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Introduction

Senate Bill 1491, passed in 2010, restructured the way all licensed personnel
schools aresupported and evaluated in Colorado. The ultimate goal is ensuring
college and career readiness for all students, which is greatly impacted by the
effectiveness of the educators in schools. To support this effort, the Colorado
Department of Education (CD#gveloped several model systems as an option f
districts to use in implementing the new evaluation requirements for educators

TheColoradoState Model Evaluation System was developed to provide consis
and relevant feedback to all educatdtsoughout Colorado. Model systems of
evaluation arecurrently in place for teachergrincipalsand educatorsknown
collectivelyasspecialized service professioné&SPs)Currently, there are nine
categories o5SPwhichusespecificrubrics fortheir annual evaluations:

1 Audiologists 1 School orientation and mobility

9 Occupational therapists specialists

9 Physical therapists 1 School psychologists

1 School counselors 1 School social workers

1 School nurses 9 Speech language pathologists

TheColoradoState Model Evaluation Systdmas been designed to align with all
requirements set forth in Senate Bill-1@1. Byprovidinga new statewide model
of evaluation forall licensededucators, SSPs are able to receive consistent, tim
and actionable feedback to improve their professibpeactice. Ttsreport
providesinsight on the implementation of th€oloradoSate Model Evaluation
Systemand initial evalation scores reported by SSPs and is intended to
complementteacher andrincipalpilot reports developed by CDE. For more
information on the teacher andorincipalpilot reports, please visit:
www.cde.state.co.us/educatoreffectiveness/srmetot

This report provides several analyses related to the evaluati@&éfe Colorado.
The two major areas of analyses pertain to SSP perception of their former sys
of evaluation compared to th€oloradoState Model Evaluation System, and SSI
professiondpractice ratings resulting from the use of t@®loradoState Model
Evaluation SystenfProfessional practice ratings contribute 30 percent of an
{{t Qad 2 @SN} f fMeSsrestoitadantiocgmebldomprise Thed
remaining50 percent as estalished by SR0-191

This report provides aimitial look at the use of th&€oloradoState Model
Evaluation System by SSPs, and caution should be exercised when interpretir
results. Specifically, the SSP population is much smaller than that of teaautnr
principals.Generalizingesults to the entire SSP population basedloa results

of this small sample of SSBs10t advisablenot only because of the very small
sample, but also because this data reflects the very first year of implementatio

Key Findings

Many of the SSPs habsitive
perceptionsof the Colorado
State Model Evaluation System
and noted that thesystemwas
designed to be more tailored

to their specific role compared
to previous evaluation
systems.

Ninety-nine percent of SSPs
received overall professional
practice ratings of proficient
or higheron their overall
professional practice rating
representing the three highest
areas of the fivgpoint scale
(basic, partially proficient,
proficient, accomplished and
exemplary).

SSPeerformed the best on
Sandard 1(Professional
Expertise), whileSandard 4
(Reflect onPractice) received
the most below proficient
ratings.

Additionally, there is evidence
that the standards areeliable
measurementf SSP practice.
The standards arstrongly
correlatedwith one another
and the overall professional
practice rating, suggesting that
the SSP rubrics capture
multiple related measures of
effectiveness.
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for SSPsAnother area to carefully consider is the interpretation of aggregate SSRatlatime categoriesof personnel
combined into one)Each category of SSP is unique and has had markedly unique experiences @ilothdoState

Model Evaluation Sysi. Finally, the implementation of th€oloradoSate Model EvaluationSystemmay have been
conducted differently across districts and Boards of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES). Thus, SSPs of the sa
category may have beervaluated differently

Background on Specialized Service Professionals and SB 10-191

SSPare educational professionals who ensure that diverse student populations have equitable access to academic
instruction and participation in schootlated activities. In the 20184 academic year, 5,295 SSPs were employed in
Colorado. In accordance withe requirements set forth in SB 4i®1, all educators should receive sufficiéegdback,
support and opportunities for professional growth, to ensure each child has access to great educators.

In theirrecommendations tdmplement Senate Bill 2091, he State Council for Educator Effectiveness identified the

nine categories of specialized service professionals, and with help from nine working groups of these professionals,
outlined high quality standards and elements that guided the creation oCiblerado State Model Evaluation System.

All nine groups of specialized service professionals work from a common set of standards and elements approved by t
State Board of Education, baaichcategoryhas unique professional practices outlining the spedifile and duties of

each professional group. Recommendations from$i&te Council for Educator Effectivenessthe evaluation o5SPs

can be found in the followingeport: www.cde.state.co.us/educatoreffectiveness/sceesspreportmay2013

SSP Functions and Details

The followingcontextualdescriptionsprovidebackground on theole and function of each SgRoup. It should be noted
that these descriptions are generalizatgyand thatspecialized service professionalsy have specific responsibilities
which deviate from these descriptions based on the specific needs of the students in their.district

Audiologists
Audiologists povide direct services to studenksy administering diagnostic tests and provididgagnostic tests and

recommendations for hearing improvement services. They may also serve in a consultative role to districts by advising
on how to improve the classroom environment for students with special audiaiegds. Audiologists are oftédrired

by adistrict ormultiple districts and are evaluated by someone such B#ector of Special Education Director of

Health Serviced here are approximately 77 audiologists in the state and abogtet®entwork in multiple districts

and/or schoolsThis report containgrofessional practice ratings frofi8 audiologists A more indepth report on
audiologistan be found herewww.cde.state.co.us/educatoreffectiveness/ssppilotreportaudiologists

Occupational Therapists

Occupationatherapists are typically employed at the district level and evaluated by a Director of Special Education
Programs or Director of Heal®ervices. They work closely with classroom teachers and parents throughout their
district(s)to implement and reinforce services for students. There waoge than420 occupational therapists
employed in the Colorado educational system in 2Q024.This eport contains professional practice ratings fr&m
occupational therapistsAdditional details can be found in the occupational therapist report here:
www.cde.state.co.us/ducatoreffectiveness/ssppilotreportot

Physical Therapists

Physical therapists typically provide direct services to students and ensure classrooms are appropriate environments ir
which students may learn. In this sense they are sometimes called indolsdb provide consultative services. They

are often employed by the district and typically evaluated by the Director of Special Education or Director of Health
Services, or a similar position. There arere than110 physical therapists employed in Caldo. This report contains
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14 physical therapisprofessional practice ratings. Additional information on physical therapists can be found in the
following report:www.cde.state.co.us/educatoreffectiveness/ssppilotreportpt

SchoolCounselors

School ounselors are often schodased professionals and grouped with teachers for contract and professional
development purposesihere are often differences the scope and role of schoobunselos depending on the grade
levels)they serve. Counselors wockosely with other SSP groupsich as pychologistand social workersThis is the
largestgroupof SSPs, consistingmbre thanl,700 throughout the stateThis report contains professional practice
ratings from119 school counselorgAdditional details on school counselors can be found in the following report:
www.cde.stte.co.us/educatoreffectiveness/ssppilotreportcounselor

SchooNurses

School mrrses typically fall into two categories. Some are employed at the school level and provide direct services to
students others are district staff members who manage all heaervices while health assistances in each school
provide direct services to studentdurses make up approximately pércentof the SSP population, with 528 employed
throughout the stateThis report contain29 professional practice ratingsom school nursesThe detailedschool
nursesreport can be found herevww.cde.state.co.us/educatoreffectiveness/ssppilotreportnurse

SchooDrientationand Mobility Specialists

School oientation andmobility specialists typicallgervea dual roleg being both a specialist for students with

orientation andmobility needs as well as a teacher of the visually impaired. Evaluatgshobl orientation and

mobility spedalists must be conducted carefully, since their time magqually split between the two roles depending

on the needs of students in their distric&choobrientation andmobility specialists are the smallest group of S&Ps
fewer than 50schoolorientation andmobility specialists heldColorado schodicensegduringthe 201314 academic
year.This report does not contain argnalyses specific techool orientation and mobility specialists due to their small
populationand sample size only four school orientation and mobility specialists provided professional practice ratings

SchooPsychologists

School gychologists tend to be employed at the district level rather than by schools. As such they are typically
evaluated by a distridevel director.In some instanceghe schoolpsychologist may guide the development of specific
educational plans, but would have little to do with the actual implementation of these lartgch could be carried

out by district or school level personinéeachers, or even parents. Additionakghoolpsychologists may perform
narrowly focused duties, such st administration but typically have training in a breadth of areas related to
educational psychologyschool gychologists are the third largegroup of SSPs withore than800 employed
throughout the stateThis report contain84 professional practice ratingsom school psychologist&s more indepth
report onschool psychologistsan be found here:
www.cde.state.co.us/educatoreffectiveness/ssppilotreportpsychologist

Schoolocial Workers

School scial workers are typically employed by the district @otlaboratewith other specialized servigerofessionals

such as psychologistéad counselorsto manage caseloads of students who require additional services or attention as it
pertains to theirsocial emotional healthTheir evaluation is typically conducted by a district level director who may
overseeother licensed professionals such as those in special education and health seéksioéshe 20134 academic
year, there were 475 social workers employed in schiigiticts This report contain22 school social worker

professional practice ratgs. The school social worker repoan be found here:
www.cde.state.co.us/educatoreffectiveness/ssppilotreportsw
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Speech Language Pathologists

The speech language palbgist is generally considered to be the closest SSP to a traditional classroom teacher. They
typically provide direct servicas studentsrather than supporting professional programs which are in turn designed to
support students. Depending on the neeanfghe school or district, the speech language pathologist may be school or
district based, and could report to different evaluators as nee@mkech language pathologisepresent the second
largest group of SSPs. There arere thanl,150 providing stdent services in Colorad®his report containd22
professional practice ratingsom speech language pathologists detailed report on speech language pathologists can
be found here:www.cde.state.co.us/educatoreffectiveness/ssppilotreportsip

SSP Quality Standards

The Colorado State Model Evation System consists of fivauglity Sandards that outlinghe skills requiredf an

effective SSPEach standard has several associated elements that further detail the themes of the standard. Within eacl
element are several professional practices that specify the routine behaviors that educators must acctompésh

the expectations of proficiencyll school districts and BOCES shall base their evaluations of licensed classroom teachel
on the full set of Quality Standards and associated detailed elements included below, or shall adopt their own locally
devdoped standards that meet or exceed the Teacher Quality Standards and elements. School districts and BOCES th
adopt their own locally developed standards shall crosswalk those standards to the Teacher Quality Standards and
elements, so that the schooltrict or BOCES is able to report the data requifidte standards and elements of the
Colorado State Model Evaluation System3&Psare listed below anthave been taken from the Colorado State Model
SSRJser Guidewww.cde.state.co.us/educatoreffectiveness/usersquide

Quality Standard I: Demonstratemastery of and expertise in the domain for which they are responsible.

Element a: Demonstrateknowledge of current developmentatience, the ways in which learning takes
place, and the appropriate levels of intellectual, social, and emotional development of their
students.

Element b: Demonstrateknowledge of effective services and/or specially designed instruction that reduce
barriers to and support learning in literacy, math, and other content areas.

Element ¢c: Integrateevidencebased practices and research findings into their services and/or specially
designed instruction.

Element d: Demonstrateknowledge of the interconnectetss of home, school, and community influences
on student achievement.

Element e: Demonstrateknowledge of and expertise in their professions.

Quality Standard II: Supportand/or establish safe, inclusive, and respectful learning environments forraalive

population of students.

Element a: Fostersafe and accessible learning environments in which each student has a positive, nurturing
relationship with caring adults and peers.

Element b: Demonstraterespect for diversity within the home, school, anddl and global communities.

Element c: Engage students as unique individuals with diverse backgrounds, interests, strengths, and needs.

Element d: Engagen proactive, clear, and constructive communication and work collaboratively with
students, familis, and other significant adults and/or professionals.

Element e: Select create and/or support accessible learning environments characterized by acceptable
student behavior, efficient use of time, and appropriate behavioral strategies.

Quality Standardll: Plan, deliver, and/or monitor services and/or specially designed instruction and/or create
environments that facilitate learning for their students.
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Element a: Provideservices and/or specially designed instruction aligned with state and feders| law
NB3IdzA F GA2ya YR LINRPOSRAINBA&AX | OFRSYAO adGl yRII
the individual needs of their students.

Element b: Utilizemultiple sources of data, which include valid informal and/or formal assessments, to inform
services and/or specially designed instruction.

Element c: Pan and consistently deliver services and/or specially designed instruction that integrate multiple
saurces of data to inform practices related to student needs, learning, and progress toward
achieving academic standards and individualized student goals.

Element d: Supportand integrate appropriate available technology in their services and/or specésigried
instruction to maximize student outcomes.

Element e: Establish and communicate high expectations for their students that support the development of
criticatthinking, sefadvocacy, leadership and problem solving skills.

Elementf: Communicateffectively with students.

Element g: Develop and/or implement services and/or specially designed instruction unique to their
professions.

Quality Standard IV:Reflect on their practice.
Element a: Demonstratethat they analyze student learning, ddgpment, and growth and apply what they
learn to improve their practice.
Element b: Link professional growth to their professional goals.
Element c: Respond to complex, dynamic environments.

Quiality Standard V: Demonstratecollaboration, advocacy ardadership.
Element a: Collaborate with internal and external stakeholders to meet the needs of students.
Element b: Advocate for students, families and schools.
Element c: Demonstratdeadership in their educational setting(s).
Element d: Contribute knowledge and skills to educational practices and their profession.
Element e: Demonstratehigh ethical standards.

Analyses Background

The research presentad this reportuses two datasets to produce the overall findings. The first dataset consists of
responses to baseline and feedback surveys issued to the pilot distndBOCE8hat were in the process of
transitioning to theColoradoState Model Evaluation Systeifhe second dataset consists4ff4 finalized professional
practice ratings from th€013-14 academigyear.

Baseline and Feedback Surveys

Nineteendistricts piloedthe SSF”Colorado g&te Model BEvaluationSystem.EachSSRwithin these districts wasent an
e-mail containinga link to complete the perception surveylglany of thequestions were likert style and asked to what
degree the respondent agreed with statemeisrtaining to their previous and current evaluation syste@sher
guestionsconsisted omultiple choice and open ended responses.

The baseline survey data wadleoted between October 2013 and January 2014. fohew-up feedback survey data

was collected between May 2014 and June 2014. All data was collected via online survey. The surveys asked the
respondents questianpertaining to their perceptions of theiofmer evaluation system and their initial impressions of
the ColoradoState Model Evaluation Systefhesurvey was issued anonymously; perception data cannot be linked to
districtinformation, any type of demographic feature, or the §Befessional pradte ratings.
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Professional Practices

This dataset consists dfnalizedprofessional pacticesdata from the 201314 academic year. This report contains an
analysis opecialized service professionalsa whole as well as individual SSP tyNaeteenpilot sitesprovided
professional practice datan 464 SSPEachSSP wasvaluated according to their specific rubric and a professional
practice rating was developetdhe primary goal of these analyses was to draw out overall, standard, and element level
professional practiceatingsand to describe the reliability and getations associated with each.

Percent of Positive Responses Given by SSPs in Baseline and Feedback

Surveys

Overallthe percent of positive responses on each itenmigher on thdeedback surveyhan the baseline survey
suggesting that th€oloradoState Model Evaluation Systeaperceived as aimproved bol to guide professional
growthandimprove performance® y 2 1S G KIF G NBalLlyasSa 2F al ANBSE FyR da
NBalLlyasSaT Ay O2yidiNraid (42 aySdziNlIféxX aRA&FINBSET I yR

(

The area with the largest gain between the baseline and feedback surveys pertaitei ® S @I f dzZ GA 2y ae@
student outcomes to inform the final rating. This is highlighted as many girindousSSRevaluationsystems did not
formally consider student outcomes in the evaluation proc@é&ColoradoState Model Evaluation Systetmowever,

uses specifimeasures obtudent outcomes as part of theverallevaluation of SSP$hefeedback survejtem with the
Y2ail LRaAlAGS NBalLkRyaSa ¢l a NBIFINRAYy3IA i KIwoSther areas thak 2 y
had very high levels of positive responses pertain toyfie ¢ & & abilitySridRatify areas that need improvemeas

well asguide professional growtiThe areain whichSSPs gaube least positive responsgeertain tothe confidence

that development of theColoradoState Model Evaluation Systemasbased on current scientifically sound research

and the ability of the new systetn2 LINE GA RS 'y | OOdzNJ (S | a Hbvavarnésy dreag ¥ (0 K
still had more positie responses on the feedback suntbgnon the baseline survey

While this report looks at albSP& aggregateit is important to note the distinct differences associated with the
specific groups of SSPs and what their unique perceptions are ofdh@ier and current evaluation systerniBhe
specifics regarding these differences can be found in each individual SSP report
www.cde.state.co.us/educatoreffectiveness/smgifot.

It should be noted that school nurses had the greatest number of declinassitive ratings, while school counselors,
school social workers, and speech language pathologists did not have any declines in positive ratings from the baselin
to feedback surveysschool scial workers had the greatest positive change across all itanmbe surveys, and only one

item had a smaller increase in positive responses compared to the overall SSP population (this particular item pertaine
to the identification of areas of strength).

Otherwise, he change in percent positive responsas ead item fromschool psychologistspeech language
pathologists and school nurseended to be less than the changeparcentpositive responsesompared to the other
groups of SSP¥his would suggest that theseree groups compared to the othersyere less sensitive to the change
from their former evaluation system to th@oloradaState Model Evaluation Systeffhe survey item with the greatest
variance in the amount of change of positive responses pertained to the fairness of the evaluatiom @tatedard
deviation = 0.27), suggesting that this itérad thelargest range iperceptions across the nine different typesS$Ps
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Figure 1. SSP perceptiooktheir former evaluation system and th€oloradoState Model Evaluation System

Baseline Feedback
Fall 2013 Spring2014
(N = 268) (N = 202) Chi?]”ge
SurveyQuestion TheSate gg;icttia\;\et
The former Model
. : Response
evaluation Evaluation
aeaidsSy Systenx
Identifies areas that need improvement. 55.5% 78.7% +23.2%
Identifies areas o$trength. 67.3% 79.6% +12.3%
Designed to guide professional growth. 46.3% 77.7% +31.4%
Sets high standards for the person being evaluated. 34.1% 69.7% +35.6%
Serves as a basis for improvisgyvice delivery and planning 27.3% 60.4% +33.1%
Providesactionable feedback to the person being evaluated. 31.8% 57.4% +25.6%
Documents changes in professional practice over time. 16.8% 55.9% +39.1%
Supports the improvement afervice delivery and program 27 0% 57 9% +31.0%
development
Is based on currergcientifically sound research. 10.9% 34.3% +23.5%
Results in improved studeotutcomes 20.4% 40.1% +19.7%
Provides an accurate assessment of my performance. 31.8% 37.3% +5.5%
Encompassed all aspects of quality service delivery 21.7% 40.1% +18.4%
Provided a fair assesient of professional practices. 30.6% 45.3% +14.7%
Provided timely feedback to the person being evaluated 36.3% 51.5% +15.2%
Used student outcomes to inform my final rating 11.9% 55.2% +43.3%
Was useful to me in making decisiaimut service delivery 25.0% 50.7% +25.7%
Influenced my practice as a specialized service professional 32.5% 63.7% +31.2%
I understand what information was used in my evaluation 58.6% 65.8% +7.3%

Note. The heavy black linie the middle of the tablés providedto distinguish items that appear in the 2013 Teacher System Pilot
Report Baseline and Feedback Survey Dataeitems above this lineanalsobe found on theeacher survey data report (for
reference) while those below the line will notebfound on that reportbut are important to the SSP populatiorhe 201213

Teacher System Pilot ReporBaseline and Feedback Survey Data can be found here
www.ode.state.co.us/educatoreffectiveness/teacherpilotsurveydatd1®
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Implementation

This section considers various aspects of the former systems of evaluation a@dltdradoState Model Evaluation
System, comparing the time burdens, usefulnessefifiectiveness of both.

Estimated Time Burden of Evaluation

Each SSP was asked to estimate the amount of time it took to complete an SSP evaluation under their former evaluatic
system and under the new evaluation systéfhe graph below displays the amduwf time each SSP type reported

having spent on their former evaluation system and @@oradoState Model Evaluation SysteResponses pertaining

to the previous evaluation system are in shades of grey, while responses pertainingdoltradoState Model

Evaluation System are in shades of teal. Lighter shades represent less time being spent on the respective evaluation
process, while darker shades represent more time being spent on the evaluation prokessample sizes are also

adjacent to the grabp.

Overall, theColoradoState Model Evaluation Systempresents a perceived increase in time burden compared to the
former systems used by the SSRgproximately one third 08SPs indicated spending more than one hour on the former
evaluation system whileore than60 percentindicated spending more than one hour on the new evaluation system.

Figure2. Time spent on evaluation processes

. . SSP Type Evaluation N
Time Spent on Evaluation i i
(por system, inminutes)  Audiologist  SMES 6 | 17%  [7eAn IS
Th i
I SMES, 61-120 TS e 2 4% T e T o ]|
- Th ist
SMES, 030 TR err s 25% s T T
M Prior 2407 School swes 54 o [ZSEN I
B Prior, 121-240 Counselor

B Prior, 61-120

[ Prior, 31-60 b " 469
Prior, 0-30

sves 4z 1o (SR N I
Psychologist
YOSt pror se [ 2% S e

Worker

Spesch swes st 14 [ZS I I
Language .

Pathologist  Prior 74 31% EE e
sves o1 1% (SN I I

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

% of Respondents

Note. Adding the sample sizes for each SSP type will not add up to the total SSP sandple &izbe exclusion of school
orientation and mobility therapists.

Effectiveness of Evaluation

The graph below displays tlaggregatedesponses SSPs provided to questions pertaining to the effectiveness of the
evaluationtypesin which they have partipated. Again, note the small sample sizes with the subgroups of SSPs
particularly with the audiologists, physical therapists and school social woikeeshaseline survey askdte
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respondenthow effectivethe former evaluation system was, while the tHzack survey asked how effective the new
ColoradoState Model Evaluation System was.

Overall, pproximatelyone thirdof respondents felt that the&ColoradoState Model Evaluation Systemas an effective
or very effectiveevaluationsystem However, adiologists, nurses and occupational therapists indicated that their
former systems were more effectithan the ColoradoState Model Evaluation System

Figure3. SSP perceptiorf effectiveness of evaluation stems

Perceived effectiveness of SSP. Typ.e Evaluation N
evaluation system Audiologist  sves o [
W SMES, Effective Occupational  smes 24 |G I I

i i Therapist
B Prior, Efective School sves o e IS |

[ Prior, Somewhat Effective Counselor

Pror 57 a9% I I

Prior, Not Effective

SohooiNurse  SMES 1o, [ AOHA SO
Pror 13 | 2%

sves s ST IS N

Psychologist

Pior 50 2% S TR
Worker

Spoech sves  so [N A
Language .

batoiogst o oo [ e A |
sves 100 [NZEAII I

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
% of Respondents

Note. Adding the sample sizes for eg®BP type will not add up to the total SSP sample size due to the exclusion of school
orientation and mobility therapists.

SSP Evaluation Process

Specialized service professiongigicallyreport having only one evaluator involvelliring their evaluatiorunderthe
ColoradoState Model Evaluation Systdi83 percent).Nearly half of the respondents indicated having had only one
observation contribute to their evaluatiof-ollowing the evaluation, threquarters of SSPs had either one or two
feedback convergamns ¢ the majorityhaving two such conversations.

Figured4. Number of evaluators, obversations, and feedback conversations
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SSP Experiences with the State Model Evaluation System (N=201)

Number of... Evaluators Observations Feedback Conversations
. One
Two 4%1 % 6%7%
Three 11%, 16%
0,
M Four 1%

Il Five or more

83% 27% 41%

Overall SSP Professional Practice Distributions

Figure Hisplays the standard level and overall professional practice proficiency rating distributions across all SSP type
Based on the resultsiearly allSSPs are proficient, accomplished or exemparthe overall professional practice

rating. Standard 1RrofessionaExpertis¢ had the greatest number of proficient or higher SSPs, with bpircentof

SSPs not receiving proficient or higher ratirgfsindard 4Reflect on Practiggroved to be the most challenging for

SSPs as@&rcentdid not meet thestandards for proficiency.

The following sections will also include descriptions of the correlatiand internal consistenéyetween and within

the standardsA correlation is a measurement of how two variables, such as standards, change together. Internal
consistency, on the other hand, is a measurement that describes how well multiple measures of related constructs sco
together. These two concepts, correlatis and internal consistency, are importdatthis analysis since theolorado

State Model Evaluation System has been designed to measure related, but unique, aspects of educator effectiveness.

Standard qLearningEnvironmeni was most closely correlated with the overall professional practtag, while

Sandard 5(Leadership)was the leastEach standard was strongly correlated to the overall professional practice rating
(0.67¢ ° 80yas wedbaso one another §.51f <065.¢ KS FTAGS &aGFyRINRA oSNB AydS
the elements within each standard also demonstragedeptablanternal consistencyd(62f " §. n dy n

! Correlatiorsindicate the strength of the relationship between two measures; a value of 0 indicates no relationship and a value afelsiadic

perfect positive relationship (a value €f indicates a perfect negative relationship). General guidelines for intergrftisvalue are: a correlation

under 0.30 indicates a weak relationship, 6(B@9 indicates a moderate relationship, and a 0.50 and above indicates a strong relationship
LYGSNY Lt O2yaraitSyoOe Aa b YSI &dzNBI 26Fh INBH & |16 AY SR dENR RS AG NBLIR2 NG SR
LINF OGAOS NIXdGAy3Iad ¢eLAOLFfites Iy AGSY gAGK Fy h AOINBKI $3a hi OISV ¢/6
and 0.69 is said to be acceptably reliatley R 'y AGSY 6 AGK | yahigh dégfee of idtermal congisiencly. 60 2 S K I &
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Figureb. Standard and overall ratings distributions

Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5 Overall
Professional Learning High Quality Reflect on Practice Leadership Professional
Expertise Environment Delivery Practice
80%
o 60% 52% 9
% 46% 46% 48% . 48% 51%
5 40% 37% 41% 38%
R
20% 12% 12%
6% ) o % 8% . o 10%
0% 0% 2% - % 2% [ IR % 0% o% 3%, W |
L T € T L € € T L € € © L € € T L e 8 Tv 2 & € £ B 2>
2 5 5 8 547 55 859 5 535376 56255558 25 %5 8 8 &
m L L v o mnm L L v o @ L L oo o L O u a9 m L 9 oo o m;m L 9o u o
S o 2 3 S o 2 3 °© o 2 5 S o 2 3 S o 2 3 S o 2 3
o a g % o o g X o o g X o o g X o o g 4 o o g X
> g U > g U > g > g U > g U > g U
© © ®© © © ©
= < = < = < = < = < = <
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Professional Practice Distributions by SSP Type

Audiologist

One hundred percent cdudiologistsn the pilot(N = 13were evaluated as proficient dvigherfor the overall

professional practice ratingtandard 1(Professional Experti3and Sandard4 (Reflect on Practicdjoth had all

audiologists evaluated as proficientlmigher. OnSandard 3(High Quality delivefy however, 15percentof audiologists

did not achieve proficiency. Thieternal consistencyf the standard levetatingswashigh(Croy 6 I OK Q &), whilel' n @
the ratings within each standamre considered thvave amacceptable tchigh degree ointernal consistency0.63f h  f
0.89. All standards are strongly correlated with one anotf®B3f ~  fas wetbas with the overall pficiency

rating(n ®c 1t 90. " §f 1@

Figure6. Standard and overall ratings distributions afidiologists
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Note. Percentages may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.
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Occupational Therapist

All occupationatherapistsin the pilot(N = 57)were proficientor abovein the provided datasefor the overall

professional practice ratingtandards 13 (Professional Expertiseearning Environmergnd High Quality Delivejyalso

had nooccupational therapistalling below the proficiency threshold, whiandard 4(Reflect on Practicdjad 4
percentbelow proficienth OOdzLJ G A2y f GKSNI LA &alaQ dedddthiddi hidiNa)Eeoh 4 A 2
internalconsistencyy / N2y 6 OKQ&a h I 51 o®yamagceptapldRichi§h dégiee @infielngl EdhsBncyK | R
(n®dc o f .Overall each stgndard was moderately to strongly correlated with the overall professional practice
rating(n ®n p  £6), Whilerthe stamdard ratings displayed a range between weak and stamglationswith one

FY20KSN) 6ndHy f ~ f ndpdod
Figure7. Standard and overall ratings distributions of occupational therapists
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Note. Percentages may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.
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Physical Therapist

All physicaltherapistsin the pilot(N = 14)were proficientor abovein the current analysis d@he finalprofessional

practice scores. This is also the casdloee of the five standard$lowever,Sandard 1(Professional Experti3and
Sandard4 (Reflect on Practicaachhad 7percentof physical therapistfall below the required levels to establish
proficiency. The ratingsuggest high degree aihternal consistencyvith the overall standard / N2y o I OK&nd N
an acceptable to high degree of internal consistenihin eachstandard(0.69f h  }. Tha stapdard ratings

displayed aange between weak and stromgrrelationsbetweenstandadsé n dmn  f and with the ovemlivi 0
professional practicerating n dn1 f. ~ § N OTTO

Figure8. Standard and overall ratings distributions of physical therapists
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