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Student Learning Objectives (SLO’s) 
Meeting the Challenges for 2012-13 

 

by Fred Cohen,  

Nassau BOCES, Data Warehouse Consultant 

idw@mail.nasboces.org 

fredcohendata@gmail.com  

 

The Nassau BOCES Data Warehouse (IDW) was created a dozen or so years 

ago to help school districts improve instructional practices through the analy-

sis of assessment data.  Since that time, we have entered an era of increased 

scrutiny and data-based decision making, and the IDW is attempting to meet 

the needs of districts in solving all data-based problems.  Therefore, we are 

proposing IDW solutions to the challenges posed by SLO’s. 
 

Any reading of the many documents detailing district requirements for 

creating SLO’s reveals enormous tasks and impending deadlines.  Cur-

rently, all districts and schools should be determining exactly which courses 

and teachers will need SLO’s for 2012-13 and which will be required to use 

the ELA and Math grade 4 through 8 assessments for the purpose of teacher 

evaluation.  The rule of thumb is that, in most districts, only about 20% of 

teachers will be covered by the ELA and Math grade 4 through 8 assessments. 
 

Once a district has determined who will need SLO’s next year, there remains 

the formidable task of creating these instruments and translating them into a 

workable HEDI (Highly Effective, Effective, Developing, Ineffective) scale.  

The purpose of this newsletter is to help districts better anticipate the 

steps between first planning an SLO and actually translating it into a 

HEDI score for a teacher. 
 

There are numerous documents on the engageny.org website which should be 

used for reference, but the most complete document is the SLO Guidance 

document (updated March 2012) found at  
 

http://engageny.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/slo-guidance.pdf 
 

The SLO Guidance document should be reviewed in its entirety.  Especially 

helpful, are the SLO examples on pages 24-36.  These examples show a varie-

ty of scenarios and ways to translate test results into teacher HEDI scores.  

Some of these examples are quite complex, and some districts might want to 

avoid this level of complexity while attempting SLO’s for the first time in 

2012-2013. 
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In addition, none of the examples gives a full translation into a 0-20 point HEDI scale.  Instead, 

they merely place a result into a HEDI band and then choose a score within that band.  For in-

stance, on page 24, this example is given. 

We can see that the “Target” is defined as 90% and the “Actual Result” was 91%.  SED regulations 

define the HEDI bands as follows: Ineffective equals 0-2; Developing equals 3-8; Effective equals 

9-17; and Highly Effective equals 18-20.  This example then awards this teacher with 16 points as 

the “Evaluator SLO Score.”  This seems to suggest that just barely exceeding the Target should re-

sult in an evaluator’s score near the top of the Effective band—16 HEDI points, when the range for 

Effective is 9-17.   

 

What if 92% or 89% had passed?  What guidance is there for these scores or for scores that fall into 

the other HEDI bands?  Remember that districts will need to have a full “translation” for each tar-

get approved by every evaluator.  That translation means that a teacher would have to know by 

October of the 2012-2013 year what “Actual Results” or “Targets” will translate into each 

HEDI score.  Ouch!  This will be a monumental task unless some streamlining is adopted in 

this first year of SLO’s.   

 

Picture a form like the one below, and realize that each teacher will need such a form for each SLO. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Realize, as well, that underneath each HEDI score on this grid must be a translation of the estab-

lished Target.  So if the agreed upon target were 80%, the district might establish that teachers 

meeting the 80% target would receive a score of 13 (the midpoint of the Effective band).  But what 

percent of achievement would then result in a score of 14 or 7 or 5 or 8? A complete SLO would 

have to include all possible outcomes when the SLO is written.  Now imagine having to create dif-

ferent HEDI bands for every SLO that a district must create! 

 

Clearly, there should be a systematic way to create multiple SLO scoring grids using a consistent 

philosophy but with needed flexibility.  The first step is to establish a consistent view of the HEDI 

bands.  For the purpose of this newsletter, one key assumption is made:  If the “Target” score 

is met, the HEDI score should be the midpoint of the “Effective” band (a score of 13).  Some 

might argue that the “Target” should reflect the top or bottom of the Effective” band (17 or 9, for 

example).  This surely is a matter some might wish to debate, and each district may choose its 

own standard.  For the purposes of this analysis, however, we will use a score of 13,  the mid-
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point of the “Effective” band, as equivalent to meeting the “Evaluator Target.”  It seems reason-

able, and is consistent with some of the examples in the SLO Guidance document. 

 

Below is an Excel table, a template, which many may find useful.  It translates each “Actual 

Score” into a HEDI score when the “Target” is defined as 80%.  If you use the attached Excel 

version of this table, you can change the “Target” to any percentage between 50% and 100%, 

and the HEDI scale will change to accommodate this new target.  This is accomplished by using 

some basic assumptions and making the translation almost perfectly linear; that is, the jumps 

from one HEDI point value to another are almost equal throughout the table (and, in fact, are 

equal, if the target is defined as 65%). 

 

Note first that all HEDI bands are defined by the 
midpoint of the "Effective" band  (score of 13) 
which is  equal to the selected SLO "Target," in 
this case 80%.  
 
Then, each HEDI point in the "Effective" band, 
above and below  a score of 13, represents 1/7th 
of the difference between 100% and the SLO Tar-
get score.  The fraction 1/7 was chosen because 
there are seven more HEDI scores needed to 
reach a perfect HEDI score of 20 (100%). 
 
Each HEDI point in the "Highly Effective" band 
represents 1/3 of the difference between the 
highest "Effective" score (HEDI score of 17) and 
100%. This makes for three (3) equal steps in the 
“Highly Effective” band. 
 
Each HEDI point in the "Ineffective" and 
"Developing" bands represents 1/9th of the 
difference between  the lowest "Effective" score 
(HEDI score of  nine) and zero. The fraction 1/9th 
was chosen because there are nine more HEDI 
scores needed to reach the lowest HEDI score of 
zero. 
 
In general, for any SLO Target which can be ex-
pressed as a percent, this table will work as long 
as the target is 40% or above.  Even at 50%, the 
table loses some effectiveness.  But by plugging in 
different values, the user can see how the HEDI 
scores change.  Make sure to try different SLO Tar-
get values using the Excel file attached with this 
newsletter. 
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It is important to note that there are many different ways to use a simple percent as a “Target.”  These 

are just three examples: 
 

80% of students will increase by 50 points from pre- to post-test. 

75% of students will score at least 65% on the post-test. 

85% of students will progress half the way from the pre-test to 100%. 

The point to remember is that having to use a simple percentage as the SLO target really does not 

limit flexibility in creating SLO’s.  By using some imagination, evaluators and teachers can still fit 

novel target ideas into this useful template. 

Once a HEDI score is determined using the template, the next step is to use a simple Excel SLO calcula-

tor which will determine 20% of each teacher’s overall rating based on growth scores. The table below 

gives an example of a teacher who has three SLO’s.  The table can accommodate as many as six SLO’s, 

and still perform correct calculations. 

 

This table was composed as follows:  

The teacher had 74 students in three 

classes.  For each class, a different 

“Target” percentage was selected.  

Based on the template on the previ-

ous page, the “percent mastery actu-

ally achieved” was plugged into the 

ranges on the template, and a HEDI 

score was found and recorded on this 

Excel table.  The table then calculat-

ed the HEDI points for each SLO and 

also calculated a weighted average 

which becomes the teacher’s 20% 

growth score. 

 
 

Please note that the SLO Guidance document asks administrators to round each SLO’s HEDI score first, 

then add the scores together, and then round again.  However, when adding integers, it is impossible to 

get a result that is not an integer, and, therefore, no rounding would ever be needed.  In addition, in ex-

amples such as this, a less accurate picture of teacher performance would result if rounding were done 

first.  In this case, a score of 14, not 13, would result (6 + 4 + 4).  For this example, rounding each score 

first would help the teacher.  It is, of course, just as likely to work against the teacher, so calculating 

without rounding first, with the permission of SED, is advisable. 
 

We do not intend for this newsletter to imply that there is only one way to create Target/HEDI transla-

tions.  This is simply one attempt to apply consistency and flexibility at a time of rapid change.  We 

hope this early attempt at finding one solution will produce improved templates in the future, and we 

invite feedback and discussion about this SLO process. 
 

As always, we look forward to working with you to help districts improve their instructional 

programs.  IDW personnel are available to provide telephone assistance and in-district training 

for any district seeking to learn best practices for the IDW.  Call Fred Cohen at 608-6640, or 

Jane Boyd at 608-6612 or Margarita Pieri at 608-6673, to discuss your needs. 

 

 

HEDI Calcu-
lator 

Number of 
students 

SLO Target 
or Percent 
Mastery 
Selected 

Percent 
Mastery 
Achieved 

HEDI 
score 

HEDI Points 
Awarded 

SLO 1 30 90% 92 14 5.7 

SLO 2 21 65% 70 14 4.0 

SLO 3 23 80% 78 12 3.7 

SLO 4     0.0 

SLO 5     0.0 

SLO 6     0.0 

Total 74    13.4 

Calculated values are printed in red.   


