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Introduction 
 
The 10th edition of Quality Measures™ represents a milestone in more than a decade of EDC work with school districts and principal prepa-
ration programs across the country, working to prepare principals to lead chronically low performing schools, with an end goal of improving 
student achievement. Substantial changes in QM content, format, and methods are reflected in this edition and are in direct response to 
feedback from users as well as insights gleaned from our own observations of user implementation over the course of the past two years 
with a diverse pool of programs and school districts.   
 
It is with sincere appreciation that we extend our thanks to The Wallace Foundation, whose generous funding supported the production of 
this 10th edition of QM as part of the launch of the University Principal Preparation Initiative (UPPI) in the fall of 2016. UPPI programs from 
Albany State University, Virginia State University, Florida Atlantic University, San Diego State University, University of Connecticut, Western 
Kentucky University, and North Carolina State University – engaged their self-study teams in the collection of baseline program data using 
Quality Measures™ tools and protocols in partnership with affiliated school district staff.  
 
We would also like to acknowledge survey feedback received from school district identified preparation programs that conducted self-stud-
ies in partnership with their affiliated school districts as an initial step in their partner collaboration efforts.  
 
Members of the National Training Provider-Principal Graduate Professional Learning Community (TPPG PLC) were another important con-
tributing source to this edition of the Quality Measures™ toolkit. Contributions included, but were not limited to, careful review and feed-
back on Professional Standards for Educational Leaders (PSEL, 2015) as part of a 2016 PLC session in Massachusetts. 
 
Additional contributors included members of the first training cohort of QM Facilitators who co-facilitated self-studies with non-Wallace 
funded principal preparation programs as part of their training and provided feedback and suggestions for improving tools and processes.  
 
Finally, it is with heartfelt gratitude that I acknowledge Melissa Lin. Her countless hours of tool editing and formatting, self-study meeting 
coordination and scheduling, information and materials management, and exemplar catalogue design and population have supported the 
evolution of Quality Measures™ since 2009. Her talented support has been a consistent source of both inspiration and aspiration to QM 
users, trainers, facilitators, and developers. 
 
 
Cheryl L. King, QM Principal Investigator 
Education Development Center, Inc. 
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Overview 
 

Education Development Center, Inc., funded by The Wallace Foundation, is pleased to introduce the 10th edition of Quality Measures™ evi-
dence-based tools and protocols. The QM toolkit is intentionally designed to be a self-led, analytic, and topic-specific resource for use in the 
critical self-examination, reflection, and peer review of principal preparation program effectiveness.  
 
Highlights and New Resources 
The 10th edition of the QM toolkit reflects several important changes that respond to new research findings, performance standards for 
education leaders, and feedback from QM program and school district partners. Among the more noticeable changes is a return (by popular 
demand) to a rubric format and developmental level continuum. Also incorporated, as part of the 10th edition, is more detailed guidance on 
assembling supporting evidence that includes: levels of evidence strength, types of evidence, descriptions for each type, and illustrative 
examples. In addition to these changes, this edition of the tool includes: selected references that are organized by domain, the  
QM theory of change, and an “at a glance” look at QM domains and indicators.  
 
Research Base and Performance Standards  
QM tools are grounded in the seminal research of Linda Darling-Hammond on exemplary principal preparation practices. QM rubric indica-
tors and criteria describe the characteristics associated with effective practices from the literature and empirical research on adult transfor-
mational pedagogy. In addition, indicators and criteria are tightly linked to Professional Standards for Educational Leaders (PSEL).   
 
Rubric Organization and Rating Continuum 
This Quality Measures™ toolkit includes a rubric for each of the following program domains: 1) candidate admissions, 2) course content, 3) 
pedagogy-andragogy, 4) clinical practice, 5) performance assessment, and 6) graduate performance outcomes. Each domain identifies spe-
cific indicators of effective practice and criteria. Rubrics provide a detailed description of indicators and performance criteria for each pro-
gram domain. A four-level performance continuum allows teams to examine their program practices against indicator criteria at each level 
of the continuum to determine the degree to which their program meets the stated criteria for a particular level.  
 
Evidence-Based Protocol 
QM uses an interactive facilitated process to complete the program self-study. Self-study teams are typically comprised of program faculty, 
affiliated school district representatives, and other program stakeholders. Beginning with a facilitated orientation session, the self-study 
typically consists of four parts: 1) a general information session that introduces Quality Measures™ to an audience of potential users; 2) an   
orientation session for teams, interested in completing a program self-study, to build a shared understanding of QM domains as well as 
indicators of effectiveness and criteria, and to brainstorm examples of evidence of effective practices; 3) the presentation of evidence and 
self-scoring session that is typically held when teams have completed preliminary self-ratings for each program domain and assembled sup-
porting evidence and, following the presentation of evidence for each domain, the team makes final determinations about rating levels; and 
4) a presentation of findings and recommendations for team consideration on where to focus intervention efforts.  
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The four parts of an effective self-study process are typically scheduled as follows:  

• The general information session is typically a one-hour session designed for programs, districts, and policy makers interested in 
learning more about the QM self-study process as a way to support continuous improvement activities. This session is often con-
ducted virtually in order to accommodate larger audiences of potential users who may be in different locations.  

• The orientation session is usually a 2- to 3-hour meeting that is intended for programs, districts, and policy makers who have de-
cided to participate in the QM self-study process and have assembled a self-study team to lead the process. The session is designed 
to familiarize teams with QM tools and protocols, indicators and rating criteria, and the process for assembling evidence and com-
pleting preliminary ratings. Teams also use this time to finalize plans for the evidence review and final rating session.  

• The evidence review and rating session is often divided into more than one sitting in order to allow adequate time for teams to review 
evidence and rate each domain (suggest a minimum of 1-2 hours for each domain). For example, teams may choose to review all six do-
mains in one day, or divide the review into two half-day sessions and review three domains on one ½ day and three on another ½ day.  

• The report of findings and improvement planning session is most effective if agendas are planned to allow time for a discussion of 
findings, targeting areas for intervention, and conducting some preliminary planning for next steps.  

 
QM Process Facilitation  
Quality Measures offers users the option of having a trained QM facilitator to moderate the process for conducting the complete program 
self-study from a position of neutrality. Based on responses from QM users, choosing to use a trained QM process facilitator to support the 
program self-study has proven to be an invaluable resource in helping self-study teams to: 

• Understand the goals, objectives, and process for conducting a QM program self-study  
• Plan how to accomplish objectives within a specified timeframe (roles, responsibilities, logistics, group process norms) 
• Manage difficult conversations and differences of opinion using specific protocols  
• Submit self-study data for organization and interpretation using QM electronic platform 
• Understand initial reports of findings, conclusions, and recommendations for next steps 
• Access examples of exemplary practices electronically using the QM Exemplar Catalogue 

Under certain conditions, a program may opt to independently use the QM toolkit to engage in a program self-study without the support of 
a trained QM facilitator.  For example, a program may have already completed a professionally facilitated process and is interested in using 
the tool as a resource for team discussions of selected program domains. The tool can also be used effectively as a framework for program 
design/redesign. The complete Quality Measures Toolkit is an open source document that can be downloaded from www.edc.org or 
www.wallacefoundation.org for independent use by program teams.  

For more information about enlisting the support of a trained QM facilitator to work with your self-study team, please contact the Quality 
Measures Center at qmcenter@edc.org.  
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Operating Theory of Change 

OUTCOMES 

HIGHLY EFFECTIVE 
PRINCIPALS 

Highly Effective 
Teachers 

High Performing 
Students 

Principal 
Preparation 

Programs

3. 
Active 

Learning 
Experiences

6. 
Graduate 

Performance 
Outcomes

4. 
Clinical 

Practice in 
Real 

Schools
5. 

Performance
-Based 

Assessments

1.
Selecting 

the "Right" 
Candidates 

2. 
Standards-

Based 
Course 

Content

Professional	Standards	for	Education	Leaders	
Standard	1.	

Mission,	Vision,	and	Core	Values		
Effective	educational	leaders	develop,	advocate,	and	enact	a	shared	mission,	vision,	and	core	
values	of	high-quality	education	and	academic	success	and	wellbeing	of	each	student.	

Standard	2.	
Ethics	and	Professional	Norms		
Effective	educational	leaders	act	ethically	and	according	to	professional	norms	to	
promote	each	student’s	academic	success	and	wellbeing.	

Standard	3.	
Equity	and	Cultural	Responsiveness		
Effective	educational	leaders	strive	for	equity	of	educational	opportunity	and	culturally	
responsive	practices	to	promote	each	student’s	academic	success	and	wellbeing.	

Standard	4.	
Curriculum,	Instruction,	and	Assessment		
Effective	educational	leaders	develop	and	support	intellectually	rigorous	and	coherent	systems	of	
curriculum,	instruction,	and	assessment	to	promote	each	student’s	academic	success	and	wellbeing.	

Standard	5.		
Community	of	Care	and	Support	for	Students.		
Effective	educational	leaders	cultivate	an	inclusive,	caring,	and	supportive	school	
community	that	promotes	the	academic	success	and	wellbeing	of	each	student.	

Standard	6.		
Professional	Capacity	of	School	Personnel		
Effective	educational	leaders	develop	the	professional	capacity	and	practice	of	school	
personnel	to	promote	each	student’s	academic	success	and	wellbeing.	

Standard	7.		
Professional	Community	for	Teachers	and	Staff		
Effective	educational	leaders	foster	a	professional	community	of	teachers	and	other	
professional	staff	to	promote	each	student’s	academic	success	and	wellbeing.	

Standard	8.		
Meaningful	Engagement	of	Families	and	Community		
Effective	educational	leaders	engage	families	and	the	community	in	meaningful,	reciprocal,	
and	mutually	beneficial	ways	to	promote	each	student’s	academic	success	and	wellbeing.	

Standard	9.		
Operations	and	Management		
Effective	educational	leaders	manage	school	operations	and	resources	to	promote	
each	student’s	academic	success	and	wellbeing.	

Standard	10.		
School	Improvement		
Effective	educational	leaders	act	as	agents	of	continuous	improvement	to	promote	
each	student’s	academic	success	and	wellbeing.	

	

OUTPUTS INPUTS 
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Program Domains and Indicators at a Glance 

1. Standards 
2. Learning Goals 
3. Course Design 
4. Course Evaluation 
5. Course Coherence 

1. Active Learning Strategies 
2. Experiential Learning Activi-

ties 
3. Reflective Practices 
4. Formative Feedback 
5. Performance Benchmarking 
6. Culturally Responsive Peda-

gogy 

1. Clinical Design 
2. Clinical Quality 
3. Clinical Coaching 
4. Clinical Supervision 
5. Clinical Placements 
6. Clinical Evaluation 

CLINICAL PRACTICE 

1. Assessment Purpose 
2. Candidate Performance 

Targets 
3. Assessment Quality 
4. Assessment Methods 
5. Communication of As-

sessment Results 
6. Assessment Impact 

PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT 
 

1. Marketing Strategy 
2. Recruitment Practices 
3. Admission Standards 
4. Applicant Screening 
5. Predictor Assessments 
6. Candidate Selection 

CANDIDATE ADMISSIONS PEDAGOGY-ANDRAGOGY COURSE CONTENT 

GRADUATE OUTCOMES 

1. Exit Competencies 
2. State Certification 
3. School District Eligibility 
4. School District Hiring 
5. Job Placement and Reten-

tion 
6. Job Performance 
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QM Evidence Strength Continuum 
 
Indicators for each domain are rated on a four-point scale. A rating of 4.0 indicates that the program meets ALL of the criteria for the specific 
indicator. A rating of 3.0 indicates that the program meets MOST of the criteria for the specific indicator (quality threshold 75% or more). A 
rating of 2.0 indicates that the program meets SOME of the criteria for the specific indicator (more than 50%, but less than 75%). A rating of 
1.0 indicates that the program meets FEW/NONE of the criteria for the specific indicator (less than 50%). Ratings of 3.0 and 4.0 require sup-
porting evidence at a specific strength level (see table below). 
 
The QM Evidence Strength Continuum (ESC) below provides programs with an objective set of criteria to assist self-study teams in examin-
ing and self-rating their programs’ supporting evidence. The ESC also serves as an effective benchmark for guiding continuous improve-
ment efforts with the optimal aspiration being system-wide implementation. The table below displays two types of evidence – evidence of 
design and evidence of design implementation – along four levels of evidence strength with a short description for each strength level, 
including the evidence strength required for highest self-ratings of 3 and 4. Illustrative examples for each strength level are included for 
reference purposes.  
 

EVIDENCE 
STRENGTH 

TYPE 1: EVIDENCE  
OF DESIGN TYPE 2: EVIDENCE OF IMPLEMENTATION EXAMPLES OF 

IMPLEMENTATION EVIDENCE 

LEVEL 4 
Strongest 

Artifacts demonstrate that ALL indicator 
criteria have been met  
at the design level for the domain 

Artifacts demonstrate system-wide 
implementation of the indicator criteria 
for the domain 

State, school district, and preparation 
program provider usage and 
performance data 

LEVEL 3 
Stronger 

Artifacts demonstrate that MOST 
indicator criteria have been met  
at the design level for the domain 

Artifacts demonstrate program-wide 
implementation of the indicator criteria 
for the domain 

Program-wide artifacts include faculty- 
and student-wide performance data 

LEVEL 2 
Strong 

Artifacts demonstrate that SOME 
indicator criteria have been met  
at the design level for the domain 

Artifacts demonstrate individual course 
implementation of the indicator criteria 
for the domain 

Individual course artifacts include usage 
and performance data for selected 
faculty and students 

LEVEL 1 
Weak 

Artifacts demonstrate that FEW/NO 
indicator criteria have been met  
at the design level for the domain 

Artifacts do not yet demonstrate 
implementation of the indicator criteria 
for the domain at this time 
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QM Rubrics 
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While candidate recruitment is a vital component leading to the success of a school, research shows that less than half of all higher educa-
tion institutions have a clear strategy that guides the development of their recruitment efforts.1 While institutions are relying more on social 
media and digital presence to define their brand and attract students, most popular are the traditional forms of outreach that are event-
driven and involve direct interaction with prospective students.2  A more selective, probing process for selecting candidates for training is 
thought to be an essential first step in creating a more capable and diverse corps of future principals.3  Effective programs probe to deter-
mine if applicants have the needed experience, leadership skills, aptitudes and dispositions to achieve district goals and improve instruction 
under trying conditions.4 Meta-analyses of psychology research studies suggest that the best way to forecast leadership is to use a combina-
tion of cognitive ability, personality, simulation, role-play, and multi-rater assessment instruments and techniques.5 Bray (1982) reported 
that these assessment data were reasonably valid predictors of a person’s promotion record.6,7  
 
 

QM Indicators of Effective Candidate Admissions:  
 
1. Marketing Strategy 
2. Recruitment Practices 
3. Admissions Standards 
4. Applicant Screening  
5. Predictor Assessments 
6. Candidate Selection 

 
 
 
 
 

 
1 Frolich, N., & Stensaker, B. (2010). Student recruitment strategies in higher education: promoting excellence and diversity? International Journal of Educational Management, 24(4), 359-370. 
2 Noel Levitz, R. (2016). Marketing and student recruitment practices benchmark report for four-year colleges and universities. Cedar Rapids, IA: Ruffalo Noel Levitz. Retrieved from www.RuffaloNL.com/BenchmarkReports 
3 Mitgang, L. (2012). The making of the principal: Five lessons in leadership training. Wallace Perspective Series. New York: The Wallace Foundation. 
4 Ibid., 5 
5 Hogan, R., Curphy, G. J., & Hogan, J. (1994). What we know about leadership: Effectiveness and personality. American Psychologist, 49(6), 493-504. 
6 Howard, A. (1986). College experiences and managerial performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71(3), 530-552. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.71.3.530 
7 Bray, D. W., & Howard, A. (1983). The AT&T longitudinal studies of managers. In K. W. Schaie (Ed.), Longitudinal studies of adult psychological development (pp. 112-146). New York: Guilford.  
 
 

Domain 1: Candidate Admissions 
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Evidence of DESIGN might include:  Evidence of IMPLEMENTATION might include: 

• Correspondence between program faculty 
and school district personnel 

• Informational/marketing materials 

• Application checklists, forms 
• Handbooks 
• Interview rubrics 

 • School leader vacancy projection data 
• Candidate assessments and admissions 

scoring data 

• Program impact data 
• Program applicant scoring data 
  

 

Examples of evidence artifacts from QM program users can be found in the Appendix. 
 

Domain 1: Candidate Admissions 
 

QM INDICATORS QM CRITERIA 
LEVELS OF EFFECTIVENESS 

4 - Meets  
ALL criteria 

3 - Meets  
MOST criteria 

2 - Meets  
SOME criteria 

1 - Meets  
FEW/NO criteria 

1 Marketing 
Strategy  

A comprehensive marketing strategy is based on the following data: 1) an in-depth 
analysis of the current and future market for school principals in the region; 2) an as-
sessment of program strengths and weaknesses; 3) the identification of market op-
portunities and threats that will positively or negatively impact efforts to attract the 
best, brightest, and most diverse talent to apply for admission to your program. 

    

2 Recruitment 
Practices 

Recruitment practices are part of a strategic plan that builds on program strengths 
and opportunities identified in the market analyses. Practices are designed to attract 
applicants who have the maximum potential for becoming effective school leaders in 
chronically low-performing schools. Practices include: social media, a digital pres-
ence (website with analytics), and event-based outreach that involves direct interac-
tion with prospective students. There is evidence that intentional strategies are being 
implemented to expand the ethnic and gender diversity of candidate pools. 

    

3 Admission 
Standards 

Admission standards for the program include a requirement that applicants provide 
documented evidence of prior experience in leading change, fostering collaboration, 
and contributing to the professional growth and development of others. 

    

4 Applicant 
Screening  

Applications are screened to ensure that applicants meet admission standards including 
evidence of prior experience leading change, fostering collaboration, and supporting the 
growth and development of professional staff.  

    

5 Predictor As-
sessments 

Screened applicants participate in a combination of cognitive ability, personality, simula-
tion, role-play, and multi-rater assessment instruments and techniques as the final step 
in the applicant screening process. 

    

6 Candidate Se-
lection 

Candidate final selection processes include a formal interview of finalists by a committee 
comprised of program faculty and school district staff to confirm that applicants are: 1) gen-
uinely motivated to lead a chronically low performing school, 2) likely to successfully com-
plete program requirements, and 3) are viewed as potential hires by the school district. 
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The most important development in university teaching over the past few years has been the shift from teaching seen as an individual re-
sponsibility to one that the institution should assume in matters of assessment practice and overall teaching design. McMahon and Thakore 
(2006), in a comprehensive review of higher order thinking and critical thinking in constructively aligned courses, found that constructive 
alignment8,9 (the process for linking teaching and learning activities with assessment tasks, to directly address the intended learning out-
comes) led to:  
 

® Increased standardization – leading to fairer and more reliable assessment; 
® Greater transparency – leading to (a) easier and more accurate inter-university and international comparisons, (b) students being 

able to focus more effectively on the key learning goals; 
® More effective evaluation of both modules and courses; 
® Increased ability of evaluator to determine how well teaching and learning strategies, content, materials, other resources and as-

sessment procedures actually support students in achieving learning goals; 
® Greater coherence in programs of learning; and  
® An increase in the criticality and depth of student work. 

 
QM Indicators of Effective Course Content:  
 
1. Standards 
2. Learning Goals  
3. Course Design  
4. Course Evaluation 
5. Course Coherence 

 
 
 
 

 
8 Note: The term constructive alignment was first coined by Professor John Biggs and represents a marriage between a constructivist understanding of the nature of learning, and an aligned design for outcomes-
based teaching education. 
9 Biggs, J. B., & Tang, C. (2007). Teaching for quality learning at university: What the student does (3rd ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill Education. 
 
 
 

Domain 2: Course Content 
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Domain 2: Course Content 
 

QM INDICATORS QM CRITERIA 
LEVELS OF EFFECTIVENESS 

4 - Meets  
ALL criteria 

3 - Meets  
MOST criteria 

2 - Meets  
SOME criteria 

1 - Meets  
 FEW/NO criteria 

1 Standards  

Courses are based on leader performance standards and designed to develop 
leader competencies including: 1) agency for change; 2) parent-community-
school partnerships; 3) professional capacity building; 4) student centered learn-
ing; 5) instructional guidance and support; 6) culturally responsive teaching and 
learning. 

    

2 Learning Goals 
Courses articulate clear learning goals for candidates that identify both the leader 
behavior to be developed and the context within which the behavior will be per-
formed. 

    

3 Course Design 
Course designs explicitly connect course content, learning activities, resources 
and materials, and course assessment measures.  

    

4 Course Evalua-
tion 

Course evaluations are audited on a regular schedule to ensure that assessment 
tasks and criteria clearly and directly relate to intended learning outcomes.  

    

5 Course Coher-
ence 

Courses are organized and logically sequenced to ensure that: concepts, 
knowledge, and skills build upon each other in a structured progression of 
learning, and learning in one course mirrors learning in the same course taught 
by a different instructor including methods used to evaluate learning.  

    

  

Evidence of DESIGN might include:  Evidence of IMPLEMENTATION might include: 

• Syllabus, course description 
• Standards, rubrics, crosswalk documents 
• Student work samples 

• Program of study 
• Course evaluation survey 
• Handbooks 

 • Program completer survey data 
• Program assessment data 

• Cohort performance data 
• Leadership practices inventory data  
  

 

Examples of evidence artifacts from QM program users can be found in the Appendix. 
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Key indicators of effective pedagogy-andragogy emerge from reviews of empirical studies on transformative learning and are rooted in 
deeply held assumptions about the nature of adult learning and purposes of teaching for change. When taken together, they seek to estab-
lish a reciprocal relationship between the practices and the theoretical orientation of transformative learning that can provide a lens for 
making meaning and guiding transformative leader practice.  
 
 

QM Indicators of Effective Pedagogy-Andragogy: 
 
1. Active Learning Strategies 
2. Experiential Learning Activities 
3. Reflective Practices 
4. Formative Feedback 
5. Performance Benchmarking 
6. Culturally Responsive Pedagogy 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Domain 3: Pedagogy-Andragogy 
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Evidence of DESIGN might include:  Evidence of IMPLEMENTATION might include: 

• Syllabus, course assignments 
• Standards, rubrics, crosswalk documents 
• Student work samples 

• Reflection logs 
• Handbooks 

 • Coaches’ report on candidate performance  • Formative assessment data 
  

 

Examples of evidence artifacts from QM program users can be found in the Appendix. 
 

 

Domain 3: Pedagogy-Andragogy 

QM INDICATORS QM CRITERIA 
LEVELS OF EFFECTIVENESS 

4 - Meets  
ALL criteria 

3 - Meets  
MOST criteria 

2 - Meets  
SOME criteria 

1 - Meets  
 FEW/NO criteria 

1 Active Learning 
Strategies 

Courses consistently use active learning strategies including project-based and 
case-based instruction to engage candidates in the content being studied.     

2 
Experiential 
Learning Activi-
ties 

Courses include structured experiential learning activities in which learners 
apply new learning and become familiar with various real-world contexts and 
associated skill requirements. 

    

3 Reflective Prac-
tices 

Courses incorporate reflective practices as a standard of practice in develop-
ing the essential habit of self-examination and continuous improvement of 
one’s practice. 

    

4 Formative 
Feedback  

Courses use formative feedback as an essential tool in guiding learning toward 
stated goals, objectives and performance benchmarks.      

5 Performance 
Benchmarking 

Courses provide candidates with performance benchmarks of best practices 
for use in reflecting upon and refining specific competencies being developed.      

6 
Culturally Re-
sponsive Peda-
gogy 

Courses use culturally responsive methods to develop leader competencies at 
the personal, instructional, and institutional level.      
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Clinical practice is defined as a form of experiential learning that integrates knowledge and theory learned in courses with practical applica-
tion and skill development in a real-world, professional setting. These experiences are intended to give students the opportunity to gain 
valuable applied knowledge and make connections to the professional field being considered as a possible career path. Additionally, it gives 
prospective employers the opportunity to guide and evaluate talent.10  
 
Practicums and internships are two forms of school-based experiential learning often used by preparation programs and school districts to 
provide aspiring principals with experiential learning experiences in real school settings.   
 

Practicum Internship 

A component of some educational programs where students are 
placed in a real-world setting (i.e., classroom or school) to observe 
the work of professionals while also spending some time performing 
assigned tasks themselves. Typically, students are also enrolled in a 
course connected to the practicum for deeper understanding and 
meaningful facilitation of what is being learned during the experi-
ence. 

A short-term opportunity for students to work (paid or unpaid) for an 
employer where, ideally, their academic learning can be applied to 
real-world tasks. A structured academic program where students 
“learn and earn” by working at a job site while taking a limited num-
ber of academic courses. Apprenticeships can take between 3-4 
years, often require on-the-job training, and can lead to professional 
certification and often full-time employment at the job site. 

 
QM Indicators of Effective Clinical Practice: 

 
1. Clinical Design  
2. Clinical Quality  
3. Clinical Coaching  
4. Clinical Supervision 
5. Clinical Placements 
6. Clinical Evaluation 

 
 
 

 
10 National Association of Colleges and Employers (2011). Position statement: U.S. internships. Retrieved from www.naceweb.org/advocacy/position-statements/united-states-internships.aspx   
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Domain 4: Clinical Practice 
QM INDICATORS QM CRITERIA 

LEVELS OF EFFECTIVENESS 
4 - Meets  

ALL criteria 
3 - Meets  

MOST criteria 
2 - Meets  

SOME criteria 
1 - Meets  

 FEW/NO criteria 

1 Clinical Design  
Clinical designs are co-developed by academic faculty, prospective employers, 
and candidates. They are anchored to academic coursework and articulate clear 
and specific learning and career development goals/targets for each candidate.  

    

2 Clinical Quality 

Clinical experiences are guided by criterion standards and data systems that pro-
duce actionable information on the quality and efficacy of clinical experiences.  
Standards include expectations for the duration of the clinical experience, rele-
vant high-level leadership tasks, high-quality onsite guidance and modeling, coor-
dination between academic program and school sites to ensure high-quality 
learning experiences for candidates.  

    

3 Clinical Coach-
ing  

Candidates receive detailed, high-quality feedback and coaching support, from 
both academic staff and senior level professionals, on a variety of authentic, pro-
fessional-level tasks. 

    

4 Clinical Super-
vision  

Candidates are supervised throughout the duration of their clinical experience, 
by both academic staff and a school-site supervisor(s). Performance expectations 
and evaluation criteria are clearly defined, prior to beginning the clinical experi-
ence, by academic staff and school site supervisors. 

    

5 Clinical Place-
ments 

Clinical placements are identified by academic program staff and ensure that 
school sites are adequately resourced to provide candidates with a high-quality 
clinical experience.  

    

6 Clinical Evalua-
tion 

Candidate clinical evaluations are based on systematically developed program as-
sessment criteria and used to guide field supervision and evaluation appropriate 
for a specific clinical context.  

    

 

Evidence of DESIGN might include:  Evidence of IMPLEMENTATION might include: 

• Syllabus, handbooks 
• Student work samples 
• Activity logs, observation forms 

• Standards, rubrics  
• Clinical evaluation survey  
• Discussion boards for peer/coaching feedback 

 • Cohort performance reports 
• Candidate performance reports 

• Clinical evaluation data 
• Pre/post internship survey results 
  

 

Examples of evidence artifacts from QM program users can be found in the Appendix. 
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Criterion-referenced assessments are designed to measure candidate performance against a fixed set of predetermined criteria or learning 
standards—i.e., concise, written descriptions of what candidates are expected to know and be able to do at a specific stage of their educa-
tion. They are used to evaluate whether candidates have learned a specific body of knowledge or acquired a specific skill set. If candidates 
perform at or above the established expectations, they are deemed to be proficient.  In a fully criterion-referenced system, objectives 
(learning outcomes) define what students need to know and be able to do (content), how they will be taught (pedagogy), and how learning 
will be assessed.11 In a criterion-referenced system of assessment, instructor responsibilities include linking/scaffolding learning and teach-
ing activities to the intended outcomes and structuring assessments appropriate to the level of learning expected. 
 
 

QM Indicators of Effective Performance Assessment:  
 

1. Assessment Purpose  
2. Candidate Performance Targets 
3. Assessment Quality 
4. Assessment Methods 
5. Communication of Assessment Results 
6. Assessment Impact 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
11 Biggs, J. B., & Tang, C. (2011). Teaching for quality learning at university: What the student does (4th ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill Education.  
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Evidence of DESIGN might include:  Evidence of IMPLEMENTATION might include: 

• Syllabus 
• Activity logs 
• Forms 

• Standards, crosswalk documents 
• Assessment rubrics 

 • Cohort performance reports 
• Candidate performance reports  

• Program assessment data 
• Annual data review and evaluation 

data report 
 

Examples of evidence artifacts from QM program users can be found in the Appendix. 
 
 

 
Domain 5: Performance Assessment  

 

QM INDICATORS QM CRITERIA 
LEVELS OF EFFECTIVENESS 

4 - Meets  
ALL criteria 

3 - Meets  
MOST criteria 

2 - Meets  
SOME criteria 

1 - Meets  
 FEW/NO criteria 

1 Assessment 
Purpose  

Assessments are designed to collect evidence of candidate progress toward 
proficiency that is then used to inform instructional decisions.  

    

2 
Candidate Per-
formance Tar-
gets 

Candidate performance targets are clearly articulated and align with high-
priority leader performance standards that form the foundation for candi-
date assessments. 

    

3 Assessment 
Quality 

Assessments facilitate valid evaluation of complex competencies, promote 
learning, and are complemented with exemplars and/or models of perfor-
mance. Assessments make expectations and criteria explicit which enables 
feedback and promotes self-assessment. 

    

4 Assessment 
Methods 

Assessment methods are tightly linked to learning targets and collect both 
formative and summative data that provide a sufficient sample of candidate 
performance data to reliably infer levels of proficiency for a particular per-
formance target. 

    

5 
Communication 
of Assessment 
Results 

Methods for communicating candidate assessment data produce accurate, 
timely, and immediately usable information about the level of candidate 
mastery of performance target(s).  

    

6 Assessment Im-
pact 

Candidates use assessment data and continuous improvement processes to 
take charge of their own progress toward performance mastery and growth 
over time.  
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Outcomes are clear learning results that we want students to demonstrate at the end of significant learning experiences. They are not val-
ues, beliefs, attitudes, or psychological states of mind. Instead, outcomes are what learners can actually do with what they know and have 
learned. They are the tangible application of what has been learned. This means that outcomes are actions and performances that embody 
and reflect learner competence in using content, information, ideas, and tools successfully. Having learners do important things with what 
they know is a major step beyond knowing itself. Because outcomes involve actual doing, rather than just knowing or a variety of other purely 
mental processes, they must be defined according to the actions or demonstration processes being sought.12  
 
 

QM Indicators of Effective Principal Preparation:  
 
1. Exit Competencies 
2. State Certification 
3. School District Eligibility 
4. School District Hiring 
5. Job Placement and Retention13,14 
6. Job Performance 
 
 

  

 
12 Spady, W. G. (1994). Outcome-based education: Critical issues and answers. Arlington, VA: American Association of School Administrators.  
13 Daloisio, J. (2017). Principal churn: A case study on principal turnover and strategies to build sustainability and continuity (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from http://d-scholarship.pitt.edu/33237/ 
14 Goldring, R., & Taie, S. (2014). Principal attrition and mobility: Results from the 2012–13 Principal Follow-up Survey (NCES 2014-064rev). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for 
Education Statistics. Retrieved from http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch (accessed 2017 October) 
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Domain 6: Graduate Performance Outcomes 
QM INDICATORS QM CRITERIA 

LEVELS OF EFFECTIVENESS 
4 - Meets  

ALL criteria 
3 - Meets  

MOST criteria 
2 - Meets  

SOME criteria 
1 - Meets  

 FEW/NO criteria 

1 Exit Competen-
cies 

Candidates demonstrate program exit competencies required to become 
education leaders, based on program exit exams, professional standards for 
educational leaders, and local school district performance expectations for 
principal and assistant principal.  

 

   

2 State 
Certification 

Program graduates are certified and licensed by the state upon program 
completion or advanced to the next level of the state certification process. 

 

   

3 School District 
Eligibility 

Eligible program graduates are admitted into one or more school district 
applicant pools and are eligible to be interviewed for principal and/or assis-
tant principal positions. 

 

   

4 School District 
Hiring 

Eligible program graduates are hired as principals and/or assistant principal 
leadership positions within one year of program completion or progress to 
the next level of the hiring process. 

 

   

5 Job Placement 
and Retention 

Program graduates hired by a school district are placed in vacancies in 
chronically low performing schools and remain in the same position for at 
least three years. 

 

   

6 Job Perfor-
mance 

Program graduates placed in leadership positions either meet or exceed expecta-
tions on district performance evaluations during their induction period. 

 

   

 

Evidence of DESIGN might include:  Evidence of IMPLEMENTATION might include: 

• State certification requirements/checklist 
• State-approved program verification form 
• Program exit survey 

• List of principal graduates 
• University/school district MOU 
• Survey to employers of 1st year leaders 

 • Cohort performance reports 
• Candidate performance reports 

• Exit competencies assessment data 
• State certification exam data 
• Map of graduate placements 

 

Examples of evidence artifacts from QM program users can be found in the Appendix. 
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Glossary of Terms 
 

 

This glossary of terms is included here as a quick reference tool for self-study teams engaged in the process of examining their principal preparation 
program practices using Quality Measures™ rubrics. The glossary is intended to offer general definitions of terms to assist teams in developing a shared 
understanding of indicators associated with each program domain.  
 

 
 

Domain 1: Candidate Admissions 
 
Marketing Strategy: A comprehensive plan for recruiting a diverse pool of highly qualified applicants to enroll in the institution’s principal prepa-
ration program.  
 
Recruitment Practices: Specific actions taken by programs to attract applicants who demonstrate strong potential for becoming effective school 
leaders. Practices may include: strategic social media, digital campaigns (website with analytics), event-based outreach that involves direct inter-
action with prospective students, and other practices that target ethnic and gender specific applicants.  
 
Admissions Standards: Admission standards define the specific requirements for screening program applications and selecting candidates for admission.   
 
Applicant Screening: Refers to specific processes designed and implemented to screen applications in order to identify highly qualified applicants 
who meet program admission requirements. 
 
Predictor Assessments: A battery of assessments used as part of the applicant screening process to predict different leadership behaviors (e.g., 
task-oriented behaviors, relational-oriented behaviors, and change-oriented behaviors).  
 
Candidate Selection: Processes used to select candidate for admission to the program. May include face-to-face interviews, job shadows, refer-
ence checks. May involve a selection committee comprised of program faculty and school district staff.  
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Domain 2: Course Content 
 
Standards Based: Refers to Professional Standards for School Leaders (PSEL). 
 
Learning Goals: Learning goals clearly define the purpose for the learning (i.e., what the learner should know and be able to do as a result of the 
instruction). When developed by the learner, in collaboration with the instructor, learning goals help to create a shared understanding and focus 
for the learning and also provide a guide for developing short- and long-term measures to assess results. 
 
Constructive Alignment: Refers to the process for devising teaching and learning activities, and assessment tasks, to directly address the intended 
learning outcomes. The term constructive alignment was first coined by Professor John Biggs and represents a marriage between a constructivist 
understanding of the nature of learning and an aligned design for outcomes-based teaching education. 
 
Course Design: An approach to designing curriculum that integrates learning goals, course content, learning activities, resources and materials, 
and course assessment measures.  
 
Course Evaluation: The process of gathering information about the impact of learning and of teaching practice on student learning, analyzing and 
interpreting that information, and responding to and acting on the results. 
 
Course Coherence: Refers to a set of interrelated courses and learning experiences that are logically sequenced (vertically aligned) and guided by  
a common framework/design for curriculum, instruction, assessment, and learning climate, and pursued over a sustained period of time. 
 
Domain 3: Pedagogy-Andragogy 
 
Pedagogy-Andragogy: Pedagogy, as used here, refers to the field of study that deals mainly with methods of teaching and learning in schools; 
while andragogy refers to the art or science of teaching adults (Malcolm Knowles first coined this term in 1970). Andragogy is based on a human-
istic conception of self-directed and autonomous learners and teachers as facilitators of learning. Important Note: Malcolm Knowles himself 
changed his position on whether andragogy really applied only to adults and came to believe that "pedagogy-andragogy represents a continuum 
ranging from teacher-directed to student-directed learning and that both approaches are appropriate with children and adults, depending on the 
situation.” Hanson (1996) argues that the difference in learning is NOT related to the age and stage of one's life, but instead related to individual 
characteristics and the differences in "context, culture and power" within different educational settings. 
 
Active Learning: A method of learning that engages students in two aspects of the learning process – doing things and thinking about the things 
they are doing. 
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Experiential Learning: The process of learning through experience. More specifically defined as "learning through reflection on doing." Experien-
tial learning is distinct from rote or didactic learning, the latter in which the learner plays a comparatively passive role. 
 
Reflective Practice: Involves the practice of reflecting on one's actions as a way to engage in a process of continuous learning. According to 
one definition, reflective practices involve "paying critical attention to the practical values and theories which inform everyday actions.”  
 
Formative Feedback: Ongoing feedback throughout the learning process that can be used by instructors to improve their teaching and by stu-
dents to improve their learning.  
 
Performance Benchmarking: A way of discovering what is the best performance being achieved – whether in a particular course, in a competitor 
program, or in an entirely different industry. This information can then be used to identify gaps in program content and processes in order to 
improve outcomes and achieve a competitive advantage. 
 
Culturally Responsive Pedagogy: An instructional method that is grounded in teachers' displaying skill at teaching in a cross-cultural or multicul-
tural setting. Enables students to relate course content to their own cultural experiences. 
 
Domain 4: Clinical Practice 
 
Clinical Design: Refers to the essential elements of an effective experiential learning experience that integrates knowledge and theory learned in 
the classroom with practical application and skills development in a professional school setting. Essential elements include learning goals that are 
structured into the learning experience and supervised by a professional with relevant and related background in the field. The overall clinical 
design balances the intern’s learning goals with the organization’s (school) needs. May be part-time or full-time.  
 
Clinical Quality: Refers to the degree to which clinical designs incorporate the design elements that result in desired learner performance outcomes. 
  
Clinical Coaching: Refers to the dedicated time supervisors and/or coaches spend observing and providing feedback to interns on both accom-
plishments and areas for improvement. Includes intentional support in the intern’s transition from the classroom to the workplace.  
 
Clinical Supervision: Refers to the level of guidance and oversight provided to interns. Generally includes: familiarizing them with the school as-
signment, providing assignments, and serving as a “contact” person for questions. Internship supervision should be conducted by an expert in the 
type of work the intern(s) will be performing to provide the appropriate guidance for the intern’s assignments. An intern supervisor’s responsibili-
ties typically include: taking part in an intern’s placement, screening, and interview process; conducting the intern orientation; developing intern 
learning goals; meeting with and observing an intern regularly to evaluate performance and determine if needs/goals are being met; and as-
sessing the internship program’s success.  
 



  
 

© 2018 Education Development Center, Inc. 26 

QM Self-Study Toolkit 

 
 
Clinical Placements: Refers to the professional schools identified for interns to complete the experiential segment of their preparation and training.   
 
Clinical Evaluation: Refers to the evaluation of the intern’s initial learning objectives identified at the start of the internship. Typically, supervisors 
are asked to evaluate interns at the midpoint and end of the internship. Employers are encouraged to review the internship with the intern before 
he or she leaves. Evaluations are helpful in determining the intern’s success within the assigned school and also serve as predictors of success for 
future internships or employment upon graduation.  
 
Domain 5: Performance Assessment 
 
Formative Assessment: Provides feedback to teachers and learners throughout the teaching and learning process about what is working, what is 
not working, and what the student and the teacher should do next to improve. 

Summative Assessment: Measures the extent to which the learner has accomplished the intended learning outcomes and contributes to the final 
grade. It is most often used at the end of a course of study to quantify learning achievement and provide data for determining the next level of study.  

Candidate Performance Targets: Defines the specific learner performance to be accomplished by the end of the course of study as well as in-
terim indicators of progress along the way.  
 
Assessment Quality: As used here, assessment quality is defined as the extent to which an assessment accurately measures the performance it is 
intended to measure. 
 
Assessment Methods: Refers to the strategies, techniques, tools and instruments used to collect information to determine the extent to which 
learners demonstrate desired learning outcomes. Several different methods should be used to assess learner outcomes. 
 
Communication of Assessment Results: Refers to the methods and timelines used to communicate progress toward performance targets and 
learning goals to learners.  
 
Assessment Impact: Refers to the methods used to determine the effects of teaching and learning on changes in learner behaviors, either in-
tended or unintended.  
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Domain 6: Graduate Performance Outcomes 
 
Exit Competencies: A general statement that describes the desired knowledge, skills, and behaviors of a student graduating from a program (or 
completing a course). Competencies commonly define the applied skills and knowledge that enable people to successfully perform in profes-
sional, educational, and other life contexts.  
 
State Certification: The certification process is different for each state, but most states require an in-depth analysis of a potential principal's back-
ground, as well as exams that test his or her knowledge of running a school.  
 
School District Eligibility: Refers to the number of graduates from certified principal preparation programs who meet school district requirements and, as 
a result, are eligible to be interviewed by the school district for the position of school principal. Requirements for hiring eligibility vary by school district. 
 
School District Hiring: Refers to the number of graduates from certified principal preparation programs who are hired by school districts as school princi-
pals. 
 
Job Placement and Retention: Refers to the number of graduates from certified principal preparation programs who are placed as first-year prin-
cipals or assistant principals in chronically low performing schools, and their tenure in the position. 
 
Job Performance: Refers to the number of graduates from certified principal preparation programs who meet or exceed school district perfor-
mance expectations as reflected in performance evaluations conducted during the first three years of induction. 
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Appendix:  
Exemplars from the Field of Level 3 and Level 4 Artifacts  

 
 
In response to requests from users for concrete examples of supporting evidence of design and implementation, this appendix draws from an 
extensive catalogue of artifacts submitted by QM users as examples of the types of products and practices that programs identify when selecting 
supporting evidence for level 3 and level 4 ratings. Featured artifacts were submitted by QM users as part of their self-study process and are in-
tended for use as reference only.  
 
In an effort to continue advancing the field of principal preparation’s understanding of what one might expect to observe as evidence of effective 
training and preparation products and practices, we gratefully acknowledge the following contributors for their willingness to share their work: 
Augusta University, Florida Atlantic University, Gardner-Webb University, Kennesaw State University, Lehman College CUNY, North Carolina 
State University, San Diego State University, Southern Connecticut State University, University of Connecticut, University of Georgia, and Vir-
ginia State University. Additionally, we extend sincere thanks to all QM users for their willingness to share their program’s evidence-based prod-
ucts and practices with their colleagues in order to advance the collective learning of the field.  
 
 
ABOUT THIS APPENDIX: 

• Organized by program domain to include examples of both evidence of design and evidence of implementation 
• Includes highlights and call-outs to emphasize key areas of focus 
• Includes program provider names 
• Aligns with the Evidence Strength Continuum 
 

NOTE: Special thanks to Melissa Lin, QM Center Project Coordinator, for her tireless efforts to compile, organize, and display selected artifacts for 
inclusion in this appendix.  
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QM Evidence Strength Continuum 
 

Please see page 9 for a detailed overview of the QM Evidence Strength Continuum.  
 

EVIDENCE 
STRENGTH 

TYPE 1: EVIDENCE  
OF DESIGN 

TYPE 2: EVIDENCE OF 
IMPLEMENTATION 

EXAMPLES OF 
IMPLEMENTATION EVIDENCE 

LEVEL 4 
Strongest 

Artifacts demonstrate that ALL 
indicator criteria have been met  
at the design level for the domain 

Artifacts demonstrate system-wide 
implementation of the indicator 
criteria for the domain 

State, school district, and 
preparation program provider 
usage and performance data 

LEVEL 3 
Stronger 

Artifacts demonstrate that MOST 
indicator criteria have been met  
at the design level for the domain 

Artifacts demonstrate program-wide 
implementation of the indicator 
criteria for the domain 

Program-wide artifacts include 
faculty- and student-wide 
performance data 

LEVEL 2 
Strong 

Artifacts demonstrate that SOME 
indicator criteria have been met  
at the design level for the domain 

Artifacts demonstrate individual 
course implementation of the 
indicator criteria for the domain 

Individual course artifacts include 
usage and performance data for 
selected faculty and students 

LEVEL 1 
Weak 

Artifacts demonstrate that FEW/NO 
indicator criteria have been met  
at the design level for the domain 

Artifacts do not yet demonstrate 
implementation of the indicator 
criteria for the domain at this time 
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User Exemplars for Domain 1: Candidate Admissions 

EVIDENCE 
STRENGTH 

TYPE 1: EVIDENCE 
OF DESIGN 

EXAMPLES OF  
DESIGN EVIDENCE 

TYPE 2: EVIDENCE OF 
IMPLEMENTATION 

EXAMPLES OF  
IMPLEMENTATION EVIDENCE 

LEVEL 4 
Strongest 

 
 
 
Artifacts demon-
strate that ALL in-
dicator criteria 
have been met at 
the design level 
for the domain 

Indicator 6: Candidate Selection 
Artifacts Description: MEd Leader Application Checklist 
Program Contributor: Augusta University 
 

 
   

Artifacts demon-
strate system-
wide implementa-
tion of the indica-
tor criteria for the 
domain 

Indicator 2: Recruitment Practices 
Artifacts Description: Program Impact Data 2015 
Program Contributor: North Carolina State University 
 

 

     

LEVEL 3 
Stronger 

 
Artifacts demon-
strate that MOST 
indicator criteria 
have been met at 
the design level 
for the domain 

Indicator 2:  Recruitment Practices 
Artifacts Description: Email to Nominating Principals and 
Program Nomination Memo 
Program Contributor: Florida Atlantic University 

 

Artifacts demon-
strate program-
wide implementa-
tion of the indica-
tor criteria for the 
domain 

Indicator 5: Predictor Assessments 
Artifacts Description: Regional Cohort Applicants' Rankings 
Program Contributor: San Diego State University 
  

 
 
 

Master of Education (MEd) - Educational Leadership 
Tier I School Administrator 

Application Checklist 
 
 
Name:                                                                                                 ID #                                     

Degree Received:                                                                               GPA            Date             

Accepted for:  Fall                                Spring                                   Summer                              

Residency:  In-State                                 
        Out-of-State                                   Form Submitted                             
 

Admissions Requirements - the following must be received prior to acceptance: 
 

                       Current Teaching Certificate - The applicant must have a valid, level 4 or 
higher Standard Professional, Advanced Professional, or Lead 
Professional teaching certificate, leadership certificate, service field 
certificate, or Life certificate.) 

 
                       Official transcripts from ALL prior colleges 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Program Requirements – the following must be received prior to or at Orientation: 
 

                       Criminal Background Consent Form with Signature 
 

                        Leadership Coach’s Disclosure 
 
___________ Educational Leadership Ethics Entrance (370) 

                        
Required Liability Insurance  

  
   ___________ Student Applied Learning Agreement 
 

Release of Mandatory Fees Form  
 

                       Lawful Presence submitted to Admissions 
 
 

 
NOTE: 
GPA must be an overall of 2.5 or higher on all undergraduate work. 
 
 
Communication:  

Holds  
Placed:  
 
Removed:   

Dear (Name), 

On behalf of the Broward-FAU PROPEL program, I want to thank you for your interest in 
sponsoring a high-performing teacher into our program.  PLEASE READ THIS EMAIL 
CAREFULLY, as it outlines the commitments YOU are making in nominating to this program. 

As you are aware, all nominations are due by November 22nd.  Please take your time to do the 
following: 

1. Meet with the individual you are considering for nomination to PROPEL.  Please be 
reminded that your teacher nominee MUST have had enough experience with you in 
order for you to evaluate his or her leadership skills and potential to be a "turnaround" 
principal.  S/he must also have at least three years of teaching. 

2. Share with them what you know concerning the program (I am attaching the PowerPoint 
presentation which provides the important information concerning the program). 

3. Based on effective leadership studies, the following twelve competencies should be used 
as guidelines for nomination. Ask: has the teacher demonstrated the following, or would 
s/he if given the opportunity? 
• Collaborating - works collaboratively in groups. 
• Leading - leads learning groups of their peers. 
• Promoting - articulates the school vision, mission and strategies to stakeholders. 
• Managing – maximizes the use of resources for projects for which they are 

responsible. 
• Motivating – communicates effectively and builds personal relationships. 
• Modeling - demonstrates a high level of ethical and professional behavior. 
• Planning - develops direction & procedures to realize high standards of student 

performance. 
• Implementing - engages people, ideas, and resources to put into practice the activities 

necessary to realize high standards for student performance. 
• Supporting - creates enabling conditions; secures and uses the financial, political, 

technological, and human resources necessary to promote academic and social 
learning. 

• Advocating - promotes the diverse needs of students within and beyond the school. 
• Communicating - develops, utilizes, and maintains systems of exchange among 

members of the school and with its external communities. 
• Monitoring - systematically collects and analyzes data to make judgments that guide 

decisions and actions for continuous improvement. 

By replying to this email and providing us with the complete information below, you hereby: 

• Verify that the person you are nominating fulfills the above guidelines for nomination. 
• Consent to being the nominee’s sponsor and mentor for the duration (March 2017 until 

December 2018) of the program should s/he be accepted into the program. 
• Agree to fully participate in the professional learning specific to mentorship as identified 

by the Office of Talent Development if you have not done so already. 

Regional Applicants Rankings 
 
 
 

Cohort MA	or	Cred Red	ID First	Name Last	Name
Regional Credential Susy Chavez
Regional MA	w/Cred Michael Gabby
Regional Credential 807551180 Sharon Rubalcava
Regional MA	w/Cred 803868462 Alejandra Nuno
Regional Credential 808778770 Jamie Hill
Regional Credential 818491044 Annika Goodin

Regional Credential 809564438 Raymond Fausel
Regional Credential 805431010 Christina Sotelo
Regional MA	w/Cred 812095889 Veronica Delgado
Regional Credential 800916799 Teri Heard
Regional Credential 801631890 Barbra-Jean Ruggles
Regional Credential 800340015 Rhea Faeldonea-Walker
Regional Credential 808228857 Sarah Ortega
Regional MA	w/Cred 800605423 Timothy Kriss
Regional Credential 804822961 William Schweitzer
Regional MA	w/Cred 806749821 Mindy Davis
Regional MA	Only 818526716 Michael Wahl
Regional MA	w/Cred 805031234 Tomas Chavez
Regional Credential 804358172 Georgina Maestre-Chavez
Regional MA	Only 818496322 Yue Yu
Regional Credential 804939584 Victoria Wiseman
Regional Credential 803405142 Brenda Robles
Regional Credential 807991906 Miguel Sanchez
Regional MA	Only 818463120 Noura Qatarneh
Regional MA	Only 818535647 Yun Liang
Regional Credential 806869200 Natasha Ain-Gonzalez
Regional Credential 818479162 Sheri Miller
Regional No	application 807947368 Amal Hersi

International	Student

Non-resident

6	Resident	MA	applicants	accepted
28	Total	Applicant	accepted

Email
Yrs	

Teaching Clear	Credential	 Interview	1 Interview	2 File	Review	1
SCHAVEZ2@sbusd.org 9 Y 25.00 25.00 23.00

15 Y 25.00 25.00 22.00
SRUBALCAVA@CCHSDONS.COM 13 Y 25.00 24.00 22.00
alex_nuno1@yahoo.com 10 Y 21.50 21.50 24.50
JAMIEJ.HILL@HOTMAIL.COM 12 Y 21.00 23.00 24.00
aagoodin28@gmail.com 4 Y 24.00 24.00 19.00

RAYFAUSEL@GMAIL.COM 3
N-Prel	(Checking	
with	applicant) 24.00 24.00 19.00

cmsotelo16@yahoo.com 6 Y 23.00 23.00 20.00
vero@delgados.me 8 Y 23.00 22.00 19.50
terimheard@gmail.com 9 Y 23.00 23.00 20.00
BARBRABULLOCK@YAHOO.COM 6 Y 20.00 20.00 23.00
rhea.faeldonea-walker@sweetwaterschools.org13 Y 19.00 19.00 23.00
sarah.ortega@cvesd.org 10 Y 25.00 25.00 19.00
TKPOOLS@GMAIL.COM 8 Y 19.50 19.50 22.00
william.schweitzer@cvesd.org 18 Y 19.00 19.00 23.50
mindydavis@gmail.com 9 Y 20.00 20.00 20.00
CAMSHISTORY@HOTMAIL.COM 23.50 23.50 16.50
tomasgchavez@gmail.com 3 Y 20.00 20.00 19.00
ginamc1275@yahoo.com 13 Y 19.00 19.00 21.00
JOYCE9019@163.COM 22.00 22.00 19.00
viwiseman@hotmail.com 10 Y 21.00 21.00 15.00
brendita23rd2002@yahoo.com 6 Y 19.00 19.00 17.00
msanchez46@att.net 4 Y 23.00 23.00 16.00
NOURAQ@GMAIL.COM 20.00 23.00 17.00
liangyunos@163.com 20.00 20.00 17.00
NATASHA.GONZALEZ@CVESD.ORG 7 Y 23.00 18.00 16.00
SHERIMI3@GMAIL.COM 13 Y 12.00 12.00 15.00
AMALHERSI1@GMAIL.COM 22.00

File	Review	2 Total Notes

Accepted/	
Denied/	
Wait	List

24.00 97.00
23.50 95.50
21.50 92.50
24.00 91.50
23.00 91.00
23.00 90.00

20.50 87.50
21.50 87.50
22.00 86.50
20.00 86.00
23.00 86.00
24.00 85.00
16.00 85.00
23.50 84.50
22.50 84.00
22.00 82.00
18.00 81.50
22.50 81.50
22.00 81.00
18.00 81.00
20.00 77.00
21.50 76.50
12.50 74.50
12.50 72.50
15.00 72.00
14.00 71.00
23.50 62.50

22.00

Cohort MA	or	Cred Red	ID First	Name Last	Name
Regional Credential Susy Chavez
Regional MA	w/Cred Michael Gabby
Regional Credential 807551180 Sharon Rubalcava
Regional MA	w/Cred 803868462 Alejandra Nuno
Regional Credential 808778770 Jamie Hill
Regional Credential 818491044 Annika Goodin

Regional Credential 809564438 Raymond Fausel
Regional Credential 805431010 Christina Sotelo
Regional MA	w/Cred 812095889 Veronica Delgado
Regional Credential 800916799 Teri Heard
Regional Credential 801631890 Barbra-Jean Ruggles
Regional Credential 800340015 Rhea Faeldonea-Walker
Regional Credential 808228857 Sarah Ortega
Regional MA	w/Cred 800605423 Timothy Kriss
Regional Credential 804822961 William Schweitzer
Regional MA	w/Cred 806749821 Mindy Davis
Regional MA	Only 818526716 Michael Wahl
Regional MA	w/Cred 805031234 Tomas Chavez
Regional Credential 804358172 Georgina Maestre-Chavez
Regional MA	Only 818496322 Yue Yu
Regional Credential 804939584 Victoria Wiseman
Regional Credential 803405142 Brenda Robles
Regional Credential 807991906 Miguel Sanchez
Regional MA	Only 818463120 Noura Qatarneh
Regional MA	Only 818535647 Yun Liang
Regional Credential 806869200 Natasha Ain-Gonzalez
Regional Credential 818479162 Sheri Miller
Regional No	application 807947368 Amal Hersi

International	Student

Non-resident

6	Resident	MA	applicants	accepted
28	Total	Applicant	accepted

NELA: Principal 1 Outperforms 
both the State and Local District 
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SYSTEM-WIDE artifacts 
include state, school dis-
trict, program provider 

usage  
and performance data 

PROGRAM-WIDE artifacts in-
clude faculty- and student-wide 

performance data 

Design evidence does 
NOT YET demonstrate 

implementation 
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User Exemplars for Domain 2: Course Content 

EVIDENCE 
STRENGTH 

TYPE 1: EVIDENCE 
OF DESIGN 

EXAMPLES OF  
DESIGN EVIDENCE 

TYPE 2: EVIDENCE OF 
IMPLEMENTATION 

EXAMPLES OF  
IMPLEMENTATION EVIDENCE 

LEVEL 4 
Strongest 

 
 
 
Artifacts demon-
strate that ALL in-
dicator criteria 
have been met at 
the design level 
for the domain 

Indicator 5: Course Coherence 
Artifacts Description: Program Curriculum Model 
Program Contributor: Florida Atlantic University 

 

Artifacts demon-
strate system-
wide implementa-
tion of the indica-
tor criteria for the 
domain 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please stay tuned as QM tools  
are continually being updated… 

 
 
 
 
 
 

     

LEVEL 3 
Stronger 

 
Artifacts demon-
strate that MOST 
indicator criteria 
have been met at 
the design level 
for the domain 

Indicator 1: Standards 
Artifacts Description: Alignment of CAPE/Program Frame-
work/PSEL Standards 
Program Contributor: San Diego State University 

 

Artifacts demon-
strate program-
wide implementa-
tion of the indica-
tor criteria for the 
domain 

Indicator 4: Course Evaluation 
Artifacts Description: Ed.D. Assessment Report Cycle 
Program Contributor: University of Georgia 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

e Develop and support open, productive, caring, and trusting working relationships among leaders, faculty, and staff to promote 
professional capacity and the improvement of practice. 

h Encourage faculty-initiated improvement of programs and practices. 

8 Meaningful Engagement of Families and Community: Effective educational leaders engage families and the community in 
meaningful, reciprocal, and mutually beneficial ways to promote each student’s academic success and well-being. 

b Create and sustain positive, collaborative, and productive relationships with families and the community for the benefit of 
students. 

d Maintain a presence in the community to understand its strengths and needs, develop productive relationships, and engage its 
resources for the school. 

e Create means for the school community to partner with families to support student learning in and out of school. 
g Develop and provide the school as a resource for families and the community. 

9 Operations and Management: Effective educational leaders manage school operations and resources to promote each 
student’s academic success and well-being. 

b Strategically manage staff resources, assigning and scheduling teachers and staff to roles and responsibilities that optimize 
their professional capacity to address each student’s learning needs. 

e Protect teachers’ and other staff members’ work and learning from disruption. 

g Develop and maintain data and communication systems to deliver actionable information for classroom and school 
improvement. 

j Develop and manage productive relationships with the central office and school board. 

10 School Improvement: Effective educational leaders act as agents of continuous improvement to promote each student’s 
academic success and well-being. 

a Seek to make school more effective for each student, teachers and staff, families, and the community. 

c Prepare the school and the community for improvement, promoting readiness, an imperative for improvement, instilling 
mutual commitment and accountability, and developing the knowledge, skills, and motivation to succeed in improvement. 

e Employ situationally-appropriate strategies for improvement, including transformational and incremental, adaptive 
approaches and attention to different phases of implementation. 

j Develop and promote leadership among teachers and staff for inquiry, experimentation and innovation, and initiating and 
implementing improvement. 

 
The above list represents the results from the external evaluator.  All PSEL indicators that do not have a parallel in either the SDSU 
framework or the CAPEs is listed above.  The highlighted indicators indicate the important areas for our consideration in seeking 
alignment with PSELs: 
  

q Articulating and promoting core values that define school culture (1c and 2d) 
q Placing children at the center of education and promoting mutual accountability for their success (2c, 7d, 10a, 10c) 
q Respect, cultural competence and responsiveness (3a, 3b, 3g) 
q Alignment across grade levels and use of data to monitor instructional planning (4b and 4g)  
q Building a community of care and support for students (5a, 5b, 5c, and 5f) 
q Building a leadership team and promoting leadership and innovation among staff (6g, 7h) 
q Having a presence in the community and building relationships for meaningful involvement (8b, 8d, 8e, and 8g)  
q Strategic management of staffing and scheduling to guard instructional time and best use human capital (6b, 9b, 9e) 

 

ALIGNMENT OF CAPE/SDSU FRAMEWORKS/PSEL STANDARDS 
(Excerpt)

SYSTEM-WIDE artifacts include state, 
school district, program provider usage  

and performance data 

Design evidence does 
NOT YET demonstrate 

implementation 

Xitracs Program Report Page 2 of 5

Program Name: Educational Leadership - EDD

Reporting Cycle: Oct 1, 2016 to Sep 30, 2017

  John DaytonAcademic Program Coordinator

Description of Program
The University of Georgia’s Ed.D. in Educational Leadership is a performance-based program of study
designed to prepare school and system leaders who can advance the knowledge and practice of
PreK-12 educational administration and support school and system improvement. This 55
semester-hour program of study, in partnership with Georgia school districts, will develop outstanding
practitioner/scholars who can effectively lead schools and school districts in the 21st century.  This
doctoral program in Educational Leadership effectively integrates coursework, research, and practice.
The core coursework emphasizes studies in learning communities and professional development,
organizational leadership, and school-community relations. Students will also acquire essential
knowledge and practice in education law, finance, policy analysis, curriculum, and supervision.There
are three key milestones throughout the EdD Program in Educational Leadership that lead to the
completion of an Action Research dissertation. These milestones are designed to fulfill the Graduate
School's specifications as well as to ensure active connection with the Major Professor and doctoral
committee beginning early in and throughout the program.

  Student Learning Outcome 1Outcome
EdD students in Educational Leadership will collect and analyze data to construct a problem statement that
will be the focus of a change intervention and will conduct a targeted literature review that undergirds the
action research project.

  Critical Milestone I - Written ExaminationMeasure
The work of Critical Milestone I is to delve into the research on the system problem that is the focus of
the action research and to share initial framing of both the action and the inquiry that will be
undertaken to address the problem.The written examination for Critical Milestone I is a 35-40 page
report of: (1) engagement with the school district (2) data collected and analyzed to co-construct the
problem that will be the focus of the change intervention, and (3) the conceptual framework and
related literature that undergird the project.

Threshold for success (if available)
Threshold for success: 90% of students will successfully pass the written portion of Critical
Milestone I. 

  CMSI Written ReportData Collected
100% (23 of 23 students) in the Cohort III Action Research EdD Program passed the written
examination portion of Critical Milestone I. 
Analysis of Data
A collaborative review of written CMSI submissions indicates that the action research case studies in
the EdD program are growing stronger in terms of problem formation and articulation of the
theoretical and conceptual frameworks. 
Improvement Based on Analysis
Faculty members continued to embed opportunities to develop scholarly literature review and writing
skills assignments in core EdD program classes. Educational leadership program faculty continued
to hold individual and small group research and writing workshops with EdD students.

  Student Learning Outcome 2Outcome
EdD students in Educational Leadership will develop a research-based intervention design and
implementation plan.

  Critical Milestone II - Written ExaminationMeasure

PROGRAM-WIDE artifacts in-
clude faculty- and student-wide 

performance data 
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User Exemplars for Domain 3: Pedagogy-Andragogy 

EVIDENCE 
STRENGTH 

TYPE 1: EVIDENCE 
OF DESIGN 

EXAMPLES OF  
DESIGN EVIDENCE 

TYPE 2: EVIDENCE OF 
IMPLEMENTATION 

EXAMPLES OF  
IMPLEMENTATION EVIDENCE 

LEVEL 4 
Strongest 

 
 
 
Artifacts demon-
strate that ALL in-
dicator criteria 
have been met at 
the design level 
for the domain 

Indicator 2: Experiential Learning Activities 
Artifacts Description: Leadership Experience Course Assignments 
Program Contributor: Lehman College CUNY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Artifacts demon-
strate system-
wide implementa-
tion of the indica-
tor criteria for the 
domain 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please stay tuned as QM tools  
are continually being updated… 

 
 
 
 
 
 

     

LEVEL 3 
Stronger 

 
Artifacts demon-
strate that MOST 
indicator criteria 
have been met at 
the design level 
for the domain 

Indicator 6: Culturally Responsive Pedagogy 
Artifacts Description: Residency Log and Reflections 
Program Contributor: Kennesaw State University 

 
 

Artifacts demon-
strate program-
wide implementa-
tion of the indica-
tor criteria for the 
domain 

Indicator 4: Formative Feedback 
Artifacts Description: Coaches’ Report of Candidate Performance Data 
Program Contributor: North Carolina State University 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

01/01/12               Residency Log & Reflections:  Educational Leadership Department 
 
 
To be completed by the Leader Candidate and submitted to the University Supervisor at the end of each course. 
 

Leader Candidate:  
 

Course Name and #: School/District:  
 
 

University Supervisor: Mentor: Coach:  

  

Part I: Log        (Candidates must log 120 hours of residency engagement for each course)****** 
 

DIVERSITY 
(Place the number in the box indicating the individuals representing ethnicity population(s) involved in this field experience.  

Ethnicity P-12 Faculty/Staff P-12 Students 
 P-2 3-5 6-8 9-12 P-2 3-5 6-8 9-12 
Race/Ethnicity:         
 Asian         
 Black         
 Hispanic         
 Native American/Alaskan Native         
 White         
 Multiracial         
Subgroups:         
 Students with Disabilities         
 Limited English Proficiency         
 Eligible for Free/Reduced Meals         

 

 
Part II: Reflection 
 

Leader Candidate Reflections: 
(Minimum of 3-4 sentences per question) 

1. What did you learn about leadership from completing this residency experience for the 
course indicated? 
 
 
 

Date(s) Standard(s) Activity Time 

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

  Total Hours: [ 120 hours ]  

Design evidence does 
NOT YET demonstrate 

implementation 

SYSTEM-WIDE artifacts include state, 
school district, program provider usage  

and performance data 

 

 

 

1 

QM Component 1: Course Work 
II: Pedagogy, Bullet 2 – Real School Settings 

 
Leadership Experiences 
Lehman’s educational leadership candidates are expected to complete six hours of leadership 
experiences in most of their courses. These six hours are spent on practical school-based 
activities/assignments (e.g., conducting a walk-through, observing a principal conducting a 
community-based meeting, etc.). These hours spent developing leadership competencies in real 
school settings are in addition to the 400 internship hours candidates are required to complete. 

 
Sample Leadership Experience Assignments: 
 

1) Co-teaching Observation  
Write a two-three-page observation of a co-teaching class (collaborative team teaching, etc.).  
• The class you choose must be in one of the following academic content subjects: English, 

mathematics, history or science. 
• The class you choose must be from grades 7-12 only. 
• Make sure to comment on the performance and interaction of both the general education 

and special education teachers. 
 

2) Mini-observations Project  
Write a 2-3 page paper where you reflect on the process of conducting the mini-observations 
of the mini-observation process. 

Mini-observations: 
Using Marshall’s (2013) technique, conduct 4 mini-observations (betw. 5-7 min. in 
length) of the same teacher you will be observing for the Clinical Supervision Project 
(see below). You should do this over a period of 3-4 weeks. Be sure to vary the times you 
are observing the teachers (not always the same period or the start of the lesson). Use 
Marshall’s SOTEL framework (Safety, Objectives, Teaching, Engagement and Learning) 
as a lens for your mini-observations. Do NOT take notes DURING the mini-
observations.  
Feedback notes:   
Using Marshall’s form (p. 74) as a model, jot down brief notes for each teacher 
reminding you of what you observed after the observation.  
Give verbal feedback:   
Within 24hrs of the observations, have brief, informal feedback conversations with the 
teacher. Remember that your feedback should relate to student learning (i.e. great 
classroom décor should not be the focus unless it is very tightly linked to student 
learning). 
Process Reflection elements:  
Your reflection should discuss your thoughts on the following:  using the SOTEL 
framework as a lens for the observations, length of the mini-observations, note-taking 
after the observation, and giving specific feedback informally. Finally, reflect on the 
strengths and challenges of this kind of process.  

Email Address Executive Coach Name: Please Select your 
Cohort VI Fellow's Name 
(If filling out this form for 
a Cohort VI Fellow, 
otherwise please leave 
blank)

Please Select your DPLA 
Fellow's Name (If filling 
out this form for a DPLA 
Fellow, otherwise please 
leave blank)

Please Select your NCLA 
Fellow's Name (If filling 
out this form for a NCLA 
Fellow, otherwise please 
leave blank)

Months Rate the Fellow on each 
sub-standard. [1A. 
School Vision, Mission, 
and Strategic Goals: The 
school's identity, in part, 
is derived from the 
vision, mission, values, 
beliefs and goals of the 
school, the processes 
used to establish these 
attributes, and the ways 
they are embodied in the 
life of the school 
community.]

Rate the Fellow on each 
sub-standard. [1B. 
Leading Change: The 
school executive 
articulates a vision and 
implementation 
strategies for 
improvements and 
changes which result in 
improved academic 
achievement for all 
students.]

Rate the Fellow on each 
sub-standard. [1C. 
School Improvment Plan: 
The school improvment 
plan provides the 
structure for the vision, 
values, goals and 
changes necessary for 
all students.]

Rate the Fellow on each 
sub-standard. [1D. 
Distributive Leadership: 
The school executive 
creates and utilizes 
processes to distribute 
leadership and decision-
making throughout the 
school.]

Does the Fellow have 
artifacts for each sub-
standard? [1A. School 
Vision, Mission, and 
Strategic Goals: The 
school's identity, in part, 
is derived from the 
vision, mission, values, 
beliefs and goals of the 
school, the processes 
used to establish these 
attributes, and the ways 
they are embodied in the 
life of the school 
community.]

Does the Fellow have 
artifacts for each sub-
standard? [1B. Leading 
Change: The school 
executive articulates a 
vision and 
implementation 
strategies for 
improvements and 
changes which result in 
improved academic 
achievement for all 
students.]

dmalechek3@gmail.com David Malechek Joshua Gibson November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Proficient Accomplished Proficient Accomplished Yes Yes
bmcneal2@gmail.com Bill McNeal Annette Johnston February through April - 

Due May 4, 2018
Accomplished Accomplished Accomplished Proficient Yes Yes

bmcneal2@gmail.com Bill McNeal Marcus Saunders November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Proficient Developing Proficient Proficient Yes Yes
bmcneal2@gmail.com Bill McNeal Don Jones November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Accomplished Accomplished Accomplished Distinguished Yes Yes

ilovelucy@nc.rr.com Windell Harris Wendy Piro November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Proficient Proficient Proficient Proficient Yes Yes
ilovelucy@nc.rr.com Windell Harris Laura Wilson November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Accomplished Proficient Proficient Proficient Yes Yes

teresapierrie@aol.com Teresa Pierre Tiffany Boss November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Proficient Proficient Not Evident/Not 
Observered

Not Evident/Not 
Observered

Yes Yes
ilovelucy@nc.rr.com Windell Harris Rommy Woodley November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Proficient Proficient Proficient Proficient Yes Yes

tom@instper.com Tom Houlihan Chris Cullom November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Proficient Proficient Accomplished Proficient Yes Yes
ceharris44@yahoo.com Carl Harris Rashida Yellock November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Accomplished Proficient Accomplished Proficient Yes Yes

rbeavers2@nc.rr.com Ramey Beavers Amy Parker November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Proficient Proficient Proficient Proficient Yes Yes
Jimkey1984@gmail.com Jim Key Matt Hickson November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Proficient Accomplished Proficient Proficient Yes Yes

Jimkey1984@gmail.com Jim Key Eric Lockard November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Proficient Developing Proficient Developing Yes No
Jimkey1984@gmail.com Jim Key Otis Maben November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Proficient Proficient Proficient Proficient Yes Yes

teresapierrie@aol.com Teresa Pierre Kristin Morocco November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Proficient Proficient Not Evident/Not 
Observered

Proficient Yes Yes
cbj27896@yahoo.com Clint Johnson Leaundra Clay November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Proficient Proficient Proficient Developing Yes Yes

cbj27896@yahoo.com Clint Johnson Hunter Dansby November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Proficient Developing Proficient Proficient Yes Yes
tom@instper.com Tom Houlihan Titus Pollard November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Proficient Developing Developing Proficient Yes Yes

kevinhill001@gmail.com Kevin Hill Candice Ball November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Proficient Proficient Not Evident/Not 
Observered

Proficient Yes Yes
rbeavers2@nc.rr.com Ramey Beavers Chad Horner November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Proficient Proficient Proficient Proficient Yes Yes

wiladeant658@gmail.com Wiladean Thomas Kenya Brown-Burden November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Proficient Developing Proficient Proficient Yes Yes
jandcoeek@ail.com Joe Peel Danisha Norfleet November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Proficient Proficient Proficient Proficient Yes Yes

wiladeant658@gmail.com Wiladean Thomas Megan Bain November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Proficient Proficient Proficient Developing Yes Yes
mccoymsmm@gmail.com Marvin "Steve" McCoy Keith Neal November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Accomplished Accomplished Proficient Proficient Yes Yes

mccoymsmm@gmail.com Marvin "Steve" McCoy LaToyha Washington February through April - 
Due May 4, 2018

Accomplished Accomplished Accomplished Accomplished Yes Yes
ccwilli3@ncsu.edu Cathy Williams Becky Hines November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Proficient Accomplished Accomplished Proficient Yes Yes

kevinhill001@gmail.com Kevin Hill Beau Drake November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Proficient Proficient Proficient Proficient Yes Yes
freda_cole@att.net Freda Cole Brittany Rose November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Accomplished Accomplished Accomplished Proficient Yes Yes

mccoymsmm@gmail.com Marvin "Steve" McCoy Keith Neal November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, ilovelucy@nc.rr.com Windell Harris Keisha White November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Proficient Developing Proficient Developing Yes Yes
lrteel@aol.com Roy Teel Tekeyla Jones November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Not Evident/Not 
Observered

Accomplished Not Evident/Not 
Observered

Accomplished No Yes
lrteel@aol.com Roy Teel Leo Nieves November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Not Evident/Not 
Observered

Accomplished Not Evident/Not 
Observered

Accomplished No Yes
freda_cole@att.net Freda Cole Emily Kicklighter November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Proficient Accomplished Proficient Accomplished Yes Yes

jandcpeel@aol.com Joe Peel Leigh Ann Hudson November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Proficient Proficient Proficient Developing Yes Yes
hljraleigh@yahoo.com Henry Johnson Michael Casey November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Proficient Proficient Proficient Developing Yes Yes

meward@ncsu.edu Mike Ward Byron Bullock November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Developing Developing Developing Developing Yes Yes
meward@ncsu.edu Mike Ward DeNeasha Strother November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Developing Developing Proficient Developing No Yes

hljraleigh@yahoo.com Henry Johnson November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Proficient Developing Proficient Developing Yes Yes
marguerite.peebles@gmail
.com

Marguerite Peebles Shavon Brown November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Proficient Developing Proficient Proficient Yes No
marguerite.peebles@gmail
.com

Marguerite Peebles Jamilah Collins November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Proficient Proficient Proficient Developing Yes Yes
unctcb@aol.com Tom Benton Patrick Quast November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Proficient Proficient Accomplished Accomplished Yes Yes

tcbenton@ncsu.edu Tom Benton Cassandra Haddock November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Proficient Proficient Proficient Proficient No No
tcbenton@ncsu.edu Tom Benton Tyler Morris November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Proficient Proficient Proficient Proficient Yes Yes

tcbenton@ncsu.edu Tom Benton Rebecca Sugg November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Proficient Proficient Proficient Proficient No No
dr.pat.ashley@gmail.com Pat Ashley Pachette Sellers November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Developing Accomplished Developing Distinguished Yes Yes

dr.pat.ashley@gmail.com Pat Ashley Jamel Anderson-Ruff November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Developing Accomplished Accomplished Proficient Yes Yes
sharring@ncsu.edu Shirley Arrington Rhonda Faircloth November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Accomplished Accomplished Distinguished Accomplished Yes Yes

sharring@ncsu.edu Shirley Arrington Michael Bloom November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Proficient Developing Distinguished Accomplished Yes No
mccoymsmm@gmail.com Marvin "Steve" McCoy LaToyha Washington November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Accomplished Accomplished Accomplished Accomplished Yes Yes

mccoymsmm@gmail.com Marvin "Steve" McCoy Keith Neal November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Accomplished Accomplished Proficient Proficient Yes Yes
mccoymsmm@gmail.com Marvin "Steve" McCoy Keith Neal November through 

January - Due Februrary 2, 
Accomplished Accomplished Proficient Proficient Yes Yes

mccoymsmm@gmail.com Marvin "Steve" McCoy LaToyha Washington November through 
January - Due Februrary 2, 

Accomplished Accomplished Accomplished Accomplished Yes Yes
cbj27896@yahoo.com Clint Johnson Leaundra Clay February through April - 

Due May 4, 2018
Accomplished Accomplished Accomplished Accomplished Yes Yes

cbj27896@yahoo.com Clint Johnson Hunter Dansby February through April - 
Due May 4, 2018

Distinguished Distinguished Accomplished Distinguished Yes Yes
ilovelucy@nc.rr.com Windell Harris Laura Wilson February through April - 

Due May 4, 2018
Proficient Proficient Proficient Proficient Yes Yes

ilovelucy@nc.rr.com Windell Harris Wendy Piro February through April - 
Due May 4, 2018

Proficient Proficient Proficient Proficient Yes Yes
ilovelucy@nc.rr.com Windell Harris Keisha White February through April - 

Due May 4, 2018
Proficient Proficient Proficient Proficient Yes Yes

ilovelucy@nc.rr.com Windell Harris Rommy Woodley February through April - 
Due May 4, 2018

Proficient Proficient Proficient Proficient Yes Yes
rbeavers2@nc.rr.com Ramey Beavers Amy Parker February through April - 

Due May 4, 2018
Accomplished Accomplished Proficient Accomplished Yes Yes

jimkey1984@gmail.com Jim Key Matt Hickson February through April - 
Due May 4, 2018

Proficient Accomplished Proficient Proficient Yes Yes
ceharris44@yahoo.com Carl Harris Rashida Yellock February through April - 

Due May 4, 2018
Accomplished Proficient Accomplished Proficient Yes Yes

PROGRAM-WIDE artifacts include faculty- and 
student-wide performance data 
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QM Self-Study Toolkit 

User Exemplars for Domain 4: Clinical Practice 

EVIDENCE 
STRENGTH 

TYPE 1: EVIDENCE 
OF DESIGN 

EXAMPLES OF  
DESIGN EVIDENCE 

TYPE 2: EVIDENCE OF 
IMPLEMENTATION 

EXAMPLES OF  
IMPLEMENTATION EVIDENCE 

LEVEL 4 
Strongest 

 
 
 
Artifacts demon-
strate that ALL in-
dicator criteria 
have been met at 
the design level 
for the domain 

Indicator 4: Clinical Supervision 
Artifacts Description: Discussion Boards for Receiving Clinical 
Coach or Peer Review Feedback  
Program Contributor: Gardner-Webb University 

 

Artifacts demon-
strate system-
wide implementa-
tion of the indica-
tor criteria for the 
domain 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please stay tuned as QM tools  
are continually being updated… 

 
 
 
 
 
 

     

LEVEL 3 
Stronger 

 
Artifacts demon-
strate that MOST 
indicator criteria 
have been met at 
the design level 
for the domain 

Indicator 1: Clinical Design 
Artifacts Description: Course Syllabus 
Program Contributor: University of Connecticut 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Artifacts demon-
strate program-
wide implementa-
tion of the indica-
tor criteria for the 
domain 

Indicator 6: Clinical Evaluation 
Artifacts Description: Internship Pre-Post Survey Sample Results 
Program Contributor: Southern Connecticut State University 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Design evidence does 
NOT YET demonstrate 

implementation 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Internship Pre-Assessment	Results	(Sample)

Internship Pre-Assessment	Results​ (Sample)

PROGRAM-WIDE artifacts include faculty- 
and student-wide performance data 

 

 
University of Connecticut 
Neag School of Education 

UCAPP 
EDLR 5306: Talent Management - Supervision and Performance Evaluation 

2 Credits 
Spring, Year 1 

 
 
Jennifer Michno, Clinical Instructor 
jennifer.michno@uconn.edu  
 
Site: TBD 
Time: 4:30-8:00 
 
Course Description:  
This course focuses on developing the knowledge and skills needed to evaluate and supervise instruction 
in schools. Upon completion of this course, students will know and understand the elements of 
developmental supervision and evaluation. In addition, students will understand the elements of an 
effective teacher evaluation plan and the support required to implement and maintain it. There is a focus 
on understanding the relationship between teacher evaluation, professional learning and school 
improvement planning at large. 
 
Course Objectives: 
The overarching goal for this semester is to develop or enhance proficiency in the following essential 
school leadership practices: 

• Students will understand the relationship between evaluation, supervision and the professional 
growth of staff. 

• Students will explore current research as to various models of teacher evaluation with an 
emphasis on the preliminary effectiveness research analyzing the efficacy of the new teacher 
evaluation model in CT. 

• Students will be able to conduct classroom observations in order to evaluate instruction, provide 
meaningful and differentiated feedback for professional growth, and support professional 
growth through the use of video modules and applied practice. 

• Students will acquire the skills to collect and analyze teacher evaluation data to examine equity 
and excellence outcomes in educational programs. 

• Students will learn how to use teacher evaluation data within existing school-based structures to 
further research-based instruction and improve instructional practice and enhance school 
improvement planning efforts. 

SYSTEM-WIDE artifacts include state, 
school district, program provider usage  

and performance data 
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QM Self-Study Toolkit 

User Exemplars for Domain 5: Performance Assessment 

EVIDENCE 
STRENGTH 

TYPE 1: EVIDENCE 
OF DESIGN 

EXAMPLES OF  
DESIGN EVIDENCE 

TYPE 2: EVIDENCE OF 
IMPLEMENTATION 

EXAMPLES OF  
IMPLEMENTATION EVIDENCE 

LEVEL 4 
Strongest 

 
 
 
Artifacts demon-
strate that ALL in-
dicator criteria 
have been met at 
the design level 
for the domain 

Indicator 4: Assessment Methods 
Artifacts Description: Assessment Rubrics and Sample Exam   
Program Contributor: Virginia State University 

 

Artifacts demon-
strate system-
wide implementa-
tion of the indica-
tor criteria for the 
domain 

Indicator 3: Assessment Quality 
Artifacts Description: Annual Data Review & Evaluation Data Report  
Program Contributor: Augusta University 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     

LEVEL 3 
Stronger 

 
Artifacts demon-
strate that MOST 
indicator criteria 
have been met at 
the design level 
for the domain 

Indicator 2: Candidate Performance Targets 
Artifacts Description: Professional Growth Targets Form 
Program Contributor: University of Georgia 

 
  

Artifacts demon-
strate program-
wide implementa-
tion of the indica-
tor criteria for the 
domain  

Indicator 2: Candidate Performance Targets 
Artifacts Description: Cohort Performance by Standards Report 
Program Contributor: San Diego State University 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Professional Growth Targets 
 

University Representative Date 
 

Professional Growth Targets 
 

Any ratings of “Incomplete” must be addressed.  For any Element(s) rated as “Incomplete,” please indicate by Standard and Element 
the growth areas and the activities to address the growth.  Any ratings of “Emerging” should be addressed.  Use additional sheet if 
necessary. 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Any ratings of “Proficient” and “Excels” may be addressed through enrichment targets.  Please indicate by Standard and Element the 
enrichment areas and the activities for enrichment.  Use additional sheet if necessary. 
 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
The signatures below verify the beginning leader candidate had the opportunity to discuss this performance assessment with the 
supervisory/building or system administrator and the university representative. 
 
_______________________________________________________ ____________________________ 
Advanced Leader Candidate Date 
 
_______________________________________________________ ____________________________ 
Supervisory/Building or System Administrator Date 
 
_______________________________________________________ ____________________________ 

11/3/2016 Performance by Standards Report ­ Main Results

https://folio.taskstream.com/Folio/modreports/customrubric/rep_rubricperformancegraph.asp?qyz=4jNm4pQB3g5WGIkgNai&activeProg=pffkf7ekz2cucp&r=rep_rubricperformancegraph&Print=1&export=1 1/11

Report: Performance by Standards Report

Report Generated by Taskstream

DRF Template(s): EDL Preliminary Credential, EDL Preliminary Credential 2014­15

Program(s):. EDL ASC Regional/South Bay Cohort 2014

# Authors: 21 Authors matched search criteria

Report Generated: Thursday, November 03, 2016

Benchmark: 1(a) Each candidate is able to facilitate the development of a s

Rubric Criteria
Authors

evaluated

Results for

Group

Graph (avg. for group)

Vision of school’s graduates 

Folio Area: Benchmarks: Initial Platform (EDL 610)

DRF Template: EDL Preliminary Credential 2014­15

21 of 21

(100%)

Avg.=2.90/3

(96.83%)

 

Leadership beliefs: Non­negotiable 

Folio Area: Benchmarks: Initial Platform (EDL 610)

DRF Template: EDL Preliminary Credential 2014­15

21 of 21

(100%)

Avg.=3.00/3

(100.00%)

 

Leadership Beliefs: Student Achievement 

Folio Area: Benchmarks: Initial Platform (EDL 610)

DRF Template: EDL Preliminary Credential 2014­15

21 of 21

(100%)

Avg.=2.95/3

(98.41%)

 

Leadership Beliefs: Leadership and Management 

Folio Area: Benchmarks: Initial Platform (EDL 610)

DRF Template: EDL Preliminary Credential 2014­15

21 of 21

(100%)

Avg.=3.00/3

(100.00%)

 

Implications for Target Group Improvement 

Folio Area: Benchmarks: Clinical Supv. Cycle (EDL 652)

DRF Template: EDL Preliminary Credential 2014­15

20 of 21

(95.24%)

Avg.=3.00/3

(100.00%)

 

Vision of school’s graduates 

Folio Area: Benchmarks: Final Platform (EDL 655)

DRF Template: EDL Preliminary Credential 2014­15

21 of 21

(100%)

Avg.=3.00/3

(100.00%)

 

Leadership beliefs: Non­negotiable 

Folio Area: Benchmarks: Final Platform (EDL 655)

DRF Template: EDL Preliminary Credential 2014­15

21 of 21

(100%)

Avg.=3.00/3

(100.00%)

 

Leadership Beliefs: Student Achievement 

Folio Area: Benchmarks: Final Platform (EDL 655)

DRF Template: EDL Preliminary Credential 2014­15

21 of 21

(100%)

Avg.=3.00/3

(100.00%)

 

Leadership Beliefs: Leadership and Management 

Folio Area: Benchmarks: Final Platform (EDL 655)

DRF Template: EDL Preliminary Credential 2014­15

21 of 21

(100%)

Avg.=3.00/3

(100.00%)

 

Implementation Plan; Student Learning and Professional Growth  21 of 21 Avg.=2.72/3

Design evidence does 
NOT YET demonstrate 

implementation 

PROGRAM-WIDE artifacts in-
clude faculty- and student- 
wide performance data 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Name of degree, endorsement or certification only program: M.Ed./Tier-1 Education Adminstration Certification                                                                                  
Department: Teaching & Leading 
Program Coordinator: Dr. Olajide Agunloye 
Faculty members/Stakeholders present: Dr. Olajide Agunloye, Dr. Paulette Harris, and Dr. Renee Sasser 
Date(s) of data review: 
Data/Report feedback from Department Chair (attached): 
 
Review of last year's data report (In this space discuss the actions taken during the 2017-2018 academic year based upon documented action steps from last year.) 
 
2016-2017 Academic year was the first year of implementation of the M.Ed./Tier-1 Leadership Program. This 2017-2018 reporting cycle represents the second year of implementation of the M.Ed./Tier-1 
Leadership Program. The table below shows the recommended action-steps from 2016-2017 reporting cycle for action during the 2017-2018 reporting cycle. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     Recommended Action Steps from  2016-2017 Reporting Cycle Documented Actions Taken  During 2017-2018 Cycle 
1. Increase enrollment for the program to have more data to enhance 
the validity and reliability of the key assessments, assessment 
instruments, and student outcomes.  

1. We expanded the geographical scope of active recruitment drive to include recruiting efforts beyond the local 
community areas to Atlanta and beyond. Enrollment went up from an average of six candidates in the program in 2016-
2017 cycle to over 26 candidates (400% increase) in 2017-2018 cycle. This is heping to improve the validity of our key 
assessments and the evaluation instruments.  

2. Continue to reinforce the importance of completing Disposition 
Evaluation instruments to Coaches and students and improve the 
return-rates. 

2. More direct electronic requests to Coaches to complete Disposition Evaluations and return through electronic 
platforms. We have slightly improved return rate from two to six (300% increase) over the 2016-2017 cycle. The actual 
weighted return-rate of 25% is still low. We have designed and expanded the Disposition instrument for 
implementation during the 2018-2019 academic year, with electronic return capability for Coaches.  

3. Take active action to support students to improve their report 
writing using APA format.  

3. We provided more coaching on writing through additional APA resources in the learning platforms and directing 
sudents to the Writing Center for additional support. 88% of students demonstrated ‘Proficiency’ in the appropriate use 
of  APA style during this cycle – up from 60% in the previous cycle.  

Data Source 
Include all key 

assessments, GACE 
exam results, field 

and clinical 
placements, survey 

results, and any other 
data source from 
your particular 

program 

     Description 
E = External or 
I = Internal 

 
P = Pilot 
R = Revised or 
C = Continuing 
If pilot or revised, 
provide a brief 
explanation 

Purpose 
Content/Pedagogical 
Knowledge, Skills, & 
Dispositions 
 
Field/Clinical Experience 
 
Impact on P-12 Student 
Learning & Development 

Student Learning 
Outcome 

 
List the SLO associated 
with this performance 

measure. 

Analysis & 
Interpretation of  
2017-2018 Data 

 
Address  

(1) student strengths,  
(2) student weaknesses,  

(3) areas of concern 

Use of results for  
2018-2019 Action 

Steps 

Reflections and 
Notes from 

Discussion of Data 

reported for the 2018-2019 
cycle.  

Law and Ethics 
Assessment for 
Educational 
Leadership  
 
NOTE: This assessment 
is not officially tied to a 
SLO for AU-SACS 
reporting purposes. 
However, it is relevant 
for GaPSC Progarm 
review process) 

 
     ☐ E          ☒ I 
 
   ☐ P      ☐ R       ☒ C 

☒ Content/Pedagogical 
☒ Field/Clinical 
☐ Impact 

SLO-EDLRM 3. Students in 
Educational Leadership are 
responsive by demonstrating 
a commitment to meeting the 
educational needs of learners 
in a 
fair,caring,nondiscriminatory, 
and equitable manner. 

Data for 15 students were 
captured, reported, and 
analyzed for this assessment. 
Thirteen of the students 
performed at ‘Proficient’ 
level and above on all the 10 
criteria assessed. Two 
students performed at 
‘Emerging’ level.  
 
Two areas of weakness 
identified are (1) Legal 
application of budgetary 
principles, and (2) Upholding 
laws relating to learning for 
all students.  

 

More attention will be 
focused on laws relating to  
students rights in this  
assesment.  
 
Will also re-teach aspects 
of laws relating to 
education funding in other 
content courses on school 
resources and education 
funding.  

It is important that this 
assessment focuses more on 
laws relating to students and 
teachers.  
 
We will continue to seek 
appropriate improvements 
to this key assessment 
accordingly. 

Planning for 
Effectiveness in 
Teaching & Learning.  
 
NOTE: This assessment 
is not officially tied to a 
SLO for AU-SACS 
reporting purposes. 
However, it is relevant 
for GaPSC Progarm 
review process 

 
     ☐ E          ☒ I 
 
   ☒ P      ☐ R       ☐ C 

☒ Content/Pedagogical 
☒ Field/Clinical 
☐ Impact 

SLO-EDLRM 1. Students in 
Educational Leadership are 
prepared to demonstrate 
knowledge about how 
students learn and develop 
(intellectually, socially, and 
individually) and provide 
developmentally appropriate 
curricula, learning 
opportunities and support. 
 
SLO-EDLRM 2. Students in 
Educational Leadership are 
able to plan, guide, and 
support instruction using 
knowledge of subject matter, 
the learners, the community, 
and curriculum 
goals. 

Data for four students were 
captured, reported and 
analyzed for this assessment. 
100% of students performed 
at ‘Proficient’ level and 
above in all the criteria 
assessed. On the “ability to 
identify, source for and 
allocate needed resources to 
effectively teach rigorous 
curriculum to meet the 
special needs of each student” 
50% of students scored 
‘Proficient’ and 50% scored 
‘Exemplary’. This was the 
only area with a slight 
indication for improvement.  

More attention will be 
focused providing field 
opportunities to students 
on managing allocation of 
resources to meet the 
curricular needs of all 
students in this  
assessment for the 2019-
2018 cycle.  

Resources (human and 
fiscal) allocation and 
management are important 
aspects of required 
leadership knowledge and 
skills.  
 
We will continue to seek 
appropriate improvements 
to this key assessent. 

  
     ☐ E          ☐ I 
 
   ☐ P      ☐ R       ☐ C 

☐ Content/Pedagogical 
☐ Field/Clinical 
☐ Impact 

    

 

SYSTEM-WIDE artifacts include  
state, school district, program provider  

usage and performance data 

state use 

district use 

program use 
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User Exemplars for Domain 6: Graduate Performance Outcomes 

EVIDENCE 
STRENGTH 

TYPE 1: EVIDENCE 
OF DESIGN 

EXAMPLES OF  
DESIGN EVIDENCE 

TYPE 2: EVIDENCE OF 
IMPLEMENTATION 

EXAMPLES OF  
IMPLEMENTATION EVIDENCE 

LEVEL 4 
Strongest 

 
 
 
Artifacts demon-
strate that ALL in-
dicator criteria 
have been met at 
the design level 
for the domain 

Indicator 3: School District Eligibility 
Artifacts Description: State-Approved Program Verification Form 
Program Contributor: Virginia State University 

 

Artifacts demon-
strate system-
wide implementa-
tion of the indica-
tor criteria for the 
domain 

Indicator 3: School District Eligibility 
Artifacts Description: State/District Map and Program Graduate 
Placement Data 
Program Contributor: North Carolina State University 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

     

LEVEL 3 
Stronger 

 
Artifacts demon-
strate that MOST 
indicator criteria 
have been met at 
the design level 
for the domain 

Indicator 1: Exit Competencies 
Artifacts Description: Survey to Employers of 1st Year Leaders 
Program Contributor: Augusta University 
 

Artifacts demon-
strate program-
wide implementa-
tion of the indica-
tor criteria for the 
domain  

Indicator 1: Exit Competencies 
Artifacts Description: Example of Exit Competencies Assessment Data  
Program Contributor: University of Georgia 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Design evidence does 
NOT YET demonstrate 

implementation 

SYSTEM-WIDE artifacts include state, school district, pro-
gram provider usage and performance data 

Exit Competencies for EdD Students in Previous Program 
 
Tier II EdD students began their program of study in August 2017. They are taking 
the first Advanced Educational Leadership Residency course in Spring Semester 
2018. The graph below is offered as an example of the data that will be available on 
the competencies, strengths and areas for improvement of program graduates. All 
students in the cohort represented demonstrated proficiency in each of the ELCC 
Standards. The total number of points (out of a possible 87) achieved by the cohort 
on each of the six leadership standards is represented in the chart.  
EDAP faculty members reviewed the aggregate data to inform the instructional 
design of residency seminars and core courses. Data on the performance of 
individual candidates was used to plan performance-based residency experiences in 
subsequent semesters.  
 
 

 

PROGRAM-WIDE artifacts include faculty- 
and student-wide performance data 

 Your participation is vitally important and will 
help us better understand how to improve 
leader preparation programs. 

 

Now that this leader has completed his/her first 
year of leadership I can say that this leader …. 

 

 Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Observed 

1. Develop, advocate, and enact a shared 
mission, vision, and core values of high-
quality education and academic success 
and well-being of each student.  

• Use relevant data 
• Collaborate with stakeholders 
• Utilize best practices to evaluate 

and monitor actions 
• Monitor communication 
• Model the mission, vision, and 

core values of the school 
(Standard 1) 

 

O O O O O 

2. Foster the development of a school 
culture.  

• Act ethically and professionally 
• Place children at the center of 

education 
• Promote equity, social justice, 

community, and diversity 
• Demonstrate interpersonal, 

communication, and socio-
emotional skills in leadership 
practices 
(Standard 2) 

 

O O O O O 

3. Strive for equity of educational 
opportunity and culturally responsive 
practices to promote each student’s 
academic success and well-being. 

• Value diversity 
• Analyze data to ensure that 

each student has equitable 

O O O O O 
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School  
Districts 

Aspiring School 
Principals 

State Education 
Associations 

Program  
Faculty 


