rating mean?’
and ‘What data were used to arrive at this rating?’ Absent specific responses to these
guestions, it was impossible to plan for growth and improvement.”

One difficulty, DiPaola said, is that lay elected school board members typically lack the
experience and expertise to consistently evaluate a superintendent’s performance
based on previously agreed upon evidence and outcomes. He cites research showing
that a superintendent could be highly rated on evaluation criteria and then not be
renewed due to politics or personality conflicts outside his or her control.

Superintendent tenure

The evaluation process can enhance collaboration that improve district performance
and accomplishes a long term vision. Nevertheless, it is rare to find board members or
superintendents that are comfortable with the clarity of expectations, rigor in the
process, and outcomes of evaluation. Inadequate and unfair evaluations can lead to
unnecessary turnover among superintendents. If boards increase their capacity to
conduct superintendent evaluation, superintendents may be able to have greater
longevity.

Research suggests that longevity can enhance system performance and student
achievement. Tim Waters and Robert Marzano concluded in 2006 study that statistically
significant effects between superintendent tenure and student achievement begin to
occur in as early as two years.

The potential for superintendent evaluation

Larry Lashway, a former Wisconsin school board member and researcher for the
Washington Professional Educators Standards Board (PESB) suggested that boards
should work closely with superintendents to clarify their expectations for performance
and evaluation. “Without strong and highly visible board support,” he said, “district
administrators will be preoccupied with shoring up their political base and thus unlikely
to take the bold steps needed for transforming schools.”



Daniel Stufflebeam and many others have argued that systematic, careful evaluation is
vital for an effective school system. The performance of the superintendent and the
alignment between what he or she and the board are working towards is critical. The
evaluation process provides an opportunity for better communication and clearer roles.
In turn, this makes it easier to identify expectations and priorities for the district.

An initial framework

In 2008, PESB convened a task force to adapt the Interstate School Leaders Licensure
Consortium’s (ISLLC) nationally recognized administrator standards for use in
superintendent preparation programs. Representatives from higher education, the
Association of Washington School Principals (AWSP), the Washington Association of
School Administrators (WASA) and WSSDA developed a proposed set of standards and a
framework for evaluation.

PESB unanimously approved the proposal in July 2009. The framework identifies six
broad standards a qualified superintendent is expected to be able to meet, criteria for
the standard, along with impact-based indicators and performance-based indicators. As
described in the 2008 ISLLC Report, the Washington standards describe, “Observable
behaviors and actions required to meet performance standards” (2008, p. 20).

Conclusion

Effective and fair evaluation of the superintendent may be one of the most important
ways school boards can lead an aligned and highly effective school system. An effective
and fair evaluation can clarify board/superintendent roles and strengthen their
relationship. The Washington School Board Standards underscore the significance of this
responsibility. State law supports the importance of superintendent evaluation. And, the
public deserves appropriate monitoring of the performance of school districts.

Just as with teacher and principal evaluation, a one-size-fits-all approach could be a
mistake. Superintendents and boards play a key role in the performance and school
systems. State law does not currently dictate research-based frameworks for an
evaluation, but that is not a good excuse to ignore the need for them.
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SUPERINTENDENT PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS
UNDER WASHINGTON LAW

NOVEMBER 1, 2011

The Washington Association of School Administrators requested assistance in addressing
frequently asked legal questions regarding performance evaluations of school district
superintendents. The following guidance provides a general overview in a question and answer
formar, focusing on school district duties and authority under the Cpen Public Meetings Act and
the Public Records Act. For the purpose of this review, we focused solely on legal issues arising
from the evaluation process and documentation, and not specific instances of professional
misconduct. As always, we encourage school district directors and administrators to consult with
legal counsel on specific questions arising from their unique situations.

1. What type of evaluation is required by state law for superintendents?

RCW 28A.405.100 is the only state statute that mentions the evaluation of school district
superintendents. This statute has three broad requirements: (a) that the school board establish
evaluative criteria; (b) that the board establish evaluative procedures; and (c¢) that the criteria
include eight specified categories. Id. Most often, the board’s decision regarding criteria and
procedures is documented in a board policy. The board also has the authority to enter into a

contract for employment with the superintendent, RCW 28A .400.100 and RCW 28A.405.210,

and such contract may contain provisions regarding performance evaluations.

Within and beyond these basic legal requirements, school boards have considerable
discretion to determine what procedures will be used to evaluate the superintendent and how the
criteria will be defined. Although not required by the evaluation statute, most school boards and
superintendents document the evaluation in a written record and implement a process that solicits
input, either verbally or in writing, from all board members. Because individual boards have broad
discretion to develop evaluative procedures under RCW 28A.405.100, the specific elements of the
superintendent evaluation process vary widely from district to district.

The 2010 legislation revising classroom teacher and school principal evaluations did not
amend the eight criteria categories and the open-ended requirement to establish procedures for
superintendent evaluations discussed above Thus, there are no legal parameters for the type of
ratings used (e.g, a fourlevel rating system) or for the inclusion or exclusion of student
achievement data for superintendent evaluations. School boards have the legal authority to
include such ratings and information in their superintendent evaluation processes, but are not
required to do so.



2. May elements of the superintendent evaluation process take place in an executive
1 7
SE€S51011.

Yes. Washington’s Open Public Meetings Act (OPMA) requires governing bodies to make
decisions and conduct their business in open, public meetings, but permits the holding of
executive sessions to “review the performance of a public employee.” RCW 42.30.110(1)(g). At
least some, if not all, pieces of a school board’s superintendent evaluation process will fall directly

within this exception, and therefore, may take place in executive session.

Which elements of a superintendent evaluation process may be conducted in an executive
session depends on how broad the term “review” is interpreted. Under a normal dictionary
definition, “review” means to examine, look back on, go over, critically examine, or deliberate.
Accordingly, activities that fall within the board’s “review” of a superintendent’s performance and,
thus, may be conducted in an executive session, include examining documents that relate to the
superintendent’s performance, discussing or deliberating about the superintendent’s performance,
and sharing individual judgments about the superintendent’s job performance with other board
members or with the superintendent on a formal or informal basis. Board members also may
examine and discuss preliminary or draft performance evaluation summaries in executive session.

3: Must any elements of the superintendent evaluation process take place in an open
session!

Possibly yes. Although many elements of a superintendent’s evaluation process will fit
squarely within the “review” standard discussed above, some related actions must be conducted in
an open public meeting. The statute explicitly requires that a decision to renew, extend or
terminate a superintendent’s contract, change the superintendenr’s salary, or discipline the
superintendent be made in an open session, even if those decisions are tied to the evaluation

process. See RCW 42.30.110(1)(g).

We also caution those school boards that use “coal setting” as a preliminary step in the
superintendent evaluation process. Goals that are specific to the superintendent’s activities and
job duties are likely to be found within the “performance review” exception to the OPMA and may
be discussed in executive session. “District goals” that are set for the whole organization, however,
may fall outside a narrow reading of the phrase “to review the performance of a public employee”
and should be discussed and set in an open session.

In addition, a board discussion about the process to be used for the superintendent’s
evaluation should be conducted in an open session because it is not part of the activity of actually
reviewing the superintendent’s performance. In some cases, a discussion regarding the evaluation
process might fit within one of the other permissible bases for executive sessions, such as a
discussion with legal counsel regarding the legal risks of a proposed evaluation process under the

OPMA. See RCW 42.30.110(1)(1).

SUPERINTENDENT EVALUATIONS

NOVEMBER 1, 2011 'DIONNE
PAGE 2 & RORICK




4. May a school board create a final evaluation and present it to the superintendent
without formal action in open session?

Yes. RCW 28A .405.100 does not require school boards to take formal action regarding a
final evaluation. For example, an evaluation procedure may provide that board members discuss
and deliberate regarding the performance of the superintendent in executive session together and
then authorize one member to draft and sign the annual performance review for presentation to
the superintendent. Under this example, no formal vote is taken.

If a board’s evaluation procedure requires a consensus or approval by a majority of
members, the authority to develop that approval within an executive session depends on how
broadly the word “review” is interpreted. Traditionally, public agencies have read the execurive
session phrase “review the performance of a public employee” to encompass the entire
performance review process, including the development of consensus or approval by a multi-
member governing board regarding a performance judgment or evaluation document. Under this
widely accepted view, there is no reason to go into an open session to take action on the evaluation
iself (although see question three for related actions that must be completed in open session).

It is possible, however, that a court may read the word “review” more narrowly to only
encompass an examination or deliberation regarding the superintendent’s performance, and not
the additional step of approving the final evaluation document. See, e.g., Miller v. City of Tacoma,
138 Wn.2d 318, 979 P.2d 429 (1999) (specific actions authorized for executive sessions read
narrowly). In such case, approval would need to be made in an open session. Taking formal
action in an open session would be consistent with the public disclosure of the final evaluation
document discussed in question six below.

5. May a school board review the evaluations of other administrators in executive session’

Yes. RCW 42.30.110(1)(g) clearly allows the board to review the performance evaluations
of other administrators in executive session. Because these evaluations are neither written nor
approved by the board, the board’s action will be limited to consideration, discussion or other
activities that fit squarely within the scope of the word “review” under any reasonable definition of
that word.

6. Is a written performance evaluation of a superintendent subject to disclosure under the
Public Records Act?

Probably yes. Although the evaluations of most public employees are exempt from
disclosure, courts will likely hold that the evaluations of the superintendent must be disclosed
under the Public Records Act (PRA). To withhold a public employee’s records trom disclosure,
the employer must demonstrate that release of the record would violate the employee’s right to
privacy. RCW 42.56.230(2); Spokane Research & Defense Fund v. City of Spokane, 99 Wn. App. 452,
904 P.2d 267 (2000). An employee’s right to privacy is violated only if release of the record is both
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highly offensive and of no legitimate interest to the public. Id at 456. Applying this analysis,
courts have held that a written performance evaluation of a public employee is exempt from
disclosure under the PRA if the evaluation contains no discussion of specific incidents of
misconduct. Dawson v. Daly, 120 Wn.2d 782, 845 P.2d 995 (1993); Brown . Seattle Public Schools,
71 Wn. App. 613, 860 P.2d 1059 (1993). However, a Washington appellate court has concluded
that the written performance evaluations of a city manager were not exempt trom disclosure,
because the public had a legitimate interest in reviewing the performance ot a public employee
who is a chief executive officer and public figure, and the evaluation determined whether the city
manager’s employment continued. Spokane Research, 99 Wn. App. at 457. The dissenting judge in
that case specitically observed that this same conclusion would apply to school district
superintendents. Id. at 458.

7. Are the written evaluations of other administrators subject to disclosure?

Probably not. The rationale of the court in the Spokane Research case appears to be limited
to the chief executive officer of the public agency, and typically the superintendent is the only
school district administrator evaluated directly by elected officials. Therefore, as with other public
employees, the written performance evaluations of other school district administrators will be
exempt from disclosure under the PRA if the evaluation contains no discussion of specific
incidents of misconduct. Brown, 71 Wn. App. 613.

8. Are preliminary work products and draft documents generated in the superintendent
evaluation process subject to disclosure under the PRA?

Maybe, depending on the nature of the document and timing of the request. There are
two potentially relevant exemprions for such documents under the PRA: the deliberative process
exemption and the employee privacy exemption. Prior to finalization of the evaluation, the draft
narratives from individual board members, suggested ratings from board members, and draft
evaluation summaries exchanged between board members all represent the deliberative process of
the board, and thus, are exempt from disclosure under the deliberarive process exemption of the
PRA, RCW 42.56.280. This exemption, however, does not apply to raw factual data upon which a
decision is based. Progressive Animal Welfare Society v. University of Washington (PAWS 1I), 125
Wn.2d 243, 256, 884 P.2d 592 (1994). Once a board finalizes an evaluation based on these
documents, the pre-decisional deliberative records cease to be exempt from disclosure under the
PRA unless another exemption applies. Id. at 257.

After an evaluation is finalized, a school district may withhold a record with preliminary
narratives, ratings and drafts if releasing the record in question would violate the superintendent’s
right to privacy. As discussed in question six above, an employee’s right to privacy is violated only
it release of the record is both highly otfensive and ot no legitimate interest to the public. Spokane
Research, 99 Wn. App. at 456. The state supreme court has already determined that the
“disclosure of performance evaluations, which do not discuss specific instances of misconduct, is
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presumed to be highly offensive” under the PRA because such records quality as personal
information bearing on the employee’s competence. Dawson, 120 Wn.2d at 797. This conclusion
would likely apply to preliminary work products which bear on the superintendent’s competence
as well. On the second prong of the privacy exemption test, the drafts and other deliberative
process documents do not reflect the final opinion of the board regarding the superintendent’s
performance, and are not relied upon for determining whether the superintendent’s employment
should be continued. As such, it is possible that a court will find that the release of draft
evaluations or other preliminary documents does not serve the same legitimate public interest as
the release of final evaluations discussed in the Spokane Research case above, and thus, these
preliminary records would be exempt from disclosure.

9. What happens if board members cannot agree on the process used to evaluate the
superintendent or the content of the superintendent evaluation report?

The superintendent evaluation statute, RCW 28A 405.100, does not require all board
members to participate in a superintendent evaluation, nor does it require all participating
members to reach a unanimous decision on the content of an evaluarion. A policy may provide
that the evaluation consist only of a single opinion developed by a single board member, a
committee of board members or all board members together, or a policy may provide that each
board member include separate performance judgments and comments. Each school board has
the discretion to adopt its own method for handling the opinions of dissenting board members in
the board’s evaluative procedures. In any disagreement regarding the process or content of an
evaluation, a simple majority of board members has the legal authority to act for the board.

10. Are dissenting members entitled to write their own minority evaluation? If so, is this
minority evaluation subject to release under the Public Records Act!?

State law does not require boards to provide dissenting members the opportunity to
include their own remarks within the superintendent’s evaluation or in another document that
accompanies the evaluation. Unless a school board adopts a policy providing for such dissenting
opinions, no individual member has authority to include his or her specific comments within the
evaluation or in a separate document attached to the evaluation. Nevertheless, if a board member
chooses to draft his or her own individual dissenting opinion, nothing would prohibit the member
from distributing such record on his or her own. It a board adopts a procedure for dissenting
members to add or attach separate opinions, such opinions are subject to disclosure under the
PRA in the same manner as the overall evaluarion.

11. If the Board approves a superintendent evaluation at an open public meeting and
individual board members express dissenting viewpoints, must dissenting views and
member votes be documented in minutes?

State law requires that school boards record minutes for all regular and special meetings
and make such minutes public. RCW 42.32.030. However, state law does not specify the level of
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detail that must be included in meeting minutes. Thus, there is no express requirement to include
specific viewpoints or comments expressed on a particular motion regarding the superintendent’s
evaluation or even how each individual member voted on the evaluation. Nonetheless, meeting
minutes should document the collective decisions made by the board at its meeting, including, at a
minimum, how that decision was made. The approval of a superintendent’s performance
evaluation may be decided by voice vote or by a roll call vote, at the board’s discretion.

12. What if I have more specific questions?

For more information or individualized assistance with legal issues related to
superintendent evaluations, please contact your regular school district counsel or any of the

Dionne & Rorick attorneys listed below at (206) 622-0203.

Lance M. Andree Lynette M. Baisch James ]. Dionne
lance@dionne-rorick.com lynette@dionne-rorick.com jim@dionne-rorick.com
Cliftord D. Foster, Jr. Jetftrey Ganson Karthleen Haggard
cliff@dionne-rorick.com jeff@dionne-rorick com kathleen@dionne-rorick. com
Rachel E. Miller Lester "Buzz" Porter, Jr. Michael H. Rorick
rachel@dionne-rorick.com buzz@dionne-rorick.com mike@dionne-rorick.com
Amanda Stach Grant D. Wiens
amanda@dionne-rorick.com erant@dionne-rorick.com
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Appendix C

Alignment of WSBSE with RCW Requirements

This chart provides examples of how the WSBSE rubric addresses legislative requirements for

superintendent evaluation.

RCW requirement

WSBSE rubric

knowledge of, experience in, and training in
recognizing good professional performance,
capabilities and development

Standard 2, Strand 2: C. Develops systematic
strategies for using professional development
to improve student learning.

school administration and management

Standard 3, Strand 1: A. Uses a continuous
improvement process for implementing,
monitoring, evaluating, and improving district
operations.

D. Effectively manages key elements of district
operations.

school finance

Standard 3, Strand 1: B. Effectively manages
fiscal resources in accord with board priorities
and instructional improvement.

professional preparation and scholarship

Standard 2, Strand 2: C. Develops systematic
strategies for using professional development
to improve student learning.

effort toward improvement when needed

Standard 2, Strand 2: D. Personally models
effective professional development.

interest in pupils, employees, patrons and
subjects taught in school

Standard 3, Strand 2: A. Develops and
implements procedures and practices that
ensure the safety and well-being of students.
B. Develops and implements procedures and
practices that ensure the safety and well-being
of employees.

Standard 4, Strand 1: D. Assures that district
policies and practices result in a climate that is
positive, friendly, and responsive to the needs
of individuals.

Standard 2, Strand 1: B. Promotes the
systematic improvement of curriculum,
instruction, and assessment.

leadership

Standard 2, Strand 2: E. Builds leadership
capacity to improve student learning.

ability and performance of evaluation of
school personnel

Standard 2, Strand 2: B. Implements effective
procedures for staff evaluation.




Appendix D

Defensibility of the Washington Superintendent Evaluation Process

The Personnel Evaluation Standards of the Joint Committee on Standards for
Educational Evaluation are the most widely accepted guidelines to assure fair and

ethical evaluation of employees.

Propriety standards support what is proper, fair, legal, right and just in evaluations.

Utility standards are designed to increase the extent to which program stakeholders find
evaluation processes and products valuable in meeting their needs.

Feasibility standards are intended to increase evaluation effectiveness and efficiency.

Accuracy standards are intended to increase the dependability and truthfulness of
evaluation representations, propositions, and findings, especially those that support

interpretations and judgments about quality.

In the chart below, the first column describes the Personnel Evaluation Standards; the
second column describes how the Washington School Evaluation Process meets those

standards.

Personnel Evaluation Standards

WSBSE

Propriety standards

P1 Service Orientation Personnel evaluations
should promote sound education, fulfillment of
institutional missions, and effective performance of
job responsibilities, so that the educational needs
of students, community, and society are met.

WSBSE is based on national standards that have
been designed to develop educational leaders who
can improve student learning.

P2 Appropriate Policies and Procedures
Guidelines for personnel evaluations should be
recorded and provided to the evaluatee in policy
statements, negotiated agreements, and/or
personnel evaluation manuals, so that evaluations
are consistent, equitable, and fair.

WSBSE spells out a clear process that is available in
advance to superintendents. The process
encourages school boards to adopt the process as
public policy.

P3 Access to Evaluation Information Access to
evaluation information should be limited the
persons with established legitimate permission to
review and use the information, so that
confidentiality is maintained and privacy
protected.

As public agencies, school districts are obligated to
publicly share certain elements of superintendent
evaluation. The WSBSE process allows
confidentiality to the extent of the law.

P4 Interactions with Evaluatees The evaluator
should respect human dignity and act in a
professional, considerate, and courteous manner,
so that the evaluatee’s self-esteem, motivation,
professional reputations, performance, and
attitude toward personnel evaluation are enhanced
or, at least, not needlessly damaged.

WSBSE bases evaluation on a mutual discussion
between board and superintendent, allowing the
superintendent to present evidence and clarify
board questions or concerns.




P5 Balanced Evaluation Personnel evaluations
should provide information that identifies both
strengths and weaknesses, so that strengths can be
built upon and weaknesses addressed.

The four-level rubric recognizes performance from
“unsatisfactory” through “distinguished,” and
covers all essential domains of performance.

P6 Conflict of Interest Existing and potential
conflicts of interest should be identified and dealt
with openly and honestly, so that they do not
compromise the evaluation process and results.

School board members are both authorized and
required to evaluate superintendents. State law
and established policy minimize the chance for
legal conflicts of interest.

P7 Legal Viability Personnel evaluations should
meet the requirements of all federal, state, and
local laws, as well as case law, contracts, collective
bargaining agreements, affirmative action policies,
and local board policies and regulations or
institutional statutes or bylaws, so that evaluators
can successfully conduct fair, efficient, and
responsible personnel evaluations.

WSBSE meets requirements of Washington law as
stated in RCW 28A.400.100.

Utility standards

U1l Constructive Orientation Personnel
evaluations should be constructive, so that they not
only help institutions develop human resources but
encourage and assist those evaluated to provide
excellent services in accordance with the
institution’s mission statements and goals.

WSBSE embeds evaluation in a context that
emphasizes reflective goal-setting and thoughtful
deliberation based on school district needs and
goals.

U2 Defined Uses Both the users and intended uses
of a personnel evaluation should be identified at
the beginning of the evaluation so that the
evaluation can address appropriate questions and
issues.

The WSBSE process clearly identifies the uses and
users of the evaluation.

U3 Evaluator Qualifications The evaluation system
should be developed, implemented, and managed
by persons with the necessary qualifications, skills,
training, and authority, so that evaluation reports
are properly conducted, respected and used.

The WSBSE process and rubric have been
developed with continuous input from
superintendents and board members. Additionally,
training is provided for the board members who
will be conducting the evaluation.

U4 Explicit Criteria Evaluators should identify and
justify the criteria used to interpret and judge
evaluatee performance, so that the basis for
interpretation and judgment provide a clear and
defensible rationale for results.

Criteria are based on the standards of the
Interstate School Leadership Licensure Consortium
(ISLLC), research-based guidelines with national
recognition.

U5 Functional Reporting Reports should be clear,
timely, accurate, and germane, so that they are of
practical value to the evaluatee and other
appropriate audiences.

The WSBSE process embeds superintendent
evaluation in an annual cycle with goal-setting,
formative feedback, and a summative review.

U6 Professional Development Personnel
evaluations should inform users and evaluatees of
areas in need of professional development, so that
all educational personnel can better address the
institution’s missions and goals, fulfill their roles
and responsibilities, and meet the needs of
students.

WSBSE provides specific feedback that
superintendents can use to improve their
performance.




Feasibility standards

F1 Practical Procedures Personnel evaluation
procedures should be practical, so that they
produce the needed information in efficient, non-
disruptive ways.

WSBSE developers have paid close attention to the
practicality of the evaluation under real-world
conditions. Ongoing feedback from
superintendents and board members has strongly
influenced the process.

F2 Political Viability Personnel evaluations should
be planned and conducted with the anticipation of
qguestions from evaluatees and others with a
legitimate right to know, so that their questions can
be addressed and their cooperation obtained.

Involvement of superintendents and school board
members in the development of WSBSE has
allowed their questions and concerns to be
addressed. The guidelines for the process also
ensure conversation between the superintendent
and board during the evaluation process.

F3 Fiscal Viability Adequate time and resources
should be provided for personnel evaluation
activities, so that evaluation can be effectively
implemented, the results fully communicated, and
appropriate follow-up activities identified.

WSBSE requires limited fiscal commitment. Some
boards may spend more time on evaluation than
previously, but the time commitment is
manageable.

Accuracy standards

A1l Validity Orientation The selection,
development, and implementation of personnel
evaluations should ensure that the interpretations
made about the performance of the evaluatee are
valid and not open to misinterpretation.

The rubric’s use of behavioral descriptors, plus
board training and availability of a glossary,
increases the likelihood that interpretations will be
valid.

A2 Defined Expectations The qualifications, role,
and performance expectations of the evaluatee
should be clearly defined, so that the evaluator can
determine the evaluation data and information
needed to ensure validity.

Performance expectations are clearly articulated in
the rubric and in the setting of performance goals.

A3 Analysis of Context Contextual variables that
influence performance should be identified,
described, and recorded, so that they can be
considered when interpreting an evaluatee’s
performance.

WSBSE developers deliberately used procedures
and rubric language that accommodates the wide
variations in district context, Additionally, the use
of face-to-face conversations between
superintendent and board members in setting
goals and evaluating results allows contextual
variables to be identified and considered.

A4 Documented Purposes and Procedures The
evaluation purposes and procedures, both planned
and actual, should be documented, so that they
can be clearly explained and justified.

WSBSE procedures spell out the purposes and
processes for the evaluation.

A5 Defensible Information The information
collected for personnel evaluations should be
defensible, so that the information can be reliably
and validly interpreted.

Evidence used by the WSBSE is clearly related to
the underlying standards as well as to the job
requirements for superintendents.

A6 Systematic Data Control The information
collected, processed, and reported about
evaluatees should be systematically reviewed,
corrected as appropriate, and kept secure, so that
accurate judgments about the evaluatee’s
performance can be made and appropriate levels
of confidentiality maintained.

WSBSE requires systematic collection and review of
evidence on job performance, with opportunities
for clarification and correction of information as
needed. It allows confidentiality within the limits of
state law.

A7 Bias Identification and Management Personnel
evaluations should be free of bias, so that

By focusing on pre-identified superintendent
behaviors, descriptors in WSBSE rubrics reduce the




interpretations of the evaluatee’s qualifications or
performance are valid.

likelihood that the evaluation will be subject to
bias. Additionally, the requirement for training
evaluators and the participation of multiple
evaluators will further reduce bias.

A8 Analysis of Information The information
collected for personnel evaluations should be
systematically and accurately analyzed, so that the
purposes of the evaluation are effectively achieved.

The WSBSE process spells out how information for
the evaluation will be collected, presented, and
systematically analyzed.

A9 Justified Conclusions The evaluative
conclusions about the evaluatee’s performance
should be explicitly justified, so that evaluatees and
others with a legitimate right to know can have
confidence in them.

The use of a well-defined process using explicit
criteria based on national standards justifies
confidence in the conclusions.

A10 Metaevaluation Personnel evaluation systems
should be examined periodically using these and
other appropriate standards, so that mistakes are
prevented or detected and promptly corrected, and
sound personnel evaluation practices are
developed and maintained over time.

WSBSE is undergoing piloting in the 2013-14 school
year and will be revised based on results.
Thereafter, it will be periodically reviewed and
analyzed for effectiveness.




APPENDIX E

Setting Performance Goals

Setting specific performance goals is a common and accepted part of the
superintendent evaluation process, but must be done carefully and thoughtfully in order
to get meaningful results. This section of the handbook provides some basic guidelines.

General guidelines

In recent years, many schools have begun using “SMART” goals:

Specific:

Vague, broad goals may sound reasonable, but they rarely led to productive results.
“Improving instruction” is a goal no one would disagree with, but it does not provide
clear direction. “Improving the reliability of classroom assessments” is much more likely
to focus efforts productively.

Measurable:

Goals should be stated in ways that allow progress to be tracked over time. Questions
such as “how much?”, “how many?”, and “when?” will be important in making goals
measurable. For example: “By the end of 2014, the number of students taking advanced
placement courses will increase by 15%.”

Attainable:

While there is value in aiming high, the most effective goals are attainable—i.e., it is
plausible to believe that they can be achieved within the expected timeframe. Goals
that are unrealistic usually end up creating frustration and cynicism.

Relevant:

Goals should be closely related to the district’s priorities and improvement goals. The
key questions that should be asked are “Will accomplishment of this goal get us closer
to where we need to be?” and “IS this goal worth the time and energy that will be spent
to achieve it?”

Timely:

Goals should always include a specific date by which they will be assessed. This allows
the superintendent to develop a realistic implementation plan and assures that the
board will review progress at a set point in time.



Goals involving student learning

When the Washington legislature mandated the new teacher and principal evaluation
system, it was explicit about the need to include improvement in student achievement
as one of the elements in the evaluation. Given that context, it seems reasonable to also
hold the district’s leader accountable for student learning. However, setting specific
goals must be done with a great deal of thought if they are to be meaningful and
realistic.

1.The superintendent’s influence over student learning is indirect. While teachers are
engaged in day-to-day face-to-face instruction with students, the job of superintendents
is to establish the conditions that support improved learning. They do this by assuring
that (among other things):

e teachers have the necessary resources

e principals have the necessary support and guidance

e the district has a process for recruiting and hiring high-quality teachers and
principals

e the district’s processes for evaluation and professional development support
student learning

Identifying and setting performance goals in these areas can provide a valid and
meaningful way of assessing the superintendent’s instructional leadership.

2. The most common measures of student learning—results of statewide or
standardized tests—are not always responsive to “quick fixes.” These tests assess not
only the specific knowledge gained by students over the course of a year, but the
underlying academic skills (reading, writing, and mathematics) that develop over a
period of time. If the superintendent implements a plan for recruiting and hiring high-
quality teachers, or oversees a curricular change that better aligns instruction with state
standards, those successes are not likely to be reflected in test results for the first year
or two. For that reason, the use of test scores as a performance measure should be
structured as a long-term effort—e.g., the target level should be viewed as a three-year
goal that can be reviewed and monitored on an annual basis.

It should be noted that there are also other academic outcomes that could be the basis
of a superintendent’s performance goals:

e improving the graduation rate

e increasing the number of students taking an advanced placement or honors
course

e decreasing the number of students who need to take remedial courses in college

e increasing the number of students attaining a credential within a year of
completing a career and technical education program



Appendix F

Possible Evidence

WSBSE is designed to be an evidence-based process. The evidence for superintendent
evaluation can take many forms: quantitative data, survey results, meeting minutes, official
documents, summaries of activities, etc. Early in the process, boards and superintendents
should agree on the kinds of evidence that will be most relevant, practical, and meaningful for
their district. The list below is intended only to suggest some possibilities.

Standard 1

District improvement plan

Surveys of staff

Surveys of community

Records of meetings in which vision was a topic

e Budget

e Monthly calendar

e Record of school visits

e Board agendas/administrative team agendas

e Presentations to groups (e.g., teachers, community)

e Evidence of annual review of district’s mission statement

e Board and administrative goals

e Publications, website, social media messages that emphasize and communicate the
vision

e Reflective journals

Standard 2

e District improvement plan

e Data on student learning

e Data on dropout rates

e Data on college attendance of graduates

e Survey data from recent graduates

e Results of teacher and principal evaluations

e Evidence of teacher analysis of student learning data

e Record of decisions made in response to student learning data

e Record of past year’s professional development activities and evidence of their
effectiveness

e Documentation of coaching of principals

e Presentations to groups (e.g., teachers, community) focused on student learning

e Record of awards, celebrations, or recognitions focused on student learning

e Summary of curricular changes made in the past year



Standard 3

Strategic plan

Data on teacher recruitment and retention
Budgetary documents

Data related to student safety and an orderly environment (bullying incidents,
suspensions, etc.)

Parent survey data

Student survey data

Enroliment data

Staff meeting logs

Facilities plan

Student transportation data

Standard 4

Documentation of district communications

Parent/community surveys

Documentation of changes that have been made as a result of family/community
feedback

Data on family engagement (e.g., attendance at parent conferences or other school
activities)

Record of collaborative partnerships with community agencies

District improvement plan

Student surveys

Achievement gap data

Results of equity audit

Summary of professional development focused on cultural competence

Agendas and minutes from community planning meetings

Standard 5

Data from family/community surveys

Data from teacher surveys

Data from student surveys

Parent advisory council minutes

Minutes/agendas of administrative team meetings

Results of equity audit

Summary of decisions involving a significant ethical component
Superintendent reflections



Standard 6

e Records of communications with legislators

e Summary of community leadership accomplishments
e Summary of interactions with external groups

e Documentation of communication with board

e Board meeting materials

e Superintendent reflections
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Appendix G

Possible Reflective Questions for Board-Superintendent Conversations

A key part of the WSBSE is the opportunity it provides for thoughtful conversations between
superintendents and boards. In most cases, discussion during the evaluation will focus on the
specific evidence provided by the superintendent. However, it may be helpful to have a list of
general questions that might arise when addressing each of the six standards.

The following list of possible questions was inspired by examples in Superintendent Leadership
Performance Review: A Systems Approach, developed by the School Administrators of lowa and
the lowa Association of School Boards. This is not a complete list, nor would it be reasonable to
expect a superintendent to respond to all questions.

Standard 1

e How have you helped stakeholders understand and commit to the vision?

e How is the vision communicated to staff? To the community? How well understood is it?

e How and how often is the vision reviewed?

e What strategies are you using to achieve the vision?

e How is the vision reflected in the district improvement plan? What changes in the
improvement plan would better support the vision?

e During the past year, have you found cases in which procedures and practices were in
conflict with the vision? If so, how have those procedures and practices been changed?

e What are some of the specific steps we’ve taken in the past year to move closer to the
vision? How much progress have we made? What data do we have that shows our
progress?

e |n what ways does the budget support the vision?

e What steps could we take to move the vision forward?

e What can the board do to support your work to advance the vision?

Standard 2

e What are the key steps you’ve taken this year to ensure that student learning remains
the district’s highest priority?

e What are the most important data we use to monitor progress in student learning?
What do those data indicate? What decisions have been made because of the data?

e What budgetary decisions have we made to support student learning?

e What progress have we made in reducing achievement gaps? What are the biggest
issues we face? What are the next steps we should take?

e What do the results of the teacher and principal evaluations show about our efforts to
improve student learning? Do the results suggest future steps we need to take?

e How are we using professional development to support student learning? What
professional development activities have been most effective? How do we know?

e What goals have you set for your own professional development? How have you
addressed those?

e What steps have you taken to improve the ability of principals to support student
learning?
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e Overall, what are the most critical steps we need to take in order to improve student
learning?
e  What can the board do to support your work to improve student learning?

Standard 3

e What system do you use to assure that district operations are being managed
efficiently? How do you know when changes need to be made?

e How do you ensure that the district’s general operations support student achievement?

e What are the most important indicators of the district’s fiscal health? What do those
indicators currently show? How do you set priorities when dealing with limited
resources?

e What strategies do we use to recruit and hire teachers who will be effective in
improving student learning? What efforts do we make to keep those teachers? How
does our staff turnover compare with other districts?

e What steps have we taken to ensure the safety of students and staff? Do students feel
safe? How do we know?

e What system do we use for ensuring an orderly school environment? How effectively is
it working? How do we know?

o Do students, teachers, and parents perceive their school climate as positive and
friendly? How do we know?

e What can the board do to support your efforts to manage the district effectively?

Standard 4

e What are the major strategies we use to communicate with families and citizens? How
effective are they? What improvements have we made in the past year? What changes
should we be considering?

e To what extent do we have two-way communication with families and citizens? How do
we invite their input? How have we responded to their input?

e What data do you have that indicate the level of meaningful family involvement in their
children’s education? What steps have we taken to improve family involvement,
especially for disengaged families? What changes should we be considering?

e How do we work with community agencies to support children? How effective have
those efforts been? Are there opportunities for additional collaborations?

e How effectively do we meet the needs of all students? How do we know?

e What steps have we taken to assure that staff understand and respond to the needs of
diverse cultural and economic backgrounds? What strategies have been most successful
in reducing achievement gaps?

e How do we assure that our policies and practices are equitable for all students?

e What can the board do to support your efforts to engage with families and others in the
community?
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Standard 5

e Whatissues in your work raise ethical dilemmas? How do you confront and resolve
those dilemmas? What values and beliefs are central to how you approach ethical
dilemmas?

e Was there an occasion in the past year where you found it necessary to draw an ethical
“line in the sand”? How was that situation resolved?

e To what extent would staff and other stakeholders agree that you interact with them in
a professional, respectful, and trustworthy manner? How do you know?

e What steps have you taken to assure that staff adhere to high standards of ethical
behavior?

e What ethical principles are most important in guiding our work as a school district? How
do we know that district policies and practices live up to those principles? What areas
should we be looking at?

e What can the board do to support your efforts to assure that the district’s work is
guided by high ethical standards?

Standard 6

e In what ways have you taken an active and visible leadership role in the community?

e What contacts have you had with local, state, or federal government agencies? How
have you advocated for the needs of the district in those interactions?

e How have you been engaged with professional associations, business organizations, or
other external groups?

e Overall, what emerging trends are most likely to affect our work as a school district?
How are we preparing to respond top those developments?

e How would you assess your efforts to work with the board as a leadership team? Where
have we been most effective? What areas need attention?

e What can the board do to support your efforts to build an effective board-
superintendent leadership team?
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Appendix H

Glossary of Terms Used in the WSBSE Rubric

Achievement gap
Any discrepancy in academic achievement between subgroups of the student
population, particularly subgroups based on race, ethnicity, and socio-economic status.

Alignment

Consistency among the different parts of a district’s strategy; e.g., if the goal is to
improve STEM preparation, the goal should be supported by adequate funding,
appropriate curriculum, teacher training, etc.

Assures that

This language is used to indicate that the superintendent is responsible for results even
when not directly involved in the activity. In larger districts, superintendents may
delegate certain functions; in smaller districts, superintendents may personally carry out
the same activity; in either case, superintendents are responsible for the outcome.

Collaboration
A systematic process in which people work together, interdependently, to analyze and
impact professional practice in order to improve individual and collective results.

Community resources
Financial, material, or human assets in the larger community that can be used to
support student learning.

Comprehensive system or strategy
Addresses all relevant factors or contains all essential components.

Continuous Improvement Process

The ongoing cycle of planning, doing, checking, and acting designed to improve results—
constantly. This cycle includes gathering evidence, developing strategies and ideas to
build on strengths and address weaknesses, implementing those strategies, analyzing
the impact of the changes to discover what was effective and what was not, and
applying the new knowledge in the next cycle of continuous improvement.

Courage
Willingness to take personal risks in order to do the right thing.

Culture

The set of values, beliefs, and behaviors that characterize a group or an organization
(including schools and districts).
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Data

Recorded observations, usually in numeric or textual form, that ttempt to provide a
measurement of some important outcome (e.g., student learning, community
perceptions, graduation rates).

Data-based strategies
Means that the district’s efforts to improve are informed by evidence of their
effectiveness.

Data-based evaluation
Means that judgments of effectiveness will be based on some form of tangible,
reasonable objective evidence, not just on perceptions or personal opinion.

Efficacy

The ability to produce a particular result; as used in this rubric, “collective efficacy” is a
group’s belief that a certain outcome is important and that it has the capacity to achieve
that outcome.

Evidence
Data, documents, and other tangible information that support judgments about the
degree to which a superintendent is meeting standards.

Facilitate

Facilitation involves creating the conditions that allow for results to be achieved. For
example, a superintendent can facilitate a project by making sure that participants have
the necessary information, materials, and resources.

Induction
The process by which new teachers and administrators are oriented, mentored, and
given other forms of assistance during their first couple years on the job.

Integrity
Behavior that embodies honesty and trustworthiness.

Learning indicator
Evidence that shows the degree to which students are attaining the desired knowledge
and skills.

Mission

The fundamental purpose of an organization. Mission answers the question “Why do we
exist?”
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Procedures and practices

Procedures and practices refer to the way that people in the district routinely conduct
their business. Procedures may involve written rules, well-established habits, or
informal actions.

Professional Development
The lifelong learning process that nourishes the growth of educators by continuous,
collaborative, and reflective examination of one’s practice.

Professional Growth Plan (PGP)
A listing of goals and strategies to improve one’s professional practice, based on an
analysis of weaknesses and strengths.

Social justice
A condition in which all individuals and groups in the district have similar opportunities
for educational access, support, and success.

Strategy
Any intentional plan designed to attain a particular outcome; it may be written or
unwritten, but it can be clearly articulated and explained by the superintendent.

Stakeholders

Individuals and groups who are affected by the actions and outcomes of a public school
district. Internal stakeholders are those who are regularly and directly a part of district
activities—typically, employees, board members, students, and parents. External
stakeholders are those who are not directly associated with the district but who are
impacted by its activities—taxpayers, city councils, etc.

Systematic

Means that something is done intentionally and consistently on a scheduled basis, not
just sporadically or when people think of it. Whether the schedule says once a week or
once a year, there is a commitment that the activity will be conducted as par of the
normal way of doing business.

Two-way communication
Means that the district listens to its constituents as well as informs them about district
activities.

Vision
A realistic, credible, attractive future for an organization. Vision answers the question,

What do we hope to become at some point in the future? How will we accomplish our
mission?
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