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Introduction

Senate Bill 14191, passed in 2010, restructured the way all licensed personnel
schools are supported and evaluated in Colorado. The ultimate goal is ensurir
college and career readiness for all students, which is greatly impacted by the
effectivenesof the educators in schools. To support this eff@DEleveloped
several model systems as an option for districts to use in implementing the ne
evaluation requirements for educators.

TheColoradoState Model Evaluation Systemnas developed to provide consisten
and relevant feedback to all educators throughout Coloradodel systems of
evaluation are currently in place for teachers, principals, and educators knowr
collectively as specialized sex professionals (SSPGurrently, there are nine
categories of specialized service professionals which use specific rubrics for ti
annual evaluations:

9 Audiologists

9 Occupational therapists

9 Physical therapists

9 School counselors

9 Schoolhurses

1 School orientation and mobility
specialists

1 School psychologists

1 School social workers

9 Speech language pathologists

TheColoradoState Model Evaluation System has been designed to align with ¢
requirements set forth in Senatill 10191. Byprovidinga new statewide model
of evaluation for all licensed educators, SSPs are able to receive consistent, ti
and actionable feedback to improve their professional practices.réport
provides insight on the implementation die ColoradoState Model Evaluation
Systemand initial evaluation scores reported by SSPs and is intended to
complementteacher andrincipalpilot reports developed by th€DE). For more
information onteacherand principalpilot reports, please visit:
www.cde.state.co.us/educatoreffectiveness/sragiot

This report provides several analyses related to theluation ofschool social
workers in Colorado. The two major areas of analyses pertagchool social
worker perceptiors of their former systems of evaluation compared to the
ColoradoState Model Evaluation System, and the professional practice ratings
resulting from the use of th€oloradoState Model Evaluation System.
Professional practice ratings contribute36percent2 ¥ |y { {t Qa 2
evaluation rating. Measuresf student outcomes compris¢he remaning 50
percent as established by SB-191

This report provides aimitial look at the use of th&€oloradoState Model
Evaluation System tschool social worker and caution should be exercised whe
interpreting the results. Specificallychool social workarrepresent a much
smaller population than that of teachers and princip@gneralizingesults to the
entire school social workgwopulation based otthe results of this small sample of

Key Findings

Many of theschool social
workers had positive
perceptionsof the Colorado
State Model Evaluation System
and noted that theevaluation
system provides a fair
assessment of professional
practices

All school social workeswere
deemed proficient or higher
representing the three areas of
proficiency on thdive-point
scale (basic, partially
proficient, proficient,
accomplishea&nd exemplary).

School social workemwere
rated asproficient or higher
on all standardswith the
exception ofStandard 3JHigh
Quality Delivery. Nine percent
of school social wders were
rated below proficient in this
area.

There is evidence that the
standards areeliable
measurementsof school social
workers' practice. The
standards arenoderately to
strongly correlatedwith the
overall professional practice
rating, suggestinthat the
rubric captures multiple
related measures of
effectiveness.
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school social workearis not advisabldoth because of the small sample size as well as it being the first year of
implementation. These systems take time to adjust to and implement with fidélitditionally, the implementation of
the ColoradoState Model Evaluation Systemay have been conducted differently across districts and Boards of
Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES) sites.sthas| social workemayhave been evaluated very differently
during the initial implementation, depending on where they were located and how they were employed.

Specialized Service Professionals, School Social Workers and SB 10-191

SSB are @ucational 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
the state of Colorado. In accadce with the requirements set forth in SB-191, all educators should receive sufficient
feedbacksupport and opportunities for professional growth, to ensure each child has access to great educators.

In theirrecommendations tdmplement Senate Bill0-191, the State Council for Educator Effectiveridestified 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 thetiom of the State Model Evaluation System. All nine
groups of specialized service professionals work from a common set of standards and elements approved by the State
Board of Education, butach category hasnique professional practices outlining theegjfic role and duties of each
professional group. Recommendations from iate Council for Educator Effectivenessthe evaluation o5SPsan

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

School social workerprovide direct services to students &gministering diagnostic tests and provididiggnostic 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 audiology Sebds! social worker

are often hired by a district or multiple districts and are evaluated by someone such as a Director of Special Education
Director of Health Services. There are approximatelgchool social workerin the state and about J@ercentwork in

multiple districtsand/or schools. This report contains professional practicengatirom22 school social worket

The following definitionisintended to give an overview of whan effectiveschool social workedoes tomeet the
Cdorado educator quality standards anletir related elementsDefinitionsfor all SSPBave beerdrawn from the
/2t 2N R2 {dFdS a2RSt 9 RdzOI wawNdd@siile. todzm/datlucofeffdctenésSusersguads NI

Definition of an EffectiveschoolSocial Worker

Effectiveschool social workerare vital members of the education team. They are properly credentialed and have the
knowledge and skills necessaryfamilitate equitable access and participation in schathted activities. Effective

school social workerstrive to support growth and development in the least restrictive environment, close achievement
gaps and prepare diverse student populations fostgsecondary and workforce success. Effectisieool social worker
manage hearing assistance technology for students and educators and utilize eviidesgckstrategies to remove

barriers to learning. They identify hearing loss and other auditory difiesu#ind they monitor, interpret and

communicate the impact of hearing on listening, learning and academic growth. Effeciioel social workerprovide
ASNIAOSa G(GKIG FNB O2YLINBKSyaAdS FyR RSaAIySmwnan@ I RRNJI
psychosocial needs. They have a deep understanding of the interconnectedness of the home, school and community &
collaborate with all members of the education team to strengthen those connections. Through reflection, advocacy and
leadership, theyenhance the academic achievement and personal/social development of their students.
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Analyses Background

The research presentdd this reportuses two datasets to produce the overall findings. The first dataset consists of
responses to baseline and fdeatk surveys issued to the pilot distrietsd BOCE®hat were in the process of
transitioning to theColoradoState Model Evaluation Systeffihe second dataset consists2@finalized professional
practice ratings from the 20134 academicyear.

Baseline and Feedback Surveys

Nineteendistricts piloedthe SSF”olorado g&te Model BEvaluationSystem.From thesel9 districts,sixpiloted the SSP
rubric forschool social worker School social workegat thesedistrictswere sent an email containing a link to complete
the perception surveydMany of the questions were likestyle and asked to what degree the respondent agreed with
statements pertaining to their previous and current evaluation systems. Other questions consisted of multiple choice
and open ended responses.

The baseline survey data was collected between Gat@013 and January 2014. Tieow-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 their former evaluation sst and their initial impressions of
the State Model Evaluation Systeffhesurvey was issued anonymously; perception data cannot be linked to district
information, any type of demographic feature, or theofessional practice ratings.

Professional Pracés

This datasetonsists ofinalizedprofessionabpracticesdata from the 2013L4 academic yeail.wentytwo school social
workers fromsixdistrict sites provided final professional practice ratingach was evaluated accordingatepecific
school soml workerrubric and a professional practice rating was develodédak primary goal of these analyses was to
draw out overall, standard, and element level professional practice ratings and to describe the reliability and
correlations associated with each.

Percent of Positive Responses Given by SSPs in Baseline and Feedback
Surveys

Before reviewingschool social workespecific perceptions, this report introduces a brief analysis of the overall
perceptions of all SSH3gure 1displaysaggregated SSperceptiondata. This table displaythe percent of positive

responses on eackurvey item. The percept positive responses on each itdrnigiser on the feedback survey than the
baseline survey, suggesting that tBeloradoState Model Evaluation Systdeperceived as an improved tool to guide
LINEFSaaAz2zylt INRGOGK FYR AYLNRBGS LISNF2NXI yOSodédgs2 1S (i KI
L2 aAGADS NBALRYASAT Ay O2y UGN &G G2 daySdziNIféxX GaRAA I

Across all SSPégtarea with the largest gain between the baseline and feedback surveys pertained to the evaluation
e ai Sy GtudeaizauongFto inform the final ratind his is highlighted as many of the former 8&Ruation

systems did not formally consider studesutcomes in the evaluation process. The feedback survey item with the most
L2AaAGAGS NBaLRyasSa ¢Fa NBIFNRAYI GKS SII t dzwithihe Igastd & & G ¢
positive responses pertain the confidence that developent of theColoradoState Model Evaluation Systemnas

based on current scientifically sound research and the ability of the new system to provide an accurate assessment of
performance. However, these areas still had more positive responses on the feesllvael than on the baseline

survey.

In the overall population d8SPs, the survey item with the greatest variance in the amount of change of positive
responses pertained to the fairness of the evaluation system (stardkarition = 0.27), suggesting that this item had
the largest range in perceptions across the nine different type3Sis
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It is important to note the distinct differences associated with the specific groups of SSPs antieuhanique

perceptions are of their former and current evaluation systems. The specifics regarding these differences can be found
in each individual SSP repattwww.cde.state.co.us/educatoreffectiveness/smgitot. The unique differences between
groups ofSSPsan be identified in each of these reports.

When comparingchool social workerto the larger group of SSPs, several differences are app&eaB out of the18
reported survey items from the baseline survey, the sample of school social workers had fewer positive responses
compared to the overall SSP sample. Related to this, the change in percent positive responses of the sample of schoo
social workers coppared to the SSP sample was greater on all but one surveyHRielly, in contrast to the SSP sample,
there two survey items on the baseline survey where no school social workers provided positive respddiemal
information specific taschool soal worked Q LIS N S LJG brethé dollowingpage. 2 dzy R

Figure 1. SSP perceptiooktheir former evaluation system and th€oloradoState Model Evaluation System

Baseline Feedback
Fall 2013 Spring2014
(N = 268) (N = 202) Chi‘znge
Survey Question TheState Eg;(i:t?\g
The former Model
. : Response
evaluation Evaluation
aeaidsSy SystenX
Identifies areas that need improvement. 55.5% 78.7% +23.2%
Identifies areas of strength. 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 improvsgyvice delivery and planning 27.3% 60.4% +33.1%
Provides actionable feedback to the person being evaluated. 31.8% 57.4% +25.6%
Documentschanges in professional practice over time. 16.8% 55.9% +39.1%
Supports the improvement cfervice delivery and program 27 0% 57 9% +31.0%
development
Is based on current scientifically 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%
Providedtimely 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 decisions about service delivery 25.0% 50.7% +25.7%
Influenced my practice as a specializenvice professional 32.5% 63.7% +31.2%
| understand what information was used in my evaluation 58.6% 65.8% +7.3%

Note. The heavylack line in the middle of the table is provided to distinguish items that appear in theZD)T2acher
System Pilot RepartBaseline and Feedback Survey Data. The items above this line can also be found on the teacher
survey data report (for referencejhile those below the line will not be found on that report, but are important to the
SSP population. The 2013 Teacher System Pilot RepoBaseline and Feedback Survey Data can be found here:
www.cde.state.co.us/educatoreffectiveness/teacherpilotsurveydatd B2
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School social worker

There are approximately75school social worketin the Colorado K2 system. Since ongyxdistricts and school sites
participated in the evaluation systefar school social worker, the sample size is rather smélifteenschool social
workers responded to the baseline survey div responded to the feedback survey. As such, broader gdinatimns
about the perceptions afchool social workershouldoe avoided.

The areas with the greatest differences in the percent of positive responses pertain GotheadoState Model
Evaluation System providing a fair assessment of professiondigas@n 80% increasbetween surveyk setting high
standards for the person being evaluatedagfe than70 percentincrease), and documenting changes in professional
practice over timerfiore than70 percentincrease)While there were naleclines in the percent of positive responses
provided between surveys, one survey item had a change of less thagr@éntpositive responses between surveys.
This survey item pertained i KS S @ f dzr A2y deaisSyQa ARSYOGAFAOFIGAZ2Y 2°

Figure 2 School social workeperceptionsof their former evaluation system and th€oloradoState Model
Evaluation System

Baseline Feedback
Fall 2013 Spring2014
(N =15) (N =5) Chif]”ge
Survey Question TheState Eg;(i:t?\g
The former Model
. : Response
evaluation Evaluation
aeaidsSy SystenX
Identifies areas that need improvement. 40.0% 80.0% +40.0%
Identifies areas of strength. 73.3% 80.0% +6.7%
Designed to guide professional growth. 33.3% 100.0% +66.7%
Sets high standards for the person beemgluated. 6.7% 80.0% +73.3%
Serves as a basis for improving service delivery and planning. 20.0% 80.0% +60.0%
Provides actionable feedback to the person being evaluated. 20.0% 80.0% +60.0%
Documents changes in professional practice over time. 6.7% 80.0% +73.3%
Supports the improvement of service delivery and program 13.3% 80.0% 166.7%
development.
Is based on current scientifically sound research. 0.0% 60.0% +60.0%
Results in improved student outcomes. 13.3% 60.0% +46.7%
Provides an accura@ssessment of my performance. 21.4% 60.0% +38.6%
Encompassed all aspects of quality service delivery. 0.0% 60.0% +60.0%
Provided a fair assessment of professional practices. 20.0% 100.0% +80.0%
Provided timely feedback to the person being evaluated. 40.0% 60.0% +20.0%
Used student outcomes to inform my final rating. 13.3% 60.0% +46.7%
Was useful to me in making decisions about service delivery. 33.3% 80.0% +46.7%
Influenced my practice as a specialized service professional. 46.7% 80.0% +33.3%
I understand what information was used in my evaluation. 53.3% 80.0% +26.7%
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Professional Practices Distributions of School social workers

Of the22 school social workeiin the sixdistrictsthat provided professional practice rating informatidr§O percent
were evaluated as proficient drigher on the overall professional practice ratiAglditionally, on four of the five
standards, all school social workénghe pilotwere evaluated as proficient ¢nigher. OnlySandard 3 (HiglQuality
Delivery) had nine percent of evaluated school social workers below proficiency.

The following sections will also include descriptions of the correlatiang internal consistenéyetween and within
the standards. A correlation is a measuremehhow 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, correlations and internal consistemeyingortant to this analysis since ti@olorado
State Model Evaluation System has been designed to measure related, but unique, aspects of educator effectiveness.

The standards ranged between a weak and strong correlatitnone another (5¢ ° 78fandmadnoderate to
strong correlation with theoverall proficiency rating (B0f ~ 69). Tha @liability of the standard levatingswas
KA3IK 0/ NP 8D, wihdite datings within/eakzh standard rangibetween a pooto high degree ointernal

consistency (@9f h 90y. n @

Figure 3. Standard and overall ratings distributionssithool social workesy
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Note. Percentages may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.

! Correlationsndicate the strength of the relationship between two measures; a value of 0 indicates no relationship and a value afelsiadic
perfect positive relationship (a value df indicates a perfect negative relationship). General guidelines for interprétis value 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
LIN OGAOS NIXGAy3Iaod ¢eLAOrftes Iy AGSY gAGK Iy h aO0OzxNB Kt $ya hi OISy 6/6
and 0.69 is said to be acceptably relialey R 'y AGSY gAGK Fy h 2F adrn YR F0o2@S KLFLa | K
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Whendrilling down toSandard1 (Professional Experti$eschool social workaiin the pilotdisplayed a high degree of
internalO2 y 4 A & (1 Sy 0@  &0). Nt yoordla@ok bietiveeh elémems®i I Y RF NR M 6SNB S| O
a

K
neTyouI YR GKS StSySyida ¢SNB SIOK aidNepy3ate O2NNBtF (GSH

Figured. School social workerStandardl: Professional Expertise elements and summative rating

Element 1a Element 1b Element 1c Element 1d Element 1e Standard 1
Developmental Reduce Barriers Evidence-Based Interconnected Knowledge of Professional
Science Practices Understanding Profession Expertise
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Note. Percentages may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.

Forschool social worksrin the pilot Sandard2 (Learning Environmehdisplayedan acceptable degree of internal
O2yaraiSyde o/ NRyol OKQa h T 5 &pngaidPrangédPetvi@enNbiaR antl sirangy 06
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Figure5. School social workerStandard 21 earning Environment elements and summative rating

Element 2a Element 2b Element 2¢ Element 2d Element 2e Standard 2
Safe Environment Respect for Engage Students Constructive Accessible Learning
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Figure6. School social workerStandard 3High Quality Delivery; elements and summative rating

Element 3a Element 3b Element 3¢ Element 3d
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For school social workens the pilot Sandard 4 (Reflect on Practice) displayed a low degree of internal consistency

6/ NByol OKQa h I nondgod ¢ KB ORNMEB{t (IRRYISISBIiaSEFS SY SHSi

0.44), while the elements were each strongly correlated Wittt 2 @SNIF £ £ adk yRFNR o6n®pd

Figure7. School social workerStandard 4: Reflect on Practiceelements and summative rating

Element 4a Element 4b Element 4c Standard 4
Analyze to Improve Professional Goals Responsive to Environment Reflect on Practice
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For school social workeis the pilot, Sandard 5 (Demonstrate Leadership) displayed an acceptable degree of interna

O2yaraisSyode o/ NRyol OKQa h T 5 ®Gangaid® rabgeBbet@emieikiand Stiodgy
6ndmc f ° F ndTpOI gKAETS (GKS StSySyida sSNB SIFOK Y2R
0.67).

Figure8. Sclool social worker Standard 5: Leadershipelements and summative rating
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