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ADVISORY PROGRAM PREPAREDNESS RUBRIC 
 

Hello fellow educator!  Before we begin, we at Sea Change Mentoring want to thank you for dedicating your valuable 

time to improving your own mentoring, advisory and/or relationship-based programs and practices.   

 

When we set out to create these rubrics we had three goals:  

1) to identify focus areas, sub-focus areas, and provide useful descriptions to help guide your evaluation 

2) to provide a measuring stick that will inform where you are and where you want to be,  

3) to use as a tool that promotes productive conversations 

 

While we think our rubrics satisfy these goals, we also want to acknowledge what you already know: no evaluative tool is 

perfect.  Every evaluation tool relies on the experiences, opinions, and skill sets of the evaluator.  Based on your own 

program, you may find the need to skip over some focus areas, add focus areas, or alter the descriptions; we think that’s 

great!  Alter away!  

 

One last thing we want to mention is that we use the term “stakeholders” generally.  In some situations, it might not 

make sense to include teachers, parents, staff, students.  This being said, it is especially important to consider students 

as stakeholders who should be involved as much as possible. 
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  PROGRAM SUMMARY  
 

 Evidence of Superior Preparedness 

(4) 
3.5 

Evidence of Sufficient 

Preparedness (3) 
2.5 

Evidence of Increasing 

Preparedness (2) 
1.5 

Program Should Not 

Proceed (1) 

Communication 

Communication to stakeholders occurs in such 

a way that its delivery, format, content, and 

timeliness nourishes: knowledge of program, 

references to supportive resources, 

understanding of expectations, preparedness. 

Stakeholders have consistent and effortless 

access to documentation that supports their 

understanding of, and interface with, the 

program. 

 Communication to stakeholders occurs in 

such a way that its delivery, format, 

content, and timeliness allow: knowledge of 

program, references to supportive 

resources, understanding of expectations, 

preparedness. 

Stakeholders have access to most 

documentation that supports their 

understanding of, and interface with, the 

program. 

 Inconsistent communication to 

stakeholders occurs in such a way 

that some communiques might 

impart partial critical knowledge of 

program, references to supportive 

resources, understanding of 

expectations, or preparedness. 

 

Stakeholders have some access 

to some critical program 

documentation. 

 Rare, inconsistent, and 

mainly ineffective 

communication to 

stakeholders about the 

program. 

 

Stakeholders have limited 

access to scarce program 

documentation. 

Logistics 

Program logistics are planned and 

implemented in such a way that the program 

threads seamlessly with existing programs and 

departments, benefiting all stakeholders. 

Stakeholders can identify no feasible, cost-

reasonable, and impactful alterations to 

program logistics. 

Changes to programs are planned, 

documented, and broadcast well in advance of 

implementation. 

 

 

 

Program logistics are planned and 

implemented in such a way that the 

program aligns with existing programs and 

departments, benefiting all stakeholders. 

Stakeholders can identify feasible, cost-

reasonable, and impactful alterations to 

program logistics, but not many. 

Changes to programs are mostly planned, 

documented, and broadcast in enough 

advance for seamless implementation. 

  Program logistics are planned 

and implemented in such a way 

that the program coexists 

reasonably with existing 

programs and departments, 

benefiting some stakeholders. 

Stakeholders can identify many 

feasible, cost-reasonable, and 

impactful alterations to program 

logistics. 

Many changes to programs are 

not planned, documented, and 

broadcast.  Changes disrupt 

other programs. 

  Program logistics do not 

align with existing 

programs and 

departments. Little to no 

evidence of program 

benefiting stakeholders. 

Stakeholders can identify 

copious feasible, cost-

reasonable, and impactful 

alterations to program 

logistics. 

Most changes to programs 

are not planned, 

documented, or broadcast.  

Changes significantly 

disrupt other programs. 

Staff Readiness 

Staff have been informed, trained, and 

supported in such a way that they feel ready 

to: implement the program, search out support 

when necessary, coach colleagues, launch 

autonomous modules, and suggest/pilot/lead 

program alterations. 

Significant evidence of staff buy-in. 

 

 Staff have been informed, trained, and 

supported in such a way that they feel 

ready to: implement the majority of the 

program, search out support when 

necessary, partner with colleagues, 

launch autonomous modules, and 

suggest program alterations. 

Sufficient evidence of staff buy-in. 

  Staff have received training and 

support that allows them to feel 

ready to implement select parts 

of the program and search out 

basic support when necessary. 

Limited evidence of staff buy-in; 

some staff still unsure or non-

committal. 

  Staff have received minimal 

training. They feel ill-

prepared to implement the 

program. Staff may be 

unsure where to find 

support. 

Significant evidence of 

lacking buy-in from staff, 

lack of readiness, and/or 

staff dissatisfaction with 

program setup/training. 
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Program 

Planning 

 

The program’s mission, objectives, and 

expectations have been written down in one clear 

and concise document and distributed to parents, 

students, faculty, and administration. These 

details have been extensively reviewed for all 

stakeholders with ample opportunity provided for 

Q&A. 

Program planning was conducted in such a way 

that all major stakeholders helped design the 

program and offered feedback. 

Program planning completed well in advance of 

implementation. 

 The program’s mission has been largely 

mapped out and shared with parents, 

students, faculty, and administration. The 

details have been presented through at least 

one medium to stakeholders and some 

opportunity provided for Q&A. 

Program planning was conducted in such a 

way that most all stakeholders had the 

opportunity to help design the program and 

offer feedback. 

Program planning completed in enough time 

for seamless implementation. 

 The program has an emerging 

identity with components like the 

mission, objectives, and expectations 

explained, either in a document or 

presentation to interested parties.  

Some details have been shared, 

though inconsistently, with 

stakeholders.  

Significant program planning has 

not been completed, not 

implemented, or implemented 

sporadically and on-the-fly.  

Implementation is executed 

immediately, disrupting other 

programs. 

 The program does not have 

a clearly defined mission, 

objectives, or expectations 

at this time. Such details 

have not been disclosed to 

parents/students/admin/fac

ulty, or done so in a 

comprehensive fashion.  

Most program planning has 

not been started or 

completed, not 

implemented, or 

implemented sporadically 

and on-the-fly.  

 

 

Policy 

Policies have been created and communicated 

around nearly all the items on “Starting Your 

Year Off Right! Checklist,” including: child 

safeguarding, reporting abuse or warning-signs, 

and ensuring confidentiality. Stakeholders 

routinely offered the opportunity to attend Q&A 

sessions.  

Clear policies around teacher and program 

evaluation have been established and shared 

with all stakeholders.  

Guidelines are established for who creates 

policy and how various stakeholders may 

contribute via feedback channels and 

collaboration.  

Guidelines for communicating policies to all 

stakeholders are clearly established and have 

been distributed through various channels. 

Policy planning is conducted in such a way that 

all major stakeholders helped design policy and 

offered feedback. 

 

 Policies have been created around many of 

the items on the “Starting Your Year Off 

Right! Checklist,” including: child 

safeguarding, reporting abuse or warning-

signs], and ensuring confidentiality. These 

policies have been communicated to 

stakeholders through at least one means and 

a “read receipt” was garnered, at minimum.   

Some policies around teacher evaluation 

have been established and shared with all 

stakeholders.  

Basic guidelines are set out around who 

creates policy and how various stakeholders 

may contribute via feedback channels.  

Guidelines for communicating policies to all 

stakeholders are established and have been 

distributed. 

Policy planning is conducted in such a way 

that most major stakeholders helped design 

policy and offer feedback. 

 Policies have been created around  

a minimum of the items on the 

“Starting Your Year Off Right! 

Checklist”: child safeguarding, 

reporting abuse or warning-signs, 

and ensuring confidentiality. These 

policies have been communicated 

to most stakeholders, although a 

thorough vetting for comprehension 

was not done.    

Some policies around teacher 

evaluation exist, but have not been 

consistently or effectively shared 

with stakeholders.  

A few guidelines around who 

creates policy have been 

established; opportunities for 

stakeholders to offer feedback have 

not been made clear.  

Existing policies have been 

communicated to stakeholders, 

though there may not be formal 

guidelines in place for how 

communication is to be shared 

routinely. 

Policy planning is conducted in such 

a way that stakeholders had the 

 Policies on items from the 

“Starting Your Year Off 

Right! Checklist,” are 

spotty or incomplete. 

Existing policies may 

have been communicated 

to some stakeholders, but 

not all. No evidence of a 

system in place for 

following up on 

stakeholders’ 

comprehension of 

policies or for gathering 

feedback to inform policy 

creation.  

Authorship of policies is 

unknown (or limited to one 

or two people). 

Unclear whether policies 

around teacher evaluation 

exist or have been 

communicated. 

Unclear who is responsible 

for policy creation.  

No clear guidelines in 

place for communication of 

policies.  
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opportunity to help design policy and 

offer feedback (but few did). 
Policy planning is 

conducted in such a way 

that no stakeholders had 

the opportunity to help 

design policy and offer 

feedback.  

  

 

Evaluation 

Most stakeholders contributed to program/staff 

evaluation creation, learned about evaluation 

metrics prior to evaluation, and were informed 

of baseline/benchmark evaluation analysis 

reports. 

School rigorously collects, analyzes, 

communicates, and responds to data from in-

the-moment comments and scheduled 

evaluations. 

 
Stakeholders have the opportunity to: 

contribute to program/staff evaluation 

creation, learn about evaluation metrics 

prior to evaluation, and be informed of 

baseline/benchmark evaluation analysis 

reports. 

School collects, analyzes, communicates, 

and responds to data from scheduled 

evaluations. 

 
Stakeholders have some knowledge 

of existing program/staff evaluation 

metrics prior to being evaluated. 

They may not be aware of 

baseline/benchmark evaluation 

analysis reports. 

School sporadically collects and 

analyzes data from scheduled 

evaluations. Inconsistent 

communication and responses to 

data from these evaluations are 

shared.  

 
Stakeholders have not been 

made aware of nor given an 

opportunity to contribute to 

program/staff evaluation 

metrics. No evidence they 

have been informed of 

baseline/benchmark 

evaluation analysis reports. 

Little to no evidence of the 

school collecting or 

analyzing data from 

evaluations. Any data 

collected is not 

communicated nor 

responses made.  
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  COMMUNICATION  

 

 Evidence of Superior 

Preparedness (4) 
3.5 

Evidence of Sufficient 

Preparedness (3) 
2.5 

Evidence of Increasing 

Preparedness (2) 
1.5 

Program Should Not 

Proceed (1) 

Documentation 

Communiqués contain precise language, 

relevant information, and objective tone 

consistently and concisely. 

Documentation is frequently reviewed to 

accurately reflect current policy. 

Stored in such a way that the audience 

actively and consistently search for and 

access pertinent documentation. 

Stakeholders are encouraged to 

participate in documentation creation, 

review, ownership, and distribution. 

Stakeholders know who is responsible for 

each documents’ creation, distribution, 

support, and accountability. 

 Communiqués contain precise 

language, relevant information, and 

objective tone most of the time. 

Documentation is reviewed 

periodically for accuracy. 

Stored in such a way to ensure 

audience can easily search for and 

access pertinent documentation. 

Stakeholders have the opportunity to 

participate in documentation creation, 

review, ownership, and distribution. 

stakeholders know a few individuals 

who are responsible for each phase 

of the documentation process. 

 

 Increase documentation that 

delivers some program information, 

but still meager. 

An occasional document is 

updated, but either in a hurry or 

after the fact. 

Document retrieval is difficult or 

time-consuming. 

stakeholders rarely participate in 

any of the documentation process. 

stakeholders know the one 

person/office is responsible for the 

documentation process. 

 Sparse documentation. 

Documentation is created once and 

never revised. 

Document retrieval is onerous, 

confusing, nonexistent, or unknown. 

Created without stakeholder input. 

Either no one knows who “owns” the 

documents or no one “owns” the 

documents. 

 

 

Communication 

Methods 

Distribution decisions based on 

maximizing the benefits of using 

appropriate media and methods for 

intended audiences. 

Distribution frequency, length, and 

method of delivery are optimized to 

inform audience in a manner that does 

not overwhelm them. 

 Documentation distribution uses 

different media and methods to 

take advantage of their benefits. 

Communication or document 

distribution is consistent. 

 Almost all communication comes in 

one form or one medium. 

Communication or document 

distribution is sporadic and 

inconsistent. 

 All communication comes in one form 

or one medium. 

Communication either greatly 

overwhelms or underwhelms the 

audience. 

Training and 

Resources to 

Support 

Communication 

Stakeholders are given considerable time 

to understand new information, ask 

questions about the information, and plan 

changes to their practice. 

Leadership creates, supports, and 

endorses a system dedicated to providing 

stakeholders training on new information.  

 Stakeholders are given sufficient 

time to plan how new information 

will change their practice. 

Leadership promotes or allows 

stakeholders to build a system 

dedicated to providing stakeholders 

opportunity to understand new 

information. 

 Stakeholders are expected to 

implement new information 

immediately upon receipt with no 

time to digest it. 

Lackluster, insufficient, or 

unsupported systems exist to 

learn new information. 

 Stakeholders are usually not privy 

to new information as it is released 

and are told after the fact. 

Neither leadership nor 

stakeholders have created training 

resources or systems to learn how 

to integrate new information. 
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Critical Content 

Documentation content reflects superior 

consideration of the questions posed in 

the “Starting Your Year Off Right! 

Checklist” so that nearly all stakeholders’ 

practice is shaped by it. 

Stakeholders contribute critical content 

that is consistent with or reflects 

stakeholder feedback. 

 Consistent response to “Starting 

Your Year Off Right! Checklist” 

which involves contributions from 

several stakeholders. 

Stakeholders have the opportunity 

to contribute critical content that is 

informed by feed-back. 

 Sparse and inconsistent 

documentation responding to 

“Starting Your Year Off Right! 

Checklist.”  

Documentation created by a 

single individual with no 

stakeholder input. 

 Little to no documentation 

responding to “Starting Your Year 

Off Right! Checklist.”  

Documentation created by a 

single individual with no 

stakeholder input. 
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LOGISTICS  

 

 Evidence of Superior 

Preparedness (4) 
3.5 

Evidence of Sufficient 

Preparedness (3) 
2.5 

Evidence of Increasing 

Preparedness (2) 
1.5 

Program Should Not 

Proceed (1) 

Planning 

Program logistics are planned in such a 

way that the program threads seamlessly 

with existing programs. 

Planning process and ownership are 

transparent.  Planning documents are 

published for all stakeholders. 

Changes to programs are planned, 

documented, and broadcast well in 

advance of implementation. 

When applicable, stakeholders make 

routine use of a detailed Mentor Database 

(and other systems) that tracks all 

screening processes of mentor 

applicants, mentorship training, and 

signed mentor documents (Mentor 

Memorandum of Understanding, Personal 

Protection of Data confidentiality 

agreement, and Social Media Policy 

agreement), and other pertinent 

information. 

 Evidence that program logistics have 

been planned out.  Planned logistics 

align to most existing programs, but 

not all. 

Planning process and ownership are 

known to most stakeholders.  

Planning documents are available to 

all stakeholders in a central location. 

Changes to programs are mostly 

planned, documented, and 

broadcast in advance of 

implementation. 

When applicable, a satisfactory 

Mentor Database (and other 

systems) has been put in place to 

track all screening processes of 

mentor applicants, mentorship 

training, and signed mentor 

documents (Mentor Memorandum of 

Understanding, Personal Protection 

of Data confidentiality agreement, 

and Social Media Policy agreement), 

and other pertinent information. 

 Some evidence that program logistics 

have been planned out.  Planned 

logistics align to a few existing 

programs, but will conflict (or cause 

disruption) with the majority. 

Planning process and ownership are 

not known to most stakeholders.  

Planning documents are not easily 

accessible to all stakeholders. 

Changes to programs are rarely 

planned, documented, or broadcast 

in advance of implementation. 

When applicable, a rudimentary 

Mentor Database (and other 

systems) has been put in place to 

track some of the following: 

screening processes of mentor 

applicants, mentorship training, and 

signed mentor documents (Mentor 

Memorandum of Understanding, 

Personal Protection of Data 

confidentiality agreement, and 

Social Media Policy agreement), and 

other pertinent information. 

 Little to no evidence of program 

logistics planning.  Planned logistics 

do not align with existing programs. 

Planning process and ownership 

are not known to most 

stakeholders.  Planning documents 

are not easily accessible to all 

stakeholders. 

Changes to programs are not 

planned, documented, or broadcast 

until implementation (or at all). 

When applicable, Mentor Database 

(and other systems) has not been put 

in place.  

 

Implementation 

Program logistics are implemented in 

such a way that the program threads 

seamlessly with existing programs, 

benefiting all stakeholders. 

 Program logistics are implemented in 

such a way that they align to most 

existing programs. 

Evidence that program implementation 

provides benefits to most stakeholders. 

 Program logistics are implemented in 

such a way that they align to a few 

existing programs, but conflict with the 

majority. 

Some evidence that program 

implementation provides a few benefits 

to some stakeholders. 

 Program logistics implementation 

conflicts with existing programs.  

Little to no evidence that program 

implementation provides benefits to 

stakeholders. 

 

Evaluation and 

Revision 

Stakeholders provide feedback on 

program logistics.  Stakeholders are 

provided a synopsis of feedback, response 

to the feedback, and how success is 

defined, measured, and tracked. 

Stakeholders cannot identify feasible, 

cost-reasonable, and impactful alterations 

to program logistics.  

 Stakeholders have opportunities to 

provide feedback on program 

logistics.  Stakeholders are provided 

a synopsis of feedback that may 

include: response to the feedback; 

how success is defined, measured, 

and tracked. 

Stakeholders cannot many identify 

 Stakeholders have a few 

opportunities to provide feedback on 

program logistics.  Some 

stakeholders are provided untimely 

and sporadic response to feedback. 

Stakeholders can identify feasible, 

cost-reasonable, and impactful 

alterations to program logistics. 

 Stakeholders have no opportunity to 

provide significant feedback on 

program logistics.  There is no 

response to the limited feedback 

that has been proved. 

Stakeholders can identify significant 

feasible, cost-reasonable, and 

impactful alterations to program 
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feasible, cost-reasonable, and 

impactful alterations to program 

logistics. 

logistics. 

 

Purposefully left blank. 
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STAFF READINESS  

 

 Evidence of Superior 

Preparedness (4) 
3.5 

Evidence of Sufficient 

Preparedness (3) 
2.5 

Evidence of Increasing 

Preparedness (2) 
1.5 

Program Should Not 

Proceed (1) 

Preparation 

Ample time, space, and systems are 

provided in training for advisors and 

mentors to develop relationships which will 

foster ongoing mutual support post-

training.  

All advisors have been trained on advisor 

and mentor best practices. Advisors report 

feeling prepared to implement this training 

by coaching mentors on best practices. All 

training is designed to be ongoing, 

cyclical, and scaffolded.  

Ample time has been allotted for staff to 

understand, prepare, implement, and 

evaluate the curriculum. Staff have 

advanced planning of a month or more on 

upcoming curriculum, allowing them to 

personalize and adapt material. 

Staff received training that leaves them 

feeling energized and positive about the 

program and highly equipped to 

implement it. 

 Adequate time, space, and systems are 

provided in training for advisors and 

mentors. They are encouraged to 

develop relationships which will lead to 

ongoing support post-training.  

Advisors have been trained on 

advisor/mentor best practices. 

Advisors report feeling mostly 

prepared to implement this training 

by coaching mentors on best 

practices. Most training will be 

ongoing, cyclical, and scaffolded.  

Adequate time has been allotted for 

staff to understand, prepare, 

implement, and evaluate the 

curriculum. Staff have advanced 

planning of roughly a month on 

upcoming curriculum, allowing them 

to personalize and adapt material. 

Staff received training that leaves 

most feeling energized and positive 

about the program and equipped to 

implement it. 

 

 Minimum amount of time, space, 

and systems are shared in training 

of advisors and mentors. Some 

advisors and mentors have begun 

to build relationships with one 

another through training to foster 

mutual support post-training.  

Advisors have been presented a list 

of advisor/mentor best practices. 

Advisors report feeling somewhat 

prepared to share this training in 

coaching mentors. Some training will 

be ongoing, cyclical, and scaffolded.  

A minimum amount of time has been 

allotted for staff to understand, 

prepare, implement, and evaluate the 

curriculum. Staff have the 

opportunity for some advanced 

planning with curriculum, allowing 

the occasional personalization of 

material. 

Staff reports mixed feelings of 

receptivity to training received. Some 

share positive feelings about the 

program and their level of 

preparedness to implement it; others 

do not.  

 Not enough time, space, or systems 

have been provided for staff in 

training. Advisors and mentors have 

not adequately been offered 

opportunities to build relationships to 

garner mutual support on an ongoing 

basis.  

Training on mentor best practices has 

occurred inconsistently; advisors 

report feeling unprepared to lead the 

training on best practices for mentors. 

Training is not setup to be ongoing, 

cyclical, or scaffolded for staff.  

Not enough time has been allotted for 

staff to prepare and familiarize with 

the curriculum. Staff are not given 

opportunities for advanced planning 

with the curriculum and are not able to 

personalize and adapt material.  

Staff reports feelings of negativity, 

disconnect, confusion and/or lack of 

confidence regarding implementation 

of the program and their 

preparedness. 

 

Resources 

All staff received extensive training on 

where resources can be accessed on an 

ongoing basis.  

Staff are comfortable with the curriculum, 

are knowledgeable about the program’s 

mission and goals, and are prepared to 

implement the program with a high degree 

of confidence. 

 

 Staff received training on where to 

find resources at the beginning of 

the year and some points of access 

on an ongoing basis. 

Most staff are comfortable with the 

curriculum, are mostly knowledgeable 

about the program’s mission and 

goals, and are prepared to implement 

the program with confidence. 

 Some staff received training on where 

to find some resources at the 

beginning of the year. Staff may be 

unclear about where to access 

resources beyond that point. 

Most staff are not comfortable with 

the curriculum provided, are not 

knowledgeable about the program’s 

mission and goals, and do not feel 

prepared to implement the program. 

 Staff received little to no training on 

where and how to access resources. 

There does not appear to be a plan 

for sharing resources with staff on an 

ongoing basis. 

Staff are not knowledgeable about 

the curriculum or the program’s 

mission and goals, and are not 

prepared to implement the program. 
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Support 

Satisfaction surveys or other data 

collection methods have been created to 

routinely measure site-wide satisfaction 

(from an admin, teacher, and student 

perspective). These surveys are used to 

inform improvements to setup and 

implementation of the program.  

A robust system for routinely collecting 

advisor and mentor feedback is in place 

for ongoing monitoring of staff satisfaction, 

engagement, and support needs.  

Ongoing sessions are planned at frequent 

intervals for staff to come together to 

discuss curriculum, activities, best 

practices, problems, etc; to support one 

another and further the program. 

Administration has created a position(s) 

whose sole purpose is providing dedicated 

support to mentors.  

 Satisfaction surveys or other data 

collection methods will be conducted 

at a few points during the year to 

measure site-wide satisfaction (from 

admin, teacher, and student 

perspective). These surveys are used 

to inform decision makers in the 

discussion of potential improvements 

to setup and implementation of the 

program.  

A system for collecting advisor and 

mentor feedback is in place for 

ongoing monitoring of staff 

satisfaction, engagement, and 

support needs.  

Several ongoing sessions have been 

planned for staff to come together to 

discuss curriculum, activities, best 

practices, problems, etc; to support 

one another and further the program. 

Administration has identified a 

position(s) whose job responsibilities 

include providing dedicated support 

to mentors, with sufficient resources 

to satisfy those responsibilities   

 

 Only one data collection method is 

conducted at least once to measure 

site-wide satisfaction (from admin, 

teacher, and student perspective). 

Data from these collections are rarely 

used to inform decision makers in the 

discussion of potential improvements 

to setup and implementation of the 

program.  

There is some evidence that advisor 

and mentor feedback will be 

collected to inform around staff 

satisfaction, engagement, and 

support needs, though a formal 

mechanism for such feedback 

collection has not been established.  

Some ongoing sessions have been 

planned for staff to come together to 

discuss curriculum, activities, best 

practices, problems, etc; to support 

one another and further the program. 

Administration has identified a 

position(s) whose job responsibilities 

include providing dedicated support 

to mentors, but without providing 

adequate resources or support to 

satisfy those responsibilities. 

 There is no plan in place to conduct 

surveys to measure site-wide 

satisfaction (from admin, teacher, 

and student perspective).  

There is little to no evidence that 

advisor and mentor feedback will be 

collected to inform around staff 

satisfaction, engagement, and 

support needs.  

There is little to no evidence of 

ongoing sessions being planned for 

staff to come together to discuss 

curriculum, activities, best practices, 

problems, etc; to support one 

another and further the program. 

Administration has not created or 

identified a position(s) whose job 

responsibilities include providing 

dedicated support to mentors. 

 

Purposefully left blank. 

 



Piloted draft: 12/03/2018 

11 | P a g e  
 

PROGRAM PLANNING  

 

 Evidence of Superior 

Preparedness (4) 
3.5 

Evidence of Sufficient 

Preparedness (3) 
2.5 

Evidence of Increasing 

Preparedness (2) 
1.5 

Program Should Not 

Proceed (1) 

Decision-Making 

Decision-making guidelines have been 

clearly articulated and communicated to 

inform program stakeholders about who 

has the authority to make which 

decisions. 

Guidelines/protocols are in place which 

ensure advisors/mentors, students, 

counselors, and administrators 

understand what decisions they can and 

are expected to make. 

A protocols document has been 

distributed which clearly defines who 

makes what decisions, who needs to be 

consulted when making those decisions, 

who needs to be notified once decisions 

have been made, and who owns which 

parts of the initiative. 

 Decision-making guidelines have 

been articulated and communicated 

to inform program stakeholders 

about who has the authority to make 

decisions. 

Guidelines/protocols are in place 

which are meant to help 

advisors/mentors, students, 

counselors, and administrators 

understand what decisions they can 

and are expected to make. 

A protocols document has been 

distributed which defines various 

aspects of the decision making 

processes (who makes what 

decisions, who needs to be 

consulted when making those 

decisions, who needs to be notified 

once decisions have been made, 

and who owns which parts of the 

initiative). 

 Decision-making guidelines have 

been shared to inform program 

stakeholders about who has the 

authority to make decisions. 

Guidelines/protocols have been 

mostly established to help 

advisors/mentors, students, 

counselors, and administrators 

understand what decisions they can 

and are expected to make. 

Staff have been briefed on protocols 

around decision making so they are 

generally aware of who owns which 

parts of decision making.  

 It remains unclear to most staff and 

some stakeholders who has the 

authority to make decisions; lack of 

transparency.  

Guidelines/protocols remain vague 

or nonexistent regarding decisions 

to be made by advisors/mentors, 

students, counselors, and 

administrators. 

Staff may have been briefed on 

decision making policies but many 

remain unaware of who owns which 

parts of decision making.  

 

Role Clarification 

Advisors/mentors have received training 

around a comprehensive written role 

description that clearly explains the 

objectives and responsibilities of the role. 

Training has been provided around the 

difference between what is expected of 

them as teachers and what is expected of 

them as advisors/mentors. 

Training has clearly laid out the role, if 

any, they have in communicating and 

meeting with parents, teaching faculty, or 

counselors. 

Robust support and evaluation systems 

are in place to ensure all stakeholders 

know the advisors’ responsibilities.  

 

 Advisors/mentors have received a 

written role description that clearly 

explains the objectives and 

responsibilities of the role. 

Resources have been provided 

which explain the difference 

between what is expected of them 

as teachers and what is expected of 

them as advisors/mentors. 

These documents have clearly laid 

out the role, if any, they have in 

communicating and meeting with 

parents, teaching faculty, or 

counselors. 

Support and evaluation systems are 

in place to ensure all stakeholders 

know the advisors’ responsibilities.  

 Advisors/mentors have received a 

written role description template 

that explains the objectives and 

responsibilities of the role. 

Resources have been provided 

which highlight some differences 

between what is expected of them 

as teachers and what is expected of 

them as advisors/mentors. 

There has been documented 

communication about what role, if 

any, they have in communicating 

and meeting with parents, teaching 

faculty, or counselors. 

Some support and evaluation 

systems are in place to ensure 

stakeholders know the advisors’ 

responsibilities.  

 Advisors/mentors may have 

received some written role 

descriptions, but nothing formal or 

comprehensive of the objectives 

and responsibilities of the role.   

Resources have been inconsistent 

or incomplete in explaining what is 

expected of them as teachers vs. 

mentors. 

Little to no evidence of training on 

what role, if any, they have in 

communicating and meeting with 

parents, teaching faculty, or 

counselors. 

There is not a clear support or 

evaluation system in place to 

ensure stakeholders know the 

advisors’ responsibilities.  
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Curriculum 

Robust and flexible curriculum for 

advisors/mentors is available for 

adaptation and implementation. It can be 

accessed well in advance of when it is 

scheduled for use. 

Advisors/mentors feel very comfortable 

adapting curriculum to suit their teaching 

style and students’ needs. 

The curriculum is aligned with stated 

mission and objectives, and aligned with 

the culture and goals of the school. 

The curriculum is designed in a way that 

emphasizes discussion and reflection 

rather than sole dissemination of 

information. 

 

 Complete and flexible curriculum for 

advisors/mentors is available for 

adaptation and implementation. It 

can be accessed in advance of when 

it is scheduled for use. 

Advisors/mentors feel comfortable 

adapting curriculum to suit their 

teaching style and students’ needs. 

The curriculum is aligned with stated 

mission and objectives, and largely 

aligned with the culture and goals of 

the school. 

The curriculum is designed in a way 

that usually encourages discussion 

and reflection rather than sole 

dissemination of information. 

 A curriculum for advisors/mentors is 

available for adaptation and 

implementation. It can sometimes 

be accessed in advance of when it 

is scheduled for use. 

Advisors/mentors feel somewhat 

comfortable adapting curriculum to 

suit their teaching style and 

students’ needs. 

The curriculum is mostly aligned 

with stated mission and objectives, 

and somewhat aligned with the 

culture and goals of the school. 

The curriculum is designed in a way 

that might encourage discussion 

and reflection rather than sole 

dissemination of information. 

 There are parts of a curriculum 

available for advisors/mentors, 

though it may be incomplete or 

inadequate. Adaptation and 

implementation is often challenging 

for advisors/mentors as they may 

have inconsistent advanced access. 

Advisors/mentors do not feel 

comfortable adapting curriculum to 

suit their teaching style and 

students’ needs. 

The curriculum does not align with 

stated mission and objectives, 

and/or it does not align with the 

culture and goals of the school. 

It is unclear whether the available 

curriculum components are 

designed toward discussion and 

reflection rather than sole 

dissemination of information. 
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POLICY  

 

 Evidence of Superior 

Preparedness (4) 
3.5 

Evidence of Sufficient 

Preparedness (3) 
2.5 

Evidence of Increasing 

Preparedness (2) 
1.5 

Program Should Not 

Proceed (1) 

Existing Policies 

Clear evidence of communication of 

policy. Leaders go beyond “providing the 

policy” and have employed systems to 

verify internalization of policies by all 

stakeholders. 

The administrator has engaged in a 

dialogue with all stakeholders regarding 

most critical areas of policy, has 

accounted for anticipated “pain points” 

(policies designed to address previous 

areas of performance or service concern). 

Made adjustments as necessary to 

improve buy-in from staff/stakeholders. 

A clear system is in place for capturing 

“red flags” and other concerns, and for 

following up to address and ameliorate. 

Stakeholders actually know and use 

policy, enthusiastically providing feedback 

on how to improve policy.  

 

 Evidence that existing policies are 

communicated to all stakeholders. 

For basic confirmation of 

receipt/understanding, admin may 

have emailed policies to all staff 

members and asked for a “thumbs 

up” to verify receipt. 

The administrator has opened a 

dialogue with stakeholders regarding 

some critical areas of policy; has 

discussed anticipated “pain points”; 

policies designed to address previous 

areas of performance or service 

concern. 

Made some adjustments to improve 

buy-in from staff/stakeholders. 

A basic system is in place for 

capturing “red flags” and other 

concerns with follow up steps. 

Most stakeholders know and use 

policy, many providing feedback on 

how to improve policy. 

 Policies exist but no clear systems 

have been put in place for ensuring 

communication and understanding 

of policies to all stakeholders. 

The administrator has shown some 

initiative to engage stakeholders in 

discussion of some critical areas of 

policy with a view of anticipated 

service concerns. 

The admin shows awareness of the 

need to be improve buy-in from 

staff/stakeholders, but no policy 

adjustments have yet been made.  

Some measures are in place for 

capturing “red flags” and other 

concerns, though there may not be a 

clear system with follow-up 

established. 

Many stakeholders know policy, a 

few actually use it.  A few provide 

feedback on how to improve policy. 

 Policies are spotty or nonexistent. No 

evidence of communication of policies 

to stakeholders. 

The administrator has not engaged 

stakeholders in discussion of critical 

areas of policy, nor demonstrated 

awareness of a need or willingness to 

adapt for improving staff buy-in. 

There is little to no evidence of a 

system for capturing “red flags” or 

following up on areas of concern. 

Few stakeholders know policy, but 

none actually use it.  None provide 

meaningful feedback. 

 

Policy Creation 

There is evidence of a high level of 

collaboration on policy creation between 

administrator and stakeholders. 

Stakeholder feedback is gathered and 

reflected in policies created for the site.  

 Stakeholders have demonstrated 

interest and offered feedback 

toward policy creation. Their 

feedback is sometimes 

incorporated in policies created for 

the site. 

 Stakeholders have begun to offer 

feedback but it is not consistently 

reviewed or reflected in policies 

created for the site. 

 Feedback from stakeholders is not 

being collected, reviewed, or 

reflected in policy decisions made for 

the site.  

Leader exhibits fixed-mindset around 

problem solving. 

 

Specific Policy 

Measures 

Denotes the existence, evidence of 

communication, and confirmation of 

understanding on the part of stakeholders 

for the vast majority of specific policies in 

“Starting Your Year Off Right! 

Administration Checklist.” 

 Denotes the existence, evidence of 

communication, and some 

confirmation of understanding on the 

part of stakeholders for many specific 

policies in “Starting Your Year Off 

Right! Administration Checklist.” 

 Denotes the existence, evidence of 

some communication, and little to no 

confirmation of understanding on the 

part of stakeholders for a few specific 

policies in “Starting Your Year Off 

Right! Administration Checklist” 

including: child safe-guarding, 

reporting abuse or warning-signs, 

and ensuring confidentiality. 

 Denotes little to no evidence of 

consideration, communication, and 

implementation of specific policies in 

“Starting Your Year Off Right! 

Administration Checklist”. 
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EVALUATION  

 

 Evidence of Superior 

Preparedness (4) 
3.5 

Evidence of Sufficient 

Preparedness (3) 
2.5 

Evidence of Increasing 

Preparedness (2) 
1.5 

Program Should Not 

Proceed (1) 

Planning 

Comprehensive evaluation tools that will 

help administration and advisors/mentors 

track the success, challenges and needs 

of the program have been built out and put 

in place.  

A clear timeline for executing these 

measurements has been established, as 

well as a projection for how they may 

change with time.  

A plan for incorporating evaluation data, 

both at the advisor level and the meta-

level, have been established and shared 

with stakeholders.  

 Evaluation tools that will help 

administration and advisors/mentors 

track the success, challenges and 

needs of the program are put in 

place.  

A basic timeline for executing these 

measurements has been established, 

as well as a projection for how they 

may change with time.  

A basic plan for incorporating 

evaluation data, both at the advisor 

level and the meta-level, have been 

established.  

 Some rough evaluation tools have 

been made to help administration 

and advisors/mentors track the 

success, challenges and needs of the 

program.  

A rough timeline for executing these 

measurements exists, though there 

may not yet be a projection for how 

they may change with time.  

There is an emerging plan for 

incorporating evaluation data, at 

either or both the advisor level and 

the meta-level. 

 Little to no evidence of evaluation 

tools to help 

administration/advisors/mentors track 

success/needs/challenges. 

Little to no evidence of a timeline for 

executing evaluation measurements. 

There is little to no evidence of a plan 

for incorporating evaluation data at 

any level of the program.  

Communication 

Advisors/mentors have given confirmation 

that they are very clear about how they will 

be evaluated and by whom. 

Students are well-versed in the program 

evaluation criteria and what each measure 

means, well in advance of the evaluation. 

 Advisors/mentors have given 

confirmation that they understand 

how they will be evaluated and by 

whom. 

Students are aware of the program 

evaluation criteria and told what each 

measure means, in advance of the 

evaluation. 

 Advisors/mentors report that they 

understand in part how they will be 

evaluated and by whom. 

Students are not aware of the 

program evaluation criteria and what 

each measure means until they take 

the evaluation. 

 Advisors/mentors report that they do 

not understand how they will be 

evaluated or by whom. 

Students are not aware of the 

program evaluation criteria and are 

not told what each measure means. 

 

Implementation 

Objectives of the program are clearly 

defined (and understood) and can be 

easily measured against the parameters for 

success established in the labels/metrics 

for evaluation.  

 Objectives of the program are defined 

and can be measured against the 

parameters for success established in 

the labels/metrics for evaluation. 

 Some of the program’s objectives are 

defined. They mostly align with the 

parameters for success established 

in the labels/metrics for evaluation, 

but they have not been fully built out 

to support one another. 

 The program does not have clearly 

defined objectives which can be 

measured against parameters for 

success. Labels/metrics for evaluation 

are incomplete or nonexistent.  

Support (Prior and 

Post) 

There is a clear plan in place for 

supporting advisors/mentors before and 

after evaluations. 

Staff morale and level of engagement is a 

high priority and is actively considered 

when specific measures of support are 

being provided prior and post evaluation.  

A list of clear action step suggestions are 

made available to staff to support in 

 There is a basic plan in place for how 

to support advisors/mentors, prior 

and post evaluations.  

Staff morale and engagement is taken 

into consideration as a priority in the 

support that is provided. 

A basic list of action step suggestions 

are made available to staff to support 

in discussions for prior and post 

 There is a rough plan in place for how 

to support advisors/mentors, prior 

and post evaluations.  

Staff morale is considered in the 

support that is provided. 

Some action step suggestions are 

shared with staff to support, prior and 

post evaluation.  

 There is little to no evidence of a plan 

for how to support advisors/mentors, 

prior and post evaluations.  

 Staff morale is not taken into 

consideration for support purposes.  

Staff are not given support that 

includes suggested action steps prior 

or post evaluation.  
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discussions prior and post evaluation. 

 

evaluation.  
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SCORE CARD  

 

 Evidence of Superior 

Preparedness (4) 
3.5 

Evidence of Sufficient 

Preparedness (3) 
2.5 

Evidence of Increasing 

Preparedness (2) 
1.5 

Program Should Not 

Proceed (1) 
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