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Calibration Guidance and SLO Quality Review Tool
Introduction
RIDE recommends that personnel evaluating teachers calibrate themselves prior to approving SLOs.  Calibration is a useful exercise for district leaders, building administrators, and those who assist in the SLO approval process, such as department chairs or lead teachers, to establish a shared understanding of what constitutes a high-quality SLO. It can also be helpful for teachers to participate in calibration in order to establish clear expectations on SLO quality. Therefore, RIDE has created this guidance and an accompanying Review Tool to assist in the calibration process.
Using the Review Tool 
To participate in a calibration process, participants should follow a 3-step process.
1. Read the entire SLO being used to calibrate, annotating areas, as needed.
2. Answer the questions on the Review Tool, referring back to the SLO.  If helpful, note your reasoning.
3. Mark questions on the Review Tool that were more difficult to answer to discuss with the calibration group.

Using the Review Tool in a Calibration Meeting
The first step in the calibration process is for evaluators within a building and within a district to hold a calibration session to ensure that, to the degree possible, reviewers are operating with the same assumptions and expectations. The calibration session could be structured in two ways, described below.  In either approach the facilitator should gather 2-3 SLOs from different grade levels and subjects from their district or school with all identifying information removed.  
· Option 1: The participants should review 2-3 SLOs in advance of the meeting. During the in-person calibration session each group member should share how he or she would rate the SLOs using the Review Tool. The discussion should continue until a consensus is reached.  It may be helpful for participants to annotate the SLO as they review them and reach consensus. These notes can serve as anchors of their understanding of each of the review criteria.  This option should take roughly one hour to complete.

· Option 2: The group is given 2-3 SLOs upon arrival at the calibration session.  The group reviews one SLO at a time, independently annotating and answering the questions in the Review Tool.  The procedure follows the same direction as Option 1 above. However, this option should take roughly two hours to complete to allow enough time to review each SLO.

Calibration groups should be small enough to remain manageable to facilitate and accomplish the task. Large districts are encouraged to hold, multiple, separate calibration sessions, with at least one evaluator who attends multiple sessions so that the interpretations remain consistent across sessions.   Participants may record their answers in the Word version of the Review Tool on the following page, or in an online format such as SurveyMonkey or Google forms. The latter is recommended if you have a large number of reviewers.
Reaching Consensus
The goal of the meeting is to become more calibrated, and so, as discrepancies arise, it will be important for all members to voice opinions, ask questions, and discuss concerns until the group reaches consensus.  Setting norms at the beginning meeting around equity of voice, assuming good intent, and safety to share different perspectives can be very helpful.  If participants are consistently discrepant in their responses, this may indicate a need for further calibration with additional SLOs.  It may be helpful to note trends (e.g., consistency or discrepancy with certain grade levels, subjects, or Main Criteria of the SLO) to target in additional calibration meetings.  
[bookmark: _GoBack]Helpful Tip: As you review the SLOs, consider them from the perspective of principals, who are incredibly busy. You want teachers to write high-quality SLOs, but you also want to focus your attention on the issues that are most critical. For instance, rather than marking “No” to the first question if the objective statement could be more focused, consider whether it would need to be more focused to help a teacher set goals for his or her students.
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	Priority of Content

	
	

	1. Does the Objective Statement identify specific knowledge and/or skills that are essential for students to attain in the course/grade?  
	· Yes
	· No

	2. Is the objective statement broad enough that it captures the major content of an extended instructional period, but focused enough that it clearly pertains to the course subject/grade/students and can be measured?
	· Yes
	· No

	3. Does the objective rationale provide a data-driven and/or curriculum-based explanation for the focus of the SLO?
	· Yes
	· No

	4. Based on your answers to the questions above, would you rate the Priority of Content as acceptable?
	· Yes
	· No



	Rigor of Target
	
	

	5. Does the SLO describe the baseline knowledge of all current students and how it was assessed, and reference historical data, if available? [footnoteRef:1] [1:  Please note that Baseline Data is included under Rigor of Target here and not in the revised Anatomy of an SLO (p.13 of the Addendum to the Rhode Island Model Teacher Evaluation and Support System) because an accurate assessment of target rigor requires that an assessment all students’ baseline knowledge is included. ] 

	· Yes
	· No

	6. Based on student starting points, is the target possible for all students to realistically attain, while also representing a rigorous interval of learning with an effective teacher?  If appropriate is the target tiered to reflect students’ differing starting points?
	· Yes
	· No

	7. Does the target rationale explain how the target was determined in connection with baseline data or information (benchmark assessment, historical data, trend data, etc.)?
	· Yes
	· No

	8. Based on your answers to the questions above, would you rate the Rigor of Target as acceptable?
	· Yes
	· No



	Quality of Evidence
	
	

	9. Does the evidence source measure the identified content/skills of the Objective Statement?
	· Yes
	· No

	10. Does the explanation of assessment administration include how often, when it is administered and by whom, along with a description of how the evidence will be collected and scored (e.g., including description of scoring guides, rubrics, or instructions)?
	· Yes
	· No

	11. Does the scoring process have safeguards in place to ensure consistent scoring aligned to clear expectations of student work (e.g., a percentage of the evidence will be scored by more than one educator through collaborative scoring, double scoring, or blind scoring)?
	· Yes
	· No

	12. Based on your answers to the questions above, would you rate the Quality of Evidence as acceptable?
	· Yes
	· No



	Overall 
	
	

	13. If you were the evaluator, would you have approved this SLO?
	· Yes
	· No
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