
Dec. 11, 2014 

EESC Meeting Minutes – Prepared by Heather Knight 

Preset: Donna Seymour, Rick Rogers, Kate Legere, Patty Crawford, Kristen Lau, Heather Knight 
Absent:  H. Sinclair, J. Mattos, J. McFarland, L. Houle, and Marion Gartley 

1. Points of Contact 

We decided to stick with these four pieces:  Series of informal observation, curriculum review, 
review of student learning data, and Mentor/Collaborative Colleague. We had a conversation 
around keeping to these standard pieces so that everyone had at least these parts.  Once we figure 
out the number of points needed, we can offer the other options to teachers to self-select.  Also, 
the formal observation piece should be in place for the administrative evaluation year.   There was 
talk that in off years, staff members would do a final self-reflection.  

2. Results and Consequences 

How does the rating effect in determining which growth plan to use?  On hold.  We would like to 
put this one on hold until everyone was there.  We would like to ask about the final summative 
number and how getting a “1” within this system would play out.  It was deemed to a point which 
needed clarity due to past committee conversations.  Suggestions included looking at other 
district’s plans and to create scenarios which would outline the steps “If and when” certain 
numbers popped up on someone’s summative rating.  

 

3. S.L.O.  

Both questions are answered in the SLO handbook.  

Attendance is outlined in the SLO handbook which states: (pg. 11) “The student was present 
and was subject to instruction by the teacher at least 80% of the scheduled instructional time 
for the course or learning experience with that teacher; …” 

Special education is also referenced in the SLO handbook which states: (pg.12) “A major 
difference between the SLO and the ICP is that the SLO usually sets an academic goal for a 
group of students, while an IEP sets an academic goal for an individual student. A regular 
educator’s instructional cohort may include a student with an ICP. In these cases, a growth 
target set by the teacher in an SLO should align with the goals of the student’s IEP.” 

There is additional language in the SLO handbook about base line data and the creation of SLO’s 
that Joe and Heather can reference for the committee for further review.   

 

4. Report out on the Teacher PG Plan: 

Kristen:  Reported that her past experience as a probationary teacher seemed to make this 
process easier for her and the fact that she hasn’t had a PG plan in her past teaching roles.  It 



was refreshing to only have one cohort to focus on and she felt that it allowed her to get clear 
about effective practices for her 8th grade group.   

Patty:  Reported that she needed to work through the pre and post testing component to 
determine the instrument and the time frame of implementation.  She felt that the new system 
is still new to many and it was hard to get it right the first time for those who have completed 
forms like this in the past.  

Kate:  Reported that she could do it as suggested and focused on a cohort was a different 
element. It seems that we all need more information on the SLO piece. 

There was a conversation on the half and half idea of staff being evaluated every other 
year.  But we did land on some issues around alignment with the state.  The final 
recommendation was to have it be a three year cycle with one year with administrative support 
and the other two under a PLC model with small groups of teachers working together to 
complete the action steps of the PG plan.  This idea should be shared with the other members 
of the team as there was a thought of discussing the “off” years’ activities and who would be in 
what group to start off this cycle. 

 

5. Report out on the Principal’s Plan 

I reiterated that completing everyone every year was daunting so we did discuss the above 
mentioned ideas.  I also mentioned the use of the Marshall rubrics to inform the informal 
observations. The final idea that we landed on what me using these forms to give teachers 
feedback. I will set up the information sharing with teachers after the break so that everyone is 
clear around my use of this information and how it can impact instruction. 

I didn’t have any other recommendations at this time.  

6. Next meeting date 

We are looking at the third or fourth week in January.  

 

 


