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TUCSON UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
LEGAL DEPARTMENT 
1010 E. TENTH STREET 
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Attorneys for Tucson Unified School District No. One, et al. 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA 

Roy and Josie Fisher, et al., 

Plaintiffs

v. 

United States of America, 

Plaintiff-Intervenor,

v. 

Anita Lohr, et al., 

Defendants,

and 

Sidney L. Sutton, et al., 

Defendants-Intervenors,

 
CV 74-90 TUC DCB 
(Lead Case) 
 
TUSD’S OPPOSITION TO THE 
MENDOZA PLAINTIFFS’ 
MOTION TO STRIKE  
 
CV 74-204 TUC DCB 
(Consolidated Case) 
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Maria Mendoza, et al. 

Plaintiffs,

United States of America, 

Plaintiff-Intervenor,

v. 

Tucson Unified School District No. One, et al. 

Defendants.

 

 

I. Introduction 

Tucson Unified School District No. One submits this response in opposition to the 

Mendoza Plaintiffs’ Motion to Strike (ECF 1855) TUSD’s Objection to the Teacher and 

Principal Evaluation R&R.  

The Mendozas cite no legal basis to file their Motion to Strike.  LRCiv 7.2(m) 

prohibits motions to strike unless authorized by statute, rule, or court order.1 See, e.g., 

Tillman v. Calvary Portfolio Servs., LLC, 2009 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 18467 (D. Ariz. Feb. 27, 

2009).  The Mendozas ask this Court to strike the entirety of the TUSD Objection from the 

record, depriving TUSD completely of any response to the R&R. This runs afoul of 

TUSD’s right to object to R&Rs (Fed. R. Civ. Proc. 53; ECF 1529 at 9), makes little sense, 

and certainly is not fair. Indeed, the majority of the Objection does not relate to the 

complained of “new evidence.” 

Moreover, the entire point of the Motion to Strike is to potentially rebut evidence 

regarding the only remaining TPE R&R issue: whether the Court should grant the 

Mendozas’ request (and the resulting R&R) to increase the weight of combined student and 

teacher survey results from 10% to 17% in principal evaluations.  As discussed in the 

                                              
 1 LRCiv 7.2(m) states: “Motions to Strike. (1) Generally. Unless made at trial, a 
motion to strike may be filed only if it is authorized by statute or rule, such as Federal Rules 
of Civil Procedure 12(f), 26(g)(2) or 37(b)(2)(A)(iii), or if it seeks to strike any part of a 
filing or submission on the ground that it is prohibited (or not authorized) by a statute, rule, 
or court order.” 
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Objection, the Mendoza Plaintiffs have no business asking the Court to micro-manage the 

District’s programmatic decisions in the first place. To that end, it is true that the path of 

USP implementation should not be resolved by judicial analysis of competing expert 

opinions because the District’s chosen path is entitled to deference absent a violation of the 

Constitution or USP.  Sadly, however, this Court has been asked repeatedly to weigh 

differences of opinion2 on such matters and to that end, the District had no choice but to 

buttress its position with an expert declaration.  Accordingly, asking this Court for further 

briefing on this issue likewise is inappropriate and is yet another example of both the 

Mendoza Plaintiffs and the Special Master driving up the costs in this case by delving into 

minute policy decisions at every level of District operations.  

Finally, the Motion to Strike also grossly misrepresents what actually occurred 

during the Stipulated Process.  ECF 1581.  As discussed below, the record the Special 

Master attached to the TPE R&R was incomplete and omitted communications where 

TUSD previously raised the Special Master’s lack of research during the alignment period.  

Both the Motion to Strike and the record attached to the R&R also fail to acknowledge or 

attach the new information provided by the Special Master on September 11, 2015 

regarding lack of any research on the principal evaluation weights that required a response 

by TUSD.  This third issue is described more fully below. 

II. TUSD Learned During the September Alignment Period the Special Master 
 Lacked Supporting Research for his Recommendation on Survey Weights. 

The Stipulated Process provides for an “alignment” period where the Special Master 

provides a draft R&R to the parties before filing and TUSD has the opportunity to review 

and align itself with recommendations therein.  ECF 1581 at 4. On September 6, 2015, the 

Special Master and the parties agreed to begin the alignment period and to complete it by 

September 15, 2015.  ECF 1843 (stipulation); ECF 1844 (order). Although some of the 

alignment comments and responses were included as a part of the TPE R&R (ECF 1845-9), 

                                              
 2 This problem is set forth in some detail in the District’s pending Motion for 
Hearing, ECF 1846.    
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the communications regarding research support for the Special Master’s recommendation 

on survey weights was omitted therefrom.  Those specific communications, attached hereto, 

are as follows: 

 On September 8, TUSD asked the Special Master if “[he] would please provide any 

research [he has] utilized in making [his] teacher/principal evaluation recommendations so 

the district can have that available to inform its alignment responses.  Thank you very 

much.”  See Brammer Decl. ¶2, Ex. A, 9/8/15 Email.  The next day, the District specifically 

requested such information as to the recommendations for the weight allocations in 

principal evaluations.  See Brammer Decl. ¶2, Ex. A, 9/9/15 Email.  On September 11, the 

Special Master responded with a memo which he also shared with the Plaintiffs.  See 

Brammer Decl. ¶2, Ex. A, 9/11/15 Email to TUSD; ¶ 3, Ex. B, 9/11/15 Email to Plaintiffs.  

 The Special Master’s September 11 memo identified one article “Multisource 

Principal Evaluation Data: Principals’ Orientations and Reactions to Teacher Feedback 

Regarding Their Leadership Effectiveness” (“Multisource Article”).3  Id.  The Multisource 

Article explores how principals react to multisource feedback – not the efficacy or weights 

of multisource feedback. Brammer Decl. ¶4, Ex. C, Multisource Article, Abstract. The 

Special Master conceded the article did not discuss evaluation weights. See Id. (emphasis 

added).  Indeed, the Multisource Article (which is based upon interview data from only 

fourteen principals within one unidentified school district) explains that the use of 

subordinates in principal evaluation is “a relatively new approach” (Brammer Decl. ¶4, Ex. 

C, Multisource Article at 573) and there “is little research on multisource feedback for 

principals….” Id. at 574.  It thus appeared the Special Master’s recommendation to change 

the weight-allocation was not research-based.   

                                              
 3 The only other evidence offered by the Special Master the National Education 
Association’s (NEA) KEYS survey of teachers and students.  The Special Master does not 
recommend TUSD adopt the NEA KEYS survey. There was no reference in that survey to 
evaluation weights or how it could translate to the different surveys utilized in TUSD.  
Moreover, this was simply reiterating the Special Master’s own opinion as he was the chair 
of the NEA KEYS advisory panel.  Brammer Decl. ¶ 3, Ex. B, 9/11/15 Email. 
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TUSD quickly consulted with an expert, as more fully described in the Objection, 

who verified there is no research supporting the recommended weight allocations.  ECF 

1853 at 13. The Mendozas’ contention that this expert opinion should be ignored because it 

was not raised earlier ignores the September alignment discussion and the information that 

was first provided on September 11.  Accordingly, TUSD did not unreasonably delay in 

obtaining this responsive evidence that no research exists to support the recommendation to 

change the weight allocation from 10% to 17%.4   

III. TUSD Does Not Object to Affording the Mendozas Leave to Submit a Rebuttal 
 Response Regarding Dr. Lavigne’s Declaration. 

 The Mendozas argue that they should be given the right to respond because TUSD 

has “repeatedly sought the opportunity to respond to various filings” and because TUSD 

has previous appealed limitations on post-R&R briefing because it severely limits the 

record. ECF 1855 at 7:14-8:12.  Oddly, the Mendoza Plaintiffs have attempted to bolster 

their request for supplemental briefing by citing to TUSD’s legal positions, many of which 

the Mendoza Plaintiffs’ previously have vehemently opposed.5 

 In any event, had the Mendozas contacted TUSD before filing their Motion to Strike 

to discuss the issue, TUSD would have stipulated to a motion for leave to respond as to the 

issues raised in TUSD’s expert declaration. Should the Court grant leave for the Mendozas 

to file oppositions to Dr. Lavigne’s declaration, TUSD requests that it also be granted leave 

to reply.6  As described in the District’s Motion for Hearing (ECF 1846) regarding the 

                                              
 4  After the Mendoza Plaintiffs’ Motion to Strike was filed, the Special Master 
contacted TUSD and advised he was aware “a study in Baltimore found that teacher 
assessments were more highly correlated using value-added methods with student 
performance than the assessments of traditional observers of principals.”  See Brammer 
Decl. ¶7, Ex. D, 10/19/15 Special Master email.  TUSD requested a copy of the study.  As 
of the date of this filing, the Special Master has not provided it, and the District has not 
located such a study.  Id.  
 5 The Mendoza Plaintiffs filed an Answering Brief (DktEntry 24-1) to TUSD’s 
appeal, taking the position that no post-R&R briefing is permitted beyond the objections 
unless the Court orders otherwise. 
 6  It is manifestly improper to raise objections regarding the admissibility of evidence 
via a motion to strike.  “An objection to (and any argument regarding) the admissibility of 
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Mendozas’ Opposition to Motion for Hearing, the Mendoza Plaintiffs’ Motion to Strike 

likewise underscores the need for an evidentiary hearing on the limits of party objections. 

IV. The Mendoza Plaintiffs’ Request for Relief on Behalf of the Special Master is
 Inappropriate and Should be Denied. 

 The Mendoza Plaintiffs seek leave for the Special Master to respond to the District’s 

Objection.  Why are the Mendoza Plaintiffs filing requests on behalf of the Special Master?  

The Special Master is not a party.  He made a recommendation regarding a disagreement 

between the parties, each of whom is represented by counsel competent to brief the issues 

with this Court. It would set a harmful precedent to the Special Master to align himself with 

a party’s objection beyond his Rule 53 role in making a recommendation.   Likewise, to the 

degree that this dispute – like many before it – involves fundamentally a legal dispute 

regarding the scope of his (and the Court’s) authority, it would be improper for him to 

weigh in on disputed questions of law. 

V. Conclusion 

 Based on the foregoing, TUSD respectfully requests that the Mendoza Plaintiffs’ 

Motion to Strike be denied and, if the Court grants them leave to respond, that TUSD 

likewise be permitted a reply.  In addition, should any rebuttal expert testimony or evidence 

be submitted, TUSD requests a hearing so that the Court may evaluate the admissibility and 

weight of such testimony in accordance with Fed.R.Evid. 702 before rendering a decision. 
  

                                                                                                                                                      
evidence offered in support of or opposition to a motion must be presented in the objecting 
party’s responsive or reply memorandum and not in a separate motion to strike or other 
separate filing.”  LRCiv 7.2(m)(2) (emphasis added).   
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DATED this 23rd day of October, 2015. 
 
 

RUSING LOPEZ & LIZARDI, P.L.L.C.
 
 
s/ J. William Brammer, Jr. 
J. William Brammer, Jr. 
Patricia V. Waterkotte 
Attorneys for Tucson Unified School District No. 
One, et al.

 
TUCSON UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
LEGAL DEPARTMENT 
Julie C. Tolleson 
Samuel E. Brown 
Attorneys for Tucson Unified School District No. 
One, et al. 

 
 
 
ORIGINAL of the foregoing filed via the CM/ECF 
Electronic Notification System and transmittal of a 
Notice of Electronic Filing provided to all parties 
that have filed a notice of appearance in the District  
Court Case, as listed below. 
 
ANDREW H. MARKS 
Attorney for Special Master 
Law Office of Andrew Marks PLLC 
1001 Pennsylvania Ave., NW 
Suite 1100 
Washington, DC 20004 
amarks@markslawoffices.com 
 
LOIS D. THOMPSON CSBN 093245 
JENNIFER L. ROCHE CSBN 254538 
Attorneys for Mendoza Plaintiffs 
Proskauer Rose LLP 
2049 Century Park East, Suite 3200 
Los Angeles, California 90067 
(310) 557-2900 
lthompson@proskauer.com 
jroche@proskauer.com 
 
JUAN RODRIGUEZ, CSBN 282081 
THOMAS A. SAENZ, CSBN 159430 
Attorney for Mendoza Plaintiffs 
Mexican American LDEF 
634 S. Spring St. 11th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90014 
(213) 629-2512 
jrodriguez@maldef.org 
tsaebz@maldef.org  
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RUBIN SALTER, JR. ASBN 001710 
KRISTIAN H. SALTER ASBN 026810 
Attorney for Fisher, et al., Plaintiffs 
177 North Church Avenue, Suite 903 
Tucson, Arizona 85701-1119 
rsjr2@aol.com 
 
SHAHEENA SIMONS 
ZOE M. SAVITSKY CAN 281616 
JAMES EICHNER 
Attorneys for Plaintiff-Intervenor 
Educational Opportunities Section 
Civil Rights Division 
U.S. Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, SW 
Patrick Henry Building, Suite 4300 
Washington, DC 20530 
(202) 305-3223 
shaheena.simons@usdoj.gov 
zoe.savitsky@usdoj.gov 
james.eichner@usdoj.gov 
 
 
s/ Jason Linaman   
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J. William Brammer, Jr. (State Bar No. 002079) 
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Patricia V. Waterkotte (State Bar No. 029231) 
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LEGAL DEPARTMENT 
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(520) 225-6040 
 
Julie Tolleson (State Bar No. 012913) 
Julie.Tolleson@tusd1.org  
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Attorneys for Tucson Unified School District No. One, et al. 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA 

Roy and Josie Fisher, et al., 

Plaintiffs

v. 

United States of America, 

Plaintiff-Intervenor,

v. 

Anita Lohr, et al., 

Defendants,

and 

Sidney L. Sutton, et al., 

Defendants-Intervenors,

 
CV 74-90 TUC DCB 
(Lead Case) 
 
 
DECLARATION OF J. WILLIAM 
BRAMMER, JR. IN SUPPORT OF 
TUSD’S OPPOSITION TO THE 
MENDOZA PLAINTIFFS’ 
MOTION TO STRIKE 
 
CV 74-204 TUC DCB 
(Consolidated Case) 
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Maria Mendoza, et al. 

Plaintiffs,

United States of America, 

Plaintiff-Intervenor,

v. 

Tucson Unified School District No. One, et al. 

Defendants.

 

I, J. William Brammer, Jr., declare under penalty of perjury that the following 

statements are true:  

1. I am above the age of 18 and am competent to make this Declaration.  I am an 

attorney of record for Defendant Tucson Unified School District No. One (“TUSD”) in this 

action and have personal knowledge regarding the facts stated herein.  This declaration is 

based upon my personal knowledge, information and belief. 

2. On September 8, 2015, I contacted the Special Master by email and asked if 

“[he] would please provide any research [he has] utilized in making [his] teacher/principal 

evaluation recommendations so the district can have that available to inform its alignment 

responses. Thank you very much”.  On September 9, 2015, I specifically requested this 

supporting information, again by email, regarding the recommendations for the weight 

allocations in principal evaluations.  Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy 

of the September 8, 2015 through September 11, 2015 email conversation between me and 

the Special Master. 

3. On September 11, 2015, the Special Master responded by emailing a memo 

(Exhibit A 9/11/15 Email to TUSD) which he also shared with the Plaintiffs.  Attached 

hereto as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of the Special Master’s September 11, 2015 

email to Plaintiffs. 

4. The Special Master’s September 11, 2015 memo to the parties identified one 

article “Multisource Principal Evaluation Data: Principals’ Orientations and Reactions to 

Teacher Feedback Regarding Their Leadership Effectiveness” (“Multisource Article”).  The 
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Special Master conceded the Multisource Article did not discuss evaluation weights.  

Attached hereto as Exhibit C is a true and correct copy of the Multisource Article. 

7. After the Mendoza Plaintiffs’ filed the Motion to Strike, the Special Master 

contacted the parties by email and advised he was aware that “a study in Baltimore found 

that teacher assessments were more highly correlated using value-added methods with 

student performance than the assessments of traditional observers of principals.”   I sent 

him a responsive email and requested that he provide a citation to the “Baltimore study” so 

I could obtain a copy of the study, as well as the instrument the Special Master referred to 

as “the only validated principal evaluation tool,” to review and evaluate them in connection 

with his request that the District consider withdrawing its expert evidence.  As of the date of 

this filing, the Special Master has not provided any information about the “Baltimore study” 

nor has the District been able to find either the “Baltimore study” or the “principal 

evaluation tool.”  Attached hereto as Exhibit D is a true and correct copy of the Special 

Master’s October 19, 2015 email to the parties and my email response the same day to him 

and the parties.  No party has responded to his request nor provided any information by 

which I or the District could obtain a copy of the “Baltimore study.” 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America 

that the foregoing is true and correct. 

DATED this 23rd day of October, 2015. 
 
 

 
 
s/ J. William Brammer, Jr. 
J. William Brammer, Jr. 
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1

From: Willis D. Hawley <wdh@umd.edu>
Sent: Friday, September 11, 2015 5:36 PM
To: William Brammer
Cc: Desegregation (deseg@tusd1.org); Julie Tolleson (Julie.Tolleson@tusd1.org); TUSD
Subject: RE: TPE R&R - Schedule
Attachments: USP T&P Eval cut scores and survey weights.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Categories: TUSD

Sorry for the delay—another issue got in the way. Please see attached. I will share with 
the plaintiffs.  Bill 
 
From: William Brammer [mailto:WBrammer@rllaz.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 09, 2015 7:34 PM 
To: Willis D. Hawley <wdh@umd.edu> 
Cc: Desegregation (deseg@tusd1.org) <deseg@tusd1.org>; Julie Tolleson (Julie.Tolleson@tusd1.org) 
<Julie.Tolleson@tusd1.org>; TUSD <TUSD@rllaz.com> 
Subject: RE: TPE R&R ‐ Schedule 
 

Dr. Hawley – thank you for the reply, and in response to your query the district would appreciate being 
provided the source information supporting your recommendations  regarding (1) modifying the “cut 
scores” and (2) the amount of points to be allocated among teachers/students in the principal evaluation 
surveys.  I am advised this will be helpful to the district as it considers its alignment responses 
regarding these proposals.  Thank you! 
 
          Bill 
 
J. William Brammer, Jr. 
Rusing Lopez & Lizardi, P.L.L.C. 
6363 North Swan Road, Suite 151 
Tucson, Arizona  85718 
Tel: 520.792.4800 
Fax: 520.529.4262 
Brammer@rllaz.com 
www.rllaz.com  
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CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE - THIS ELECTRONIC MAIL TRANSMISSION AND ANY DOCUMENTS ACCOMPANYING IT CONTAIN CONFIDENTIAL 
OR PRIVILEGED INFORMATION BELONGING TO THE SENDER. THE INFORMATION IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE PERSON TO 
WHOM IT IS ADDRESSED. IF YOU ARE NOT THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY REVIEW, DISCLOSURE, 
COPYING, DISTRIBUTION OR USE OF THIS COMMUNICATION OR ANY OF THE INFORMATION IT CONTAINS IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED.  ANY 
UNAUTHORIZED INTERCEPTION OF THIS TRANSMISSION IS ILLEGAL.  IF YOU RECEIVED THIS MESSAGE ERRONEOUSLY, PLEASE 
IMMEDIATELY DELETE THIS COMMUNICATION AND ANY ATTACHMENTS FROM YOUR SYSTEM AND DESTROY ANY COPIES.  PLEASE ALSO 
NOTIFY THE SENDER THAT YOU HAVE DONE SO BY REPLYING TO THIS MESSAGE. THANK YOU. 

 
From: Willis D. Hawley [mailto:wdh@umd.edu]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 09, 2015 7:42 AM 
To: William Brammer 
Subject: RE: TPE R&R - Schedule 
 

I am underwater now with CRC noncompliance, the LSC issues, magnet schools, 
reports on HR issues and discipline, and revision of the IA. I have agreed to pull the 
proposal on the pilot study so there is no reason to belabor that issue. What other issue 
are you concerned with?  Bill 
 
From: William Brammer [mailto:WBrammer@rllaz.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 1:42 PM 
To: Willis D. Hawley <wdh@umd.edu> 
Cc: Desegregation (deseg@tusd1.org) <deseg@tusd1.org>; Julie Tolleson (Julie.Tolleson@tusd1.org) 
<Julie.Tolleson@tusd1.org>; TUSD <TUSD@rllaz.com> 
Subject: RE: TPE R&R ‐ Schedule 
 

Dr. Hawley – as a follow-up, the district would appreciate it if you would please provide any research 
you have utilized in making your teacher/principal evaluation recommendations so the district can have 
that available to inform its alignment responses.  Thank you very much, 
 
          Bill 
 
J. William Brammer, Jr. 
Rusing Lopez & Lizardi, P.L.L.C. 
6363 North Swan Road, Suite 151 
Tucson, Arizona  85718 
Tel: 520.792.4800 
Fax: 520.529.4262 
Brammer@rllaz.com 
www.rllaz.com  
 

   
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE - THIS ELECTRONIC MAIL TRANSMISSION AND ANY DOCUMENTS ACCOMPANYING IT CONTAIN CONFIDENTIAL 
OR PRIVILEGED INFORMATION BELONGING TO THE SENDER. THE INFORMATION IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE PERSON TO 
WHOM IT IS ADDRESSED. IF YOU ARE NOT THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY REVIEW, DISCLOSURE, 
COPYING, DISTRIBUTION OR USE OF THIS COMMUNICATION OR ANY OF THE INFORMATION IT CONTAINS IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED.  ANY 
UNAUTHORIZED INTERCEPTION OF THIS TRANSMISSION IS ILLEGAL.  IF YOU RECEIVED THIS MESSAGE ERRONEOUSLY, PLEASE 
IMMEDIATELY DELETE THIS COMMUNICATION AND ANY ATTACHMENTS FROM YOUR SYSTEM AND DESTROY ANY COPIES.  PLEASE ALSO 
NOTIFY THE SENDER THAT YOU HAVE DONE SO BY REPLYING TO THIS MESSAGE. THANK YOU. 
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From Bill Hawley 9-11 

Re the Cut Points.  

I do not know what the right number should be. Richard Foster says the cut scores 
were based on research. Not that I know of but maybe he knows. Other districts 
are of little help because they look like TUSD (see The Widget Effect). One 
approach would be to look at the evidence for Peer Assistance and Review 
processes (PAR is indirectly referenced in the USP section on struggling teachers)  
that have the support of the NEA and AFT. As I recall, 6 to8 percent of teachers 
are counseled out having been identified as low performers through the 
evaluation process. This would set the bottom. But the best way would be to look 
at the value-added scores re student achievement. Individual performances are 
subject to a lot of error but aggregating eliminates some of that. 

I am less concerned with cut points than some because if the rigor of the 
evaluation is doubtful—which it is—the cut points have no relevance to the need 
for interventions to improve teaching. The issue here is not getting rid of teachers 
but authentically helping them to improve. 

If the District is going to contest this, I can invest considerable time. But, it would 
be useful if the District could explain how it decided on cut points.  

Teacher and Principal Surveys 

Increasingly, both public and private organizations are using multisource 
evaluation—sometimes call 360 assessments. The logic for this in schools is 
outlined in a recent article in Educational Administration Quarterly, Vol 51 (4), 
2015, entitled: Multisource Principal Evaluation Data…” This does not discuss 
weights but if this type of assessment is going to be useful, it must be 
consequential because, as the article suggests, principals (all of us) have a 
disposition to be defensive and to explain away negative feedback. As the 
District’s staff points out, 10 percent weight will have negligible effect on final 
scores. So, the surveys should count for a lot  (we can only have them add up to 
17 percent. Moreover, given the specific responsibilities of principals identified in 
the USP relating to school conditions, fair treat, inclusiveness, etc. (we can 
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provide a list), the best way to measure these things is to ask those affected what 
they experience. See the principal evaluation tool’s description of school 
behaviors that principals are to be held accountable for. Frankly, this is a no 
brainer. There is no way a person who does principal evaluation can accurately 
assess many of these school conditions.  Finally, over 2000 schools in numerous 
districts have been using the NEA’s KEYS surveys to foster school improvement. 
These are surveys of teachers and students.  Research has been done to show 
that schools that score highly on various subscales have higher student 
achievement. In any event, these surveys were developed by well-known 
researchers and school leaders over many years and the scales were based on 
research about school improvement (full disclosure: I chaired the KEYS advisory 
panel). 
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From: Willis D. Hawley <wdh@umd.edu>
Sent: Friday, September 11, 2015 5:53 PM
To: Rubin Salter, Jr.; jrodriguez@MALDEF.org; lthompson@proskauer.com; Bhargava, 

Anurima (CRT); Savitsky, Zoe (CRT); James.Eichner@usdoj.gov; Desegregation 
(deseg@tusd1.org); TUSD

Subject: District RFI

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Categories: TUSD

I received  a request from the District to expand on the bases for my proposals in the 
R&R on principal and teacher evaluation relating to cut scores and the use of surveys to 
evaluate principals. Here is my response: 
 
From Bill Hawley 9‐11 
 
Re the Cut Points.  
 
I do not know what the right number should be. Richard Foster says the cut scores were based on research. Not that I 
know of but maybe he knows. Other districts are of little help because they look like TUSD (see The Widget Effect). One 
approach would be to look at the evidence for Peer Assistance and Review processes (PAR is indirectly referenced in the 
USP section on struggling teachers)  that have the support of the NEA and AFT. As I recall, 6 to8 percent of teachers are 
counseled out having been identified as low performers through the evaluation process. This would set the bottom. But 
the best way would be to look at the value‐added scores re student achievement. Individual performances are subject to 
a lot of error but aggregating eliminates some of that. 
I am less concerned with cut points than some because if the rigor of the evaluation is doubtful—which it is—the cut 
points have no relevance to the need for interventions to improve teaching. The issue here is not getting rid of teachers 
but authentically helping them to improve. 
If the District is going to contest this, I can invest considerable time. But, it would be useful if the District could explain 
how it decided on cut points.  
 
Teacher and Principal Surveys 
 
Increasingly, both public and private organizations are using multisource evaluation—sometimes call 360 assessments. 
The logic for this in schools is outlined in a recent article in Educational Administration Quarterly, Vol 51 (4), 2015, 
entitled: Multisource Principal Evaluation Data…” This does not discuss weights but if this type of assessment is going to 
be useful, it must be consequential because, as the article suggests, principals (all of us) have a disposition to be 
defensive and to explain away negative feedback. As the District’s staff points out, 10 percent weight will have negligible 
effect on final scores. So, the surveys should count for a lot  (we can only have them add up to 17 percent. Moreover, 
given the specific responsibilities of principals identified in the USP relating to school conditions, fair treat, inclusiveness, 
etc. (we can provide a list), the best way to measure these things is to ask those affected what they experience. See the 
principal evaluation tool’s description of school behaviors that principals are to be held accountable for. Frankly, this is a 
no brainer. There is no way a person who does principal evaluation can accurately assess many of these school 
conditions.  Finally, over 2000 schools in numerous districts have been using the NEA’s KEYS surveys to foster school 
improvement. These are surveys of teachers and students.  Research has been done to show that schools that score 
highly on various subscales have higher student achievement. In any event, these surveys were developed by well‐
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known researchers and school leaders over many years and the scales were based on research about school 
improvement (full disclosure: I chaired the KEYS advisory panel). 

 
 
Willis D. Hawley 
Professor of Education and Public Policy 
University of Maryland 
Senior Advisor 
Southern Poverty Law Center 
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Goldring et al. 573

from different data sources (e.g., their self-ratings to those of their teachers) 
contrasts. This can result in a motivation to reduce dissonance either by 
providing explanations and excuses, or making actual changes that result in 
improvement. Implications for Research and Practice: As performance 
feedback continues to become more commonplace in school settings, it will 
become increasingly necessary to build capacity around the processes of 
giving and receiving feedback. Results from this study have implications for 
how principals can be supported to use their evaluation data.

Keywords
principal evaluation, feedback, instructional leadership, development, 
leadership effectiveness

In today’s schools, the stakes for school leaders are high to meet the diverse 
needs of all students in a climate of system-wide accountability (Catano & 
Stronge, 2006; Thomas, Holdaway, & Ward, 2000). Many accountability 
approaches include an emphasis on principal evaluation as a lever for devel-
oping and supporting effective leadership. Principal evaluation data are used 
to assess principals’ strengths and weaknesses in making decisions about 
contracts, merit pay, and ongoing professional development.

Much of the current debate surrounding principal evaluation pertains to 
the extent to which school-level value added student achievement growth 
should be used to evaluate principals (Grissom, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2012). 
Some state legislatures, such as Florida and Tennessee, mandate that student 
growth must be part of a principal’s performance evaluation. However, fol-
lowing the American Educational Research Association, American 
Psychological Association, and National Council on Measurement in 
Education (1999) standards, more and more principal evaluation systems 
require multiple measures; value added to student achievement is one mea-
sure, rating scales and leadership rubrics, for example, are others.

A relatively new approach to principal evaluation, which is well devel-
oped and implemented in other industries outside of education, is the use of 
multisource feedback. This approach typically entails a self-evaluation of the 
leader as well as parallel evaluations from subordinates, peers, and/or superi-
ors; when all three sources are engaged this is known as 360-degree feed-
back.1 The motivation behind multisource feedback is that more information 
regarding leadership efficacy resides within the shared experiences of these 
individuals than from any one source alone (Atwater, Ostroff, Yammarino, & 
Fleenor, 1998). Research in the private sector supports the use of subordinate 
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feedback to facilitate communication (Boyd & Jensen, 1972), provide unique 
perspectives (Church, 1997), and serve as a reliable source of useful informa-
tion (Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005).

There is little research on multisource feedback for principals and princi-
pals’ reactions to evaluation data from multisource feedback systems (Vohra 
& Singh, 2005). In an experiment from the 1960s, Daw and Gage (1967) 
found that feedback from teachers improves the behavior of principals. The 
purpose of this article is to explore how principals understand and respond to 
multisource feedback on their effectiveness as instructional leaders and how 
they interpret and react to gaps between their self-assessments of their leader-
ship effectiveness and their teachers’ ratings of their leadership effectiveness, 
using multiple interviews across cases of school principals (Yin, 2009).

This topic is especially timely given the new evaluation context in schools 
for educators across the country. Many teachers are now evaluated using mul-
tisource feedback as their evaluations include student perceptions and ratings 
of their teaching. Similarly, principal evaluation is undergoing sweeping 
changes. Almost all states have redesigned their principal evaluation systems 
to include multiple measures and indicators, often in a highly politicized 
environment. Many of these systems rely on student achievement and growth, 
and additional information about principals’ instructional leadership. Some 
systems require surveys and ratings of principals (Goldring & Jones, 2013). 
There is little research about the usefulness of these systems for educator 
development and support, and less information about how principals react to 
and process performance-based feedback, even though these systems are 
widely assumed useful (see Murphy, Hallinger, & Heck, 2013). As multi-
source evaluation becomes more widespread, and principal evaluation 
becomes more high-stakes, research is needed to understand how principals 
make sense of and react to feedback.

Theoretical Framework of Multisource Feedback

Feedback intervention theory (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996) and control theory 
(Carver & Scheier, 1982) suggest that behavior is altered or regulated when 
feedback is received and compared with goals or standards. The fundamental 
premise underlying these theories is that dissonant cognitions induce a psy-
chologically uncomfortable state of arousal that provides the motivation to 
reduce dissonance (Festinger, 1957). A discrepancy between behavior and a 
standard of expected performance, such as an internally defined expectation 
of oneself around leadership effectiveness, can increase motivation to reduce 
the dissonance by bringing evaluations from others in line with self-view. 
Research on multisource feedback suggests that multiple reports of the  
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effectiveness of instructional leadership can expose the domains of leadership 
behavior most in need of improvement (Church, 1997). While self-evaluations 
are inextricably tied to the leader’s own experiences and biases, multiple per-
spectives can create contrasts to motivate behavioral change (Bickman, 2008; 
Riemer & Bickman, 2011) because of the importance of self-awareness and 
cognitive dissonance.

The comparison between self-ratings and feedback from others can chal-
lenge behavioral patterns and provide motivation to rethink behavior and its 
impact on others (McCauley & Moxley, 1996). Previous research shows that 
the reactions to multisource feedback are highly variable, with the outcome 
conditioned by the particular individual and situation (Walker et al., 2010). 
The way that persons spontaneously engage in sense-making and decision-
making may lead them toward successful behavioral change or away from it.

Furthermore, the management literature on multisource ratings empha-
sizes the importance of understanding self-other ratings in terms of whether 
there is agreement, or whether leaders tend to be overestimators or underes-
timators because of the importance of self-awareness in understanding lead-
ership performance (Sosik & Megerian, 1999). Other research similarly 
documents that self-ratings tend to be high and may be the result either of 
egocentric biases or because of “something unique and valid” (Conway & 
Huffcutt, 1997, p. 349), such as self-knowledge about behaviors that only the 
respondent (self) has. Research has explored the implications of over-and 
underestimation on performance and leadership. Findings, for example, sug-
gest that underestimators are associated with mixed reviews by others (Sosik 
& Megerian, 1999); effective leaders who are self-aware are better able to 
incorporate observations to generate behavioral change: “Consequently, the 
self-aware individual is more cognizant of how he or she is perceived by oth-
ers, which results in more accurate self-assessment” (Atwater & Yammarino, 
1992, p. 143). From an evaluative standpoint self-awareness may be regarded 
as a desirable, even essential, component of a capable leader.

By and large, in the current context, principals’ source of formal evalua-
tion feedback remains almost exclusively from the superintendent (see 
Goldring, Cravens, et al., 2009). This is paradoxical given that much of the 
research indicates it is the teachers’ perceptions of their principal’s leadership 
that relate to effective teaching practices and student achievement (Anderson, 
1991; Goddard, Neumerski, Goddard, Salloum, & Berebitsky, 2010; 
Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Thomas et al., 2000). Moreover, until recently, eval-
uation and feedback for principals has rarely focused on matters of teaching 
and learning. In a recent review of evaluation practices of principals in large 
cities across the United States, Goldring, Cravens, et al. (2009) found very 
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limited coverage on leadership behaviors related to curriculum or instruction 
and teaching, factors linked to school-wide improvement.

Feedback from teachers, in theory then, can play three key roles in the 
evaluation process. First, teacher feedback may provide an alternative per-
spective on principal instructional leadership. This “bottom-up” view of lead-
ership may be a more valid evaluative source than the principal’s 
self-evaluation (Church, 1997, p. 986). The larger number of respondents 
also lends credence to teacher feedback representing a more reliable measure 
than a principal’s self-evaluation (Smither et al., 2005). Second, teacher eval-
uations of principals become a metric against which principals and superiors 
can compare and contrast the principal’s self-evaluation. Principals who con-
sistently express views of leadership that are not supported by their faculty 
may reevaluate their leadership practices. Superintendents and district offi-
cials may also want to incorporate a comparison of principal and teacher 
ratings when considering performance reviews, or when they are recom-
mending coaching or professional development opportunities. Furthermore, 
research suggests the importance of trust in developing effective leadership 
(Louis, Leithwood, Wahlstrom, & Anderson, 2010; Supovitz, Sirinides, & 
May, 2010). As noted by Price (2012), trusting, cooperative, and open char-
acteristics in schools generate higher levels of satisfaction, cohesion around 
school goals, and commitment among faculty. One avenue for developing 
trust and openness is for leaders to know their teachers’ views or perceptions 
of their leadership effectiveness. As Price (2012) explains, “Sharing a defini-
tion of expectations is especially important for successful relationship out-
comes” (p. 65). Collecting feedback from teachers is one possible avenue for 
leaders to begin to engage in open communication with teachers about their 
leadership practices. Third, teachers can provide principals with crucial 
insights into their roles as instructional leaders, specifically around the 
domains of teaching and learning.

Kimball (2002) developed a conceptual model to analyze factors that may 
influence the extent to which teachers will use feedback that can also inform 
the discussion on how principals might respond to feedback. He suggests that 
the timing and frequency of feedback, the credibility of those giving feed-
back, and the extent to which the feedback is aligned with the system so that 
feedback can be integrated and acted on are important factors in understand-
ing reactions to feedback. Furthermore, Kimball and others refer to the 
importance of perceived fairness or perceived validity as important factors in 
reactions to feedback. Moreover, feedback, the source of dissonance, must be 
accepted as valid to thwart natural tendencies to self-enhance or self-protect 
(Alicke & Sedikides, 2009).
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However, these factors that may affect the extent to which one will use 
feedback may be strongly influenced by principals’ “self-protective” defense 
reactions and rationalization that are typical psychological responses to anxi-
ety (Vohra & Singh, 2005). Vohra and Singh (2005) found classic forms of 
resistance to negative feedback (ignoring and denial, repression and rational-
ization) when administering feedback to principals. This raises important 
questions regarding how principals understand feedback and how they react 
to gaps between their self-assessments and their teachers’ ratings of their 
leadership effectiveness.

Employees may fail to benefit from feedback for several reasons. First, 
employees are often self-enhancing and self-protective (Alicke & Sedikides, 
2009) and tend to “accept feedback from others that is consistent with the 
way we see ourselves and to reject feedback that is inconsistent with the way 
we see ourselves” (Goldsmith, 2004). Mone and London (2010) observed 
that even prior to implementing 360-degree feedback, managers “invariably” 
provided rationalizations for why it would be unable to produce valid feed-
back given their particular circumstances. By denying the validity of the 
feedback, employees relieve themselves of the responsibility for responding 
to the feedback. When asked to reflect back on multisource feedback most 
remember the positive parts rather than the negative (Smither et al., 2005).

Second, employees often struggle with interpreting feedback and drawing 
valid conclusions (Cannon & Witherspoon, 2005). While multisource feed-
back reports may indicate to feedback recipients that they are not evaluated 
positively, the reports are often sufficiently abstract that recipients are left 
with little or no clarity about what they would need to do differently (Kaiser 
& Craig, 2005).

Finally, even employees who figure out what raters want them to do dif-
ferently may not know how to design effective goals, action plans, or a pro-
cess that would enable them to succeed in changing their behavior. Thus, 
business organizations commonly hire coaches to help managers work 
through the natural barriers to using feedback productively (Jarvis, Lane, & 
Fillery-Travis, 2006; McDowall, 2008).

The Context of the Feedback Study

As part of an ongoing research project to explore principals’ responses to 
feedback regarding their learning-centered leadership, principals received a 
feedback report three times a year. The feedback reports included responses 
from the principal and his/her teachers, all of whom responded to a modified 
version of the Vanderbilt Assessment for Leadership in Education (VAL-ED) 
and other measures, including principals’ and teachers’ levels of trust, and 
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school academic focus. Bryk and Schneider (2002) explain that trust is 
important because of the mutual dependence that exists between school 
members: “All participants remain dependent on others to achieve desired 
outcomes and feel empowered by their efforts” (p. 41). Hoy, Hannum, and 
Tschannen-Moran (1998) suggest that academic press is an aspect of leader-
ship that shows sustained influence on student outcomes over time (see 
Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000). The principals and their entire instructional 
faculty completed surveys three times over the course of the school year (fall, 
winter, and spring). All teacher responses were anonymous. Teacher response 
rates averaged 85% in this study. Research staff administered pencil-and-
paper surveys to schools on professional development days or during faculty 
meetings to collect the feedback surveys. Data were summarized and synthe-
sized into 11-page feedback reports, which were distributed to school princi-
pals 2 to 3 weeks after survey completion.

Feedback Reports

Feedback reports presented survey results to principals as text, graphics, and 
in tabular form. The report provided principals with an overview of the key 
measures, namely, Learning-Centered Leadership, a Culture of Trust, and 
Academic Focus. The feedback was designed to induce a sense of cognitive 
dissonance in principals by contrasting their perceptions with those of their 
teachers; this has been referred to in the evaluation literature on multisource 
feedback as the perceptional gap or levels of perceptual congruence (Atwater 
& Yammarino, 1992; Boyd & Jensen, 1972; Smither et al., 2005). Feedback 
reports were also designed to motivate principals by presenting comparisons 
between their teachers’ responses and responses from other teachers and prin-
cipals in the district participating in the study. The reports also provided data 
over time, for each administration of the surveys. An example of such feed-
back is shown in Figure 1.2 The graph shown in Figure 1 was accompanied 
by brief explanatory text, such as, “Your teachers’ rating of your leadership 
effectiveness varied: 13% of your teachers rate you as outstandingly effective 
and 40% rate you as minimally effective.” Parallel presentations were pro-
vided for teacher trust of other teachers, teachers’ trust of principal, princi-
pals’ trust of teachers, and academic focus (academic press). Feedback reports 
included longitudinal as well as distributional comparisons.

To mitigate the possibility that principals would be intimidated by or mis-
understand the data in the feedback reports, the research staff held two pro-
fessional workshops to familiarize principals with the foundation of the 
measures, the organization of the feedback report, and provide them with the 
opportunity to ask questions about the interpretation of the data. Although 
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the feedback reports contained suggestions for how to improve in each of the 
featured domains, there was no input from the research staff or the district to 
help principals translate the feedback data into clear goals and actionable 
behaviors during the first three waves of the project.3

Instrumentation

The key areas, or measures, where principals received feedback were a mea-
sure of learning-centered leadership effectiveness, based on the VAL-ED sur-
vey, measures of trust, and academic press. As noted above, the principal and 
all the teachers in the school completed a modified version of the VAL-ED, a 
72-item assessment to evaluate the principal’s effectiveness as an instructional 

Figure 1. Sample feedback to principal.
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leader three times during the academic year. The behaviors that are measured 
are based on the instructional leadership literature and are aligned with the 
Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (Goldring, Porter, Murphy, 
Elliot, & Cravens, 2009; Porter et al., 2010a, 2010b). The VAL-ED assess-
ment measures six core components and six key processes that define 
learning-centered leadership (Goldring, Cravens, et al., 2009). The core com-
ponents are high standards for student learning, rigorous curriculum, quality 
instruction, culture of learning and professional behavior, connections to 
external communities, and performance accountability. The key processes are 
planning, implementing, supporting, communicating, monitoring, and advo-
cating (see Goldring, Porter, et al., 2009; Murphy, Elliott, Goldring, & Porter, 
2007). The respondents were asked to rate the principal’s effectiveness for 
each behavior. The effectiveness rating is a scale from 1 to 5: 1 = ineffective, 
2 = minimally effective, 3 = satisfactorily effective, 4 = highly effective, 5 = 
outstandingly effective. The teacher version includes a sixth response option, 
“don’t know,” for each item.

The VAL-ED has undergone extensive psychometric development and 
testing (see Porter et al., 2010a, 2010b). The VAL-ED was developed and 
psychometrically tested in a field test after an extensive item writing and 
instrument development phase, including a sorting study, two rounds of cog-
nitive interviews, a bias review, and two rounds of small-scale pilots. The 
field trial sample consisted of more than 270 schools and more than 8,000 
individual surveys, with 218 complete sets of responses. The sample included 
urban, suburban, and rural schools; elementary, middle, and high schools; 
and schools from all regions of the country (Porter et al., 2009). A recent dif-
ferential item functioning by Polikoff et al. (2009) shows that item function-
ality is robust across a wide spectrum of contextual variation including 
urbanicity, geographic region, and school-grade level (elementary, middle, 
and high schools). The Cronbach alpha reliability measure is more than .95 
for both principals and teachers.

The feedback measure of teachers’ trust of their principal, adapted from 
extant measures (e.g., Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999, 2003), includes five 
items (Cronbach α reliability of .89). Teachers rate the items on a 4-point 
Likert-type scale, ranging from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree.” The 
measure is part of the feedback. Sense of trust has criterion validity with 
student achievement (Louis et al., 2010). Teacher trust items include the fol-
lowing: During the past few months . . . teachers in this school can rely on the 
principal; teachers in this school trust the principal; this principal doesn’t 
really tell teachers what is going on; the teachers in this school have faith in 
the integrity of the principal; the teachers in this school are suspicious of most 
of the principal’s actions.
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Academic press as perceived by principals and teachers is a four-item 
scale (reliability of .82 for teachers and .80 for principals). Respondents rate 
on a 4-point scale how much they agree/disagree with such statements as the 
following: Teachers in this school expect students to complete every assign-
ment, and Teachers in this school set high expectations for academic work. 
This construct is consistent with other work such as Lee and Smith (1999) 
and has predictive validity with student achievement. The data for these mea-
sures were presented to the principals in the feedback reports in a similar 
graphic as the VAL-ED measures.

Methodology

This article is part of a larger research project that was conducted in an urban 
school district in the southeastern United States that serves about 75,000 stu-
dents. Sixty-five percent of students in the district are eligible for free or 
reduced price lunch; 34% of the students are White, 48% are Black, and 14% 
are Latino. English language learners account for about 12% of the students.

This article is based on a qualitative methodology that relied on a data col-
lection strategy of one-on-one interviews during two points of time. Schools 
where principals were interviewed were drawn from 36 schools that were 
randomly assigned to a treatment group to receive a feedback report three 
times during the school year. Qualitative data was collected from a total of 23 
schools in the broader research project. These schools were purposefully 
selected based on school free and reduced lunch rates, racial composition, 
and initial baseline teacher and principal feedback ratings. This article focuses 
on a narrower sample of these schools (n = 14), which had principals who 
both received feedback during the 2008-2009 academic year and were not 
new to the principalship.4 We decided against including brand new principals 
in our analysis for logistical reasons; many of the new principals who partici-
pated in our study were recruited after the school year had already begun, so 
it was not possible to interview them during the fall.

The interviews proceeded during two time periods. In the first stage of 
data collection during fall of 2008, a team of interviewers conducted brief 
telephone interviews with principals the week after they received their first 
feedback reports. These 20-minute interviews served to canvass principals 
and capture their initial reactions to receiving feedback. Interview questions 
included, “When you first read your feedback report, what was the first thing 
that ran through your mind?”

During the second stage of data collection during the winter of 2009, inter-
viewers conducted in-depth in-person interviews with principals lasting up to 
an hour to follow-up on principals’ initial reactions to their feedback, asking 
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questions about whether their initial reactions had changed, if they had pro-
cessed their feedback further or shared it with anyone, if they had gained 
insights from the feedback, whether they planned to respond to the feedback 
(e.g., share with assistant principal, leadership team, whole faculty) or change 
leadership behaviors, and whether they had plans to pursue professional 
development activities related to their feedback. Relevant excerpts of both 
interview protocols are included in Appendix A. A statement of researchers’ 
positionality is included in Appendix B.

Analysis

The analysis focused on exploring principals’ orientations and reactions to 
multisource feedback on their instructional leadership effectiveness, trust and 
academic press, and how they interpret and react to gaps between their self-
assessments and their teachers’ ratings of their effectiveness in these areas. 
We define principals’ orientation to feedback as the way principals viewed 
and felt about their feedback while reaction to feedback captures how princi-
pals respond to and engage with the information included in their feedback 
reports. Analyses sought to fully understanding each principal’s experience 
with receiving feedback, and also compare all cases to identify the range and 
differences among principals’ orientations and reactions to their feedback.

This analysis utilized pattern coding to discern patterns of thought, action, 
and behavior among principals (Fetterman, 1989; Yin, 2009). To explore the 
research questions, we established a baseline a priori frame from the research 
questions and applied it during the first round of coding the data. Interview 
transcripts were coded and summarized according to general descriptive cat-
egories derived from the theoretical framework and the literature review using 
the constant comparative method (Patton, 2001). Specifically, our coding pro-
cess was guided by the key themes in the data and the concepts unpacked from 
the theoretical framework linked to our project questions and interview proto-
cols (e.g., how principals orient and react to feedback on their instructional 
leadership, how principals feel about their feedback, principals’ perceptions of 
the accuracy of their feedback, how principals interpret gaps in their self- 
ratings and those of their teachers, etc.). As an example of our coding scheme, 
when examining principals’ orientation to feedback, we utilized the following 
codes initially: positive, neutral, and negative. We subsequently added the fol-
lowing codes as they emerged from the data: receptive, curious, and defen-
sive. In addition, the extant research literature guided our specific coding 
scheme. For instance, when examining how principals react to feedback, we 
utilized Vohra and Singh’s (2005) forms of resistance to feedback (avoidance 
and denial, rationalization, superficial interpretation, and unnatural behavior) 

 at ROOSEVELT UNIV LIBRARY on October 21, 2015eaq.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

Case 4:74-cv-00090-DCB   Document 1860   Filed 10/23/15   Page 31 of 51



Goldring et al. 583

as specific codes.5 This process was both iterative and theory driven, and 
reflected inductive and deductive analysis (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). We also 
made an effort to compare interview transcripts to see if additional patterns 
across individuals emerged. As new categories and themes emerged during 
data coding, they were added to the coding framework (Miles & Huberman, 
1994). Thus, the resulting theories that “bubble up” from the findings are 
grounded in real-world patterns (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).

The ultimate coding template included procedures that were both guided and 
open, with codes that were categorical and thematic. In sum, our analytic proce-
dures were designed to produce a reliable and valid qualitative report, including 
an examination of countervailing evidence, constant comparative method, and 
iterative coding (Patton, 2001). The final analyses include thick, rich descrip-
tions of the patterns and themes that emerged from the interview data.

Findings

The analyses of the interview data suggest that principals’ orientations and 
reactions to their feedback vary greatly and this variation has implications for 
how principals can be supported to use their evaluation data.

Orientation to Feedback

Principals’ orientation to feedback focused on how they felt they had per-
formed in comparison to how they had expected to perform (see leftmost 
section of Figure 2). Interview data revealed that principals honed in on 
whether their data exceeded or fell below their expectations as demonstrated 
by three specific aspects of their feedback report: (1) a comparison between 
their own self-ratings of instructional leadership and academic press and the 
average rating of their teachers, (2) a comparison between their teachers’ 
average instructional leadership and academic press rating and that of other 
principals in the district, and (3) a comparison between their teachers’ aver-
age rating of how much they trust the principal and that of other principals in 
the district. These comparisons allowed principals to know how they were 
doing in their school building as well as nest their results in the broader dis-
trict context. Of these comparisons, principals tended to focus the most on the 
difference between their self-rating of instructional leadership and their 
teachers’ average rating in this area. Specifically, three out of four principals 
whose instructional leadership self-ratings were noticeably less than their 
teachers’ ratings were positive and receptive to feedback, six out of seven 
principals whose self-ratings were approximately equal to their teachers’ rat-
ings were neutral and curious or positive and receptive, and two out of three 
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reflect on what I’m doing, what I think that I need to tweak, to address 
particular areas where there was a little bit of a gap.

Interviewer: So you reviewed it, and there weren’t very many gaps, but the 
things that you saw, you wanted to work on?

Principal: Right. (Principal 1125a)

Principals who received feedback that was in line with or better than what 
they had anticipated tended to approach their feedback with a positive orien-
tation that in turn shaped how they subsequently engaged with feedback 
results.

Conversely, principals who had rated themselves higher than their teach-
ers or whose teachers’ ratings fell below the average for the district often 
experienced cognitive dissonance. Interestingly, principals responded to this 
cognitive dissonance in two different ways. Most of these principals dis-
played a negative and at times defensive orientation to their feedback. For 
example, when asked to describe what ran through her head on receiving the 
feedback report, one principal whose teachers rated the principal well under 
the principal’s self-evaluation said “I had some real concerns about the results 
. . . and I have some real concerns about the perspectives of my teachers” 
(Principal 1059a). In essence, this principal had immediate reservations about 
the results that led to suspicion around the validity of the feedback.

However, a handful of principals whose self-ratings were different (lower) 
than their teachers or the district average developed a more neutral orienta-
tion to their feedback, displaying curiosity about the surprising results rather 
than adopting a negative orientation to their feedback (dotted arrow in Figure 2). 
For example, in examining results about academic focus, one principal started 
asking questions like: “Okay, how can I make this become better? How can I 
be the best administrator that I can possibly be? How can I create a learning 
environment where my students strive to be as successful as they possibly 
can?” (Principal 1028a) and took the time to revisit the feedback report to 
further engage with it: “I skimmed it the first time that I read it; then when I 
got back home, I read it a little closer” (Principal 1028a). In this case, despite 
the cognitive dissonance, this principal’s more neutral orientation to the feed-
back allowed the principal the space to become curious about the data and 
begin to ask questions that had the potential to lead to a deeper level of 
thought and reflection.

Principals’ orientation to feedback in many ways seemed to set the tone 
for how they in turn used the feedback from that point on; principals who 
were initially disappointed with their feedback results appeared to struggle to 
connect with the feedback, often distancing themselves from the issues raised 
in their reports, while principals who were initially eager to receive and 
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examine feedback tended to remain that way. In essence, the orientation to 
feedback colored the way principals viewed and made sense of the feedback 
and prompted principals to adopt a particular stance toward the feedback.

Reaction to Feedback

Interview data reveal that orientation to feedback was closely tied to princi-
pals’ reaction to feedback. Principals who were either positive and receptive 
or neutral and curious about their feedback expressed interest and engage-
ment when working through their feedback reports. For example, one princi-
pal whose scores had exceeded expectations and had a positive orientation 
toward the feedback described the first time she looked at her feedback 
report: “I thought it was very interesting, and I read it very quickly, because I 
was leaving the house, and then, when I got back, I spent a little more time on 
it” (Principal 1079a). Many principals with a positive orientation to their 
feedback chose to revisit their feedback report to further engage with the 
information and try to learn about what they could improve. This type of 
reaction to feedback often also led to principals beginning to formulate and 
enact plans in response to their ratings. For example, in the second wave of 
interviews another principal continued to come back to the feedback report 
for guidance:

But the areas: the two core components that were—areas as your least effective 
. . . the connections to external communities: that was one that I really agreed 
upon . . . I know that we must have both school and home working together, 
and I really do believe that we must—for us to do what we need to do here 
with our children, we must get our parents and community more involved, and 
so that was one of the areas that I asked our teams to work on, just with 
suggestions, and I did a concern sheet, as a team, and the area on the external 
communities. . . . So I pulled that from what you guys had given to me. 
(Principal 1041b)

Similarly, this same principal was able to grapple with the aspects of the 
report that indicate a need for improvement:

In looking at comparisons for the teachers in this building, for myself, and then 
district teachers and principals, that was interesting, too, to see where we’re 
rating with others . . . and even when I was growing up, and even with raising 
my children, you know, we shouldn’t compare ourselves with others, but I 
think that’s a natural thing to do, but so in looking at this, okay, well, we’re 
right in there. In some areas, we were a little above, so as a principal, that 
helped me to feel better. The trust factor, though, interesting enough, when I 
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look at the district teachers and my teachers, the teachers here in this building 
were a little below the district, and so again, I’m thinking, “Well, what is that 
indicating or saying to me?” (Principal 1041b)

Principals who adopted a neutral or positive orientation toward their feed-
back were much more receptive to and engaged with the data contained in 
their report, even the data that highlighted areas that could be improved on. 
They were not immediately overwhelmed by cognitive dissonance as they 
initially worked through their feedback, which allowed them to comfortably 
confront the more challenging aspects of the report.

In contrast, principals who had a negative orientation often reacted 
adversely to their feedback. Principals whose self-ratings were either higher 
than those of their teachers or whose ratings were simply lower than expected 
in general often expressed immediate dismay with their feedback. These 
recipients who were displeased with their feedback results tended to display 
self-protecting behaviors designed to deflect responsibility for feedback 
results. Vohra and Singh (2005) record four typical adverse reactions to feed-
back: (1) avoidance and denying feedback received, (2) rationalization of the 
feedback, (3) superficial interpretation of the feedback, and (4) unnatural 
behavioral manifestations on receiving feedback. As we coded our data, we 
found that all of principals’ adverse reactions to their feedback fell into one 
of these categories.

Avoiding and denying feedback. Avoidance occurs when the feedback recipient 
seeks to ignore or disbelieve the information contained in the feedback (Vohra 
& Singh, 2005). Principals who avoided their feedback often spent little, if 
any, time reading and interpreting their report. For example, one principal 
described putting the report aside on experiencing disappointment with 
scores:

Principal: Looked like, to me, when I—that my ranking was low. That was 
my—I don’t know if I interpreted it correctly.

Interviewer: Um-hmm. Um-hmm . . . So how did that make you feel?
Principal: Put it away.
Interviewer: Put it down, you mean? Just walk away from it?
Principal: Yeah. Yeah, exactly. (Principal 1015a)

Avoidance can also occur when feedback recipients are interpreting their 
feedback. For example, Vohra and Singh (2005) found that many of their 
feedback recipients were “cognitively lazy and wanted [the researchers] to 
interpret their feedback” (p. 143). The following exchange is one example of 
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a principal who is interested in having the interviewer work through the feed-
back and explain it:

Interviewer: And then the bottom graph is the district comparison.
Principal: Yes. Overall principal, 3.6, and then what was mine? Does it—?
Interviewer: Which overlaps; yeah, it’s overlapping.
Principal: I see.
Interviewer: Actually that was, this is the overall teacher average across 

schools, and overall principal average, and your rating was a four, so 
compared—

Principal: And theirs is a 3.6.
Interviewer: —to the district; right.
Principal: Right. I felt like it was pretty close.
Interviewer: Um hum . . . was 3.4. So you’re slightly ahead of the district. 

(Principal 1043b)

Our analysis shows that principals who avoided or denied their feedback 
often distanced themselves from their results by not engaging with the mate-
rial contained in the report.

Rationalization of the feedback. Feedback recipients rationalize their feedback 
when they offer excuses as to why their feedback was below expectations (Vohra 
& Singh, 2005). While attempting to more deeply understand results by situat-
ing them in the school setting can be productive, there is a fine line between 
explanation and rationalization. Explanation seeks to shed additional light on 
results, whereas rationalization attempts to explain away results. One manifesta-
tion of rationalization may be to attempt to “locate the sources of the feedback” 
(Vohra & Singh, 2005, p. 145). For example, one principal rationalized her 
lower than expected scores by discussing the impact of a new teacher she hired:

Principal: And, you know, I guess this one thing was the one that really 
stood out in my mind because I do have a teacher this year that I hired—
4.0, great recommendations, great student teaching, great whatever, 
whatever, whatever. And I’m having a real difficult time seeing her fit in 
this environment. And it’s really making me question this and question 
the trust and faith that I had in her when we, she went into there. Because 
everything was in place on paper, everything was in place on the inter-
view, but the problem with this particular person is she cannot get along 
with her peers. And it’s kind of the prima donna. And, I’ve done every-
thing I can to work with her, encourage her, talk with her . . . kind of 
make her reflect at her own behaviors. And it’s just not going to happen.
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Interviewer: So that makes you question the trust, although the trust is still 
quite high there, but it makes you question your trust of her?

Principal: Right. Right. Right, and it’s really sad. It’s really sad, ’cause 
she’s got everything going for her. But when you don’t get along with 
your peers, it’s like you’re bringing that attitude into your building and 
it’s just poison. (Principal 1043b)

Instead of talking about working to build a better relationship with this 
teacher, the principal talks about the negative impact of this teacher as a fore-
gone conclusion that cannot be remedied. In addition, it was also common for 
principals to indicate a tendency to think about the kind of day their teachers 
had as they examined their feedback, suggesting that lower scores may be an 
indication that teachers completed the survey during a particularly hectic 
time of year.

Superficial interpretation of feedback. Feedback recipients who skip over sub-
tleties of the feedback in favor of focusing only on that which is obvious are 
approaching their feedback in a superficial fashion (Vohra & Singh, 2005). 
Superficiality is often demonstrated when feedback recipients gloss over 
uncomfortable parts of their feedback results instead emphasizing aspects of 
the feedback that are positive. One such example is a principal who indicated 
she had started doing more goal setting and on being asked whether or not she 
is using any particular resources to help with these changes replied, “Just 
good logic” (Principal 1028a). When interpreting the lower than expected 
rating of teachers’ trust of other teachers in the school, one principal said:

You know, there are a whole lot of us that work—a whole lot of adults that 
work in this building [laughing]. It’s hard to be able to trust everyone else at all 
times . . . it’s never going to be a hundred percent. So, to me it’s pretty strong 
so I’m, you know, I’m pretty, I’m pretty good with that, again, it’s right there in 
the district, so . . . (Principal 1003b)

Interestingly, this principal uses the district comparison to the ratings at her 
own school to justify maintaining the status quo.

Unnatural manifestations. Those who exaggerate and dramatize their reac-
tions to feedback are demonstrating unnatural manifestations (Vohra & 
Singh, 2005). These exaggerations can help mask true feelings about less 
than stellar feedback. One principal reacted dramatically on noticing that 
teachers in her school had indicated that the school was less academically 
focused as she had:
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About three percent of your teachers disagree that your school has a strong 
academic focus. That’s about the biggest joke I’ve ever heard, you know? I 
mean, are you kidding? [Our School]? I mean, I have parents beating down the 
door to check to make sure what their children are learning, and if they’re not 
reading at, you know, their age level, God help them all, because there’s 
something seriously wrong with their child. (Principal 1053b)

Another principal expressed frustration with the learning-centered leadership 
score her teachers had given her as compared with her self-rating:

I think they just don’t realize how much they’re doing. And how good they are. 
It’s very difficult. Our reading scores are 96-97 percent. And it’s very difficult 
to maintain that year after year after year. And I have so many people that are 
such perfectionist teachers; I don’t care how much we do, they would still think 
there’s more, more, more, more, more out there, you know, that we’re just still 
not doing our best. . . . But, you know, I think it has to do with a lot too with the 
. . . expectations of the teachers. I have teachers that have very high expectations 
of themselves, and some of them, even if it was a hundred percent, their 
expectations, you know, would never be met. (Principal 1043b)

Responses like these can be problematic because they represent an attempt to 
downplay the meaning of the data. Doing so may seriously limit the potential 
for the feedback to promote change and improvement.

Discussion and Implications

Discussion

Against the backdrop of the accountability movement, assessment and evalu-
ation are playing an increasingly prominent role in schools across the coun-
try. While much of the focus has been on teacher evaluation systems, policy 
makers have begun to shift attention to other important parties, such as school 
administrators. Increasingly, states are embracing evaluations systems that 
include multiple measures of performance. Multisource feedback is one such 
measure.

Unlike other measures of performance (e.g., school-level value added 
models that capture student achievement growth), multisource feedback is 
designed to develop and support feedback recipients. A primary goal of pro-
viding principals with feedback on their performance is for formative pur-
poses; that is, on receiving timely and useful information about their 
performance, principals will be able to adjust and improve their practice 
based on what they have learned. The information included in our feedback 
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reports was meant to help principals identify areas of strength to celebrate 
and areas of weakness to target for improvement. Our study reveals that 
while providing principals with feedback certainly has the potential to lead to 
improved performance, it does not guarantee it. Receiving feedback can be 
an emotionally taxing process because a primary purpose of multisource 
evaluation systems is to highlight areas of improvement that the feedback 
recipient may not be aware exist.

How principals understand, interpret, and process feedback is complex 
and multifaceted. Interviews with our principals suggest that much of how 
principals interpret feedback is through comparison. They compare their self-
ratings to those of their teachers, their teachers’ ratings to teachers’ ratings for 
other principals across the district, and their ratings over time. Principals tend 
to focus their attention on contrasts within these comparisons, particularly 
instances when their teachers have rated them lower than their self-ratings, or 
their teachers have rated them below the district average. Such situations 
prompt principals to experience cognitive dissonance, which can result in a 
motivation to reduce dissonance either by providing explanations and 
excuses, or making actual changes that result in real improvement.

Results from this study show that in many ways principals’ initial interac-
tions with their feedback guide and color the way that they process their 
feedback. Principals were quick to adopt an orientation toward their feedback 
on receiving their first report, which tended to dictate the way they reacted to 
their feedback. This suggests that it may be helpful to work with principals 
prior to receiving initial feedback to prepare them for what they may encoun-
ter once they see their results and offer some suggestions as to how to under-
stand and process the feedback. As Kimball (2002) asserted when studying 
factors that influence teachers’ use of feedback, it is important that feedback 
recipients perceive their feedback as both fair and valid. Working with prin-
cipals in advance of receiving feedback to establish the credibility of the data 
might help to prevent principals from adopting self-protecting behaviors and 
a defensive orientation toward challenging feedback, instead allowing them 
to take a more neutral and curious orientation toward their feedback that 
prompts them to wrestle with and act on the data contained in their report.

Limitations

As is the case with most studies, this research has both strengths and weak-
nesses. In terms of strengths, this study is able to draw on the results from 
principals’ own feedback reports to inform how principals understand their 
feedback. In essence, because we know how these principals scored in terms of 
self-and teacher-ratings, we are able to examine whether or not this is an 
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important factor in understanding how principals make sense of their feedback. 
In addition, we interviewed multiple principal participants at two points in time 
providing us with divergent responses that made our data thicker than it would 
have been if we had interviewed a smaller group and had only done so once.

An obvious limitation of this study is the fact that the data are drawn from 
only one school district, and it is a subsample of principals within a broader 
study. That said, we believe that this district is confronting issues akin to 
those of other large urban school systems across the nation, both in terms of 
pressure regarding student performance as well as navigating newly imposed 
systems of accountability and evaluation. One additional limitation of this 
study is that while our study had district support, it was not tied to principals’ 
actual evaluations. The data collected in this study were for research purposes 
and were not provided to district personnel. Despite these limitations, we 
believe this work makes a valuable contribution to the research literature and 
has important implications for how districts approach the process of provid-
ing feedback within a system of high-stakes accountability.

In addition, research has clearly documented the importance of context in 
understanding school leadership. In this study, we do not unpack the ways in 
which context could influence both the direction of the feedback and the 
reactions to feedback. For example, in some cases a discrepancy might be 
expected if a principal was specifically hired into a turnaround situation 
where teachers might be disgruntled and have a low sense of efficacy. Context 
is an important avenue for future research in the study of feedback.

Implications

As performance feedback continues to become more commonplace in school 
settings, it will become increasingly important to build capacity around the 
processes of giving and receiving feedback. Districts that provide principals 
with performance feedback as part of their evaluation system expect princi-
pals to make use of that information to improve their practice. However, this 
study demonstrates that merely providing principals feedback, particularly 
feedback that conflicts with principals’ self-perceptions, and expecting them 
to manage their own cognitive dissonance may be unrealistic and counterpro-
ductive. Instead, it will be important for districts to consider ways to scaffold 
principals’ learning around how to productively manage the cognitive disso-
nance they experience. This will also require new training, awareness and 
re-visioning of the role of principal supervisors and central office leaders. In 
other words, supervisors will need to support and encourage more principals 
to understand and connect possible cognitive dissonance to orientation 
toward their feedback.
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Districts might consider offering coaching and development workshops in 
which principals are provided with different mock-ups of feedback reports 
and asked to describe their orientations and reactions to the feedback as if it 
were their own. They could then provide illustrations of what it looks like 
when principals adopt a curious versus defensive orientation toward the feed-
back. Principals could also practice grappling with defensive comments by 
reframing them as questions that seek to glean more information about the 
underlying causes of the cognitive dissonance. Models such as Argyris’ advo-
cacy and inquiry can help principals learn how to respond to feedback (Argyris, 
1999). Similarly, leadership coaches can help principals develop the skills 
necessary to work through their feedback in a productive, forward-moving 
fashion (see Goff, Guthrie, Goldring, & Bickman, in press). More research is 
needed on how to help principals (and teachers) develop capacity to manage 
the psychological discomfort that often comes with challenging feedback.

Appendix A

First-Stage Interview Protocol Excerpts

1. When you first read your feedback report, what was the first thing that 
ran through your mind?

2. After you had time to think about the report, did your feelings or 
thoughts change?

3. Do you plan to change your leadership behavior as a result of the 
feedback that you received?

(a) If so, could you describe what you have in mind?
(b) If yes, then might you do this?
(c) Are you using any resources to help you in your plans to change 

or implement this?

Second-Stage Interview Protocol Excerpts

1. Have your initial reactions (to your recent feedback) changed since 
we spoke by phone?

2. Have you processed (thought about/worked on) the feedback further 
since we spoke by phone? If so,

(a) Can you describe how you have processed the report and the 
information in it?

(b) Have you looked at it again since you first read it?

 at ROOSEVELT UNIV LIBRARY on October 21, 2015eaq.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

Case 4:74-cv-00090-DCB   Document 1860   Filed 10/23/15   Page 42 of 51



594 Educational Administration Quarterly 51(4)

(c) What have you learned?
(d) What challenges exist?

3. Does anything in the feedback confirm or disconfirm how you feel 
things are going in your school?

4. According to this feedback, are there leadership behaviors that seem 
to need improvement?

(a) If so, which ones?

5. Does anything about the current school climate affect your ability to 
reflect on or use the feedback?

6. Are there advantages to receiving feedback? If so, what are they?
7. Are there disadvantages to receiving feedback? If so, what are 

they?
8. What have been the most and least helpful aspects of the feedback 

process?

Appendix B

Researchers’ Positions

The research presented in this article is part of a larger study on improving 
principal leadership through feedback and coaching. As such, we are three 
members of a much broader research team that worked together to collect sur-
vey data, design interview protocols and conduct interviews with principals.

The first author is a co-PI of this study involved in the conceptualization 
of this study, directing the data collection, designing feedback reports, and 
organizing different analytic components of the study. The second and third 
authors served as a graduate research assistant and research associate, respec-
tively, and participated by administering surveys, conducting phone and face-
to-face interviews, organizing data and carrying out data analysis. The second 
and third authors conducted a number of the interviews included in this study.

The article was reviewed by an external reviewer independent of the 
research team to ensure the article is free of conflict of interests.
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Notes

1. The terms “subordinates” and “superiors” are used to describe the theory behind 
multisource feedback and 360-degree ratings and do not denote a specific view 
of school organization as a hierarchy. Rather, this is the language utilized in the 
management and business fields.

2. For more information on the specifics of the feedback report, please contact the 
authors.

3. The primary research question of the larger study, a randomized experiment 
was, “What is the impact of feedback and coaching as compared to feedback 
alone?” This part of the qualitative study was examining feedback only and 
therefore there was no intervention with principals on how to use and interpret 
the feedback.

4. There were a total of 15 principals who met the criteria to participate in our anal-
ysis, but our final sample included 14 principals because one principal attrited 
from the study during the first stage.

5. For more information on the specifics of the coding scheme, please contact the 
authors.

6. Principal self-ratings less than or greater than the teachers’ average rating had 
a difference of 0.5 points or more on a scale of 1 to 5. If the absolute value of 
the difference between principal and teacher ratings was less than 0.5 points, we 
considered the scores to be approximately equal.
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From: William Brammer
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2015 12:41 PM
To: Willis D. Hawley
Cc: Rubin Salter, Jr.; Juan Rodriguez; Lois Thompson; shaheena simons 

(shaheena.simons@usdoj.gov); Savitsky, Zoe (CRT); Eichner, James (CRT); 
Desegregation (deseg@tusd1.org); TUSD; Julie Tolleson (Julie.Tolleson@tusd1.org)

Subject: RE: Dueling Experts

Dr. Hawley – can you please provide a citation to the Baltimore study to which you refer?  I assume it 
will refer us to the instrument you mention as well.  Just want to make sure we are on the same 
page.  Thanks, 
 
          Bill 
 
J. William Brammer, Jr. 
Rusing Lopez & Lizardi, P.L.L.C. 
6363 North Swan Road, Suite 151 
Tucson, Arizona  85718 
Tel: 520.792.4800 
Fax: 520.529.4262 
Brammer@rllaz.com 
www.rllaz.com  
 

   
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE - THIS ELECTRONIC MAIL TRANSMISSION AND ANY DOCUMENTS ACCOMPANYING IT CONTAIN CONFIDENTIAL 
OR PRIVILEGED INFORMATION BELONGING TO THE SENDER. THE INFORMATION IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE PERSON TO 
WHOM IT IS ADDRESSED. IF YOU ARE NOT THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY REVIEW, DISCLOSURE, 
COPYING, DISTRIBUTION OR USE OF THIS COMMUNICATION OR ANY OF THE INFORMATION IT CONTAINS IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED.  ANY 
UNAUTHORIZED INTERCEPTION OF THIS TRANSMISSION IS ILLEGAL.  IF YOU RECEIVED THIS MESSAGE ERRONEOUSLY, PLEASE 
IMMEDIATELY DELETE THIS COMMUNICATION AND ANY ATTACHMENTS FROM YOUR SYSTEM AND DESTROY ANY COPIES.  PLEASE ALSO 
NOTIFY THE SENDER THAT YOU HAVE DONE SO BY REPLYING TO THIS MESSAGE. THANK YOU. 

 
From: Willis D. Hawley [mailto:wdh@umd.edu]  
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2015 11:10 AM 
To: William Brammer 
Cc: Rubin Salter, Jr.; Juan Rodriguez; Lois Thompson; shaheena simons (shaheena.simons@usdoj.gov); Savitsky, Zoe 
(CRT); Eichner, James (CRT); Desegregation (deseg@tusd1.org); TUSD 
Subject: Dueling Experts 
 

As you know, the Mendoza plaintiffs have objected to the introduction of expert 
testimony on the uses of surveys in principal evaluation. I have since identified experts 
willing to counter the District’s expert. For example, a study in Baltimore found that 
teacher assessments were more highly correlated using value-added methods with 
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student performance than the assessments of traditional observers of principals (as in 
TUSD). BTW, the instrument being used in Baltimore is the only validated principal 
evaluation tool.  Do we really want to spend the district’s money and the Court’s time 
on this or will the District withdraw the deposition from its expert? 
 
Willis D. Hawley 
Professor of Education and Public Policy 
University of Maryland 
Senior Advisor 
Southern Poverty Law Center 
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