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DISTINGUISHED LEADERSHIP IN PRACTICE (DLP):  

THIRD ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT—A FINAL SUMMARY 

Executive Summary  

Providing high-quality, accessible professional development to all teachers and principals is a 

critical component of the professional development plan funded by North Carolina’s federal 

Race to the Top (RttT) grant. One key professional development program funded through RttT is 

the Distinguished Leadership in Practice (DLP) program. Designed for practicing principals, 

DLP is aligned to the performance evaluation standards adopted by the State Board of Education 

for North Carolina’s school leaders (i.e., the North Carolina Standards for School Executives).
1
 

The DLP program is provided by the North Carolina Principals and Assistant Principals’ 

Association (NCPAPA) in partnership with North Carolina Department of Public Instruction 

(NCDPI). 

Overview of North Carolina RttT DLP Activities 

The DLP initiative employs a non-traditional professional development model. Participants 

examine the meaning and application of school leadership through a problem-based approach 

delivered via a series of face-to-face, regional, cohort-based sessions, supplemented by online 

activities. Throughout the year-long experience, practicing North Carolina principals are coached 

using a continuous improvement model. Participating principals are provided with models of 

exemplary school leadership, which allows them to study the behaviors, attitudes, and 

competencies that define a distinguished school leader. The DLP experience is built around six 

components: 

 Component One: Strategic Leadership for High-Performing Schools 

 Component Two: Maximizing Human Resources for Goal Accomplishment 

 Component Three: Building a Collaborative Culture with Distributed Leadership 

 Component Four: Improving Teaching and Learning for High-Performing Schools 

 Component Five: Creating a Strong Student and External Stakeholder Focus 

 Component Six: Leading Change to Drive Continuous Improvement  

Overview of North Carolina RttT DLP Evaluation Activities 

North Carolina’s RttT proposal included a commitment to independent evaluations of each 

initiative. Over the course of the evaluation, the RttT Evaluation Team documented the DLP 

activities and collected data about participation in, satisfaction with, and the impact of DLP 

professional development activities through surveys and focus groups with DLP participants and 

facilitators, as well as analysis of longitudinal education data on principals. The purpose of this 

                                                 
1
 Available at http://www.ncpublicschools.org/docs/effectiveness-model/ncees/standards/princ-asst-princ-

standards.pdf 

http://www.ncpublicschools.org/docs/effectiveness-model/ncees/standards/princ-asst-princ-standards.pdf
http://www.ncpublicschools.org/docs/effectiveness-model/ncees/standards/princ-asst-princ-standards.pdf
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evaluation is to provide detailed information about the implementation and impact of this 

professional development effort that targets practicing principals. This evaluation study is one 

part of a larger effort to evaluate the implementation and impact of North Carolina’s RttT 

professional development initiatives in order to determine if the initiatives as implemented have 

led to the intended outcomes with respect to school leader practice, the culture and climate of 

achievement at those leaders’ schools, and, potentially, teacher and student performance. 

The questions for the DLP evaluation fall into seven categories and are aligned with the 

overarching evaluation questions for RttT professional development: 

I. Program Description: How is the DLP initiative operationalized and implemented?  

II. Participation: To what extent does DLP reach the intended participants?  

III. Program Quality: To what extent does the DLP program meet standards of high-quality 

professional development?  

IV. Short-Term Outcomes: To what extent did participants acquire intended knowledge and 

skills as a result of their participation in DLP?  

V. Intermediate Outcomes: What was the impact of DLP on participants’ practice?  

VI. Long-Term Outcomes: What was the impact of the principals’ participation in DLP on their 

schools’ culture/climate of achievement? 

VII. Distal Outcome: To what extent are gains in student performance outcomes associated with 

principals’ participation in DLP?  

The first two evaluation reports in this series
2
 provide very detailed information about evaluation 

questions I through IV; therefore, although this report addresses all evaluation questions, the 

emphasis is on new data that address evaluation questions II, IV, V, and VI. Minimal elapsed 

time since program participation continues to hamper the capacity to address the longer-term 

outcomes in evaluation questions VI and VII fully. This report focuses on DLP Cohorts 1 and 2 

but also provides enrollment and participation findings for Cohorts 3 and 4. 

Evaluation Findings 

I. Program Description: The DLP program is a cohort-based, experiential program that is 

delivered over a one-year period using a blended model of face-to-face sessions 

supplemented by online sessions. Its professional development model allows participants to 

critically examine the meaning and application of school leadership through a problem-

based, real-world approach. Sessions are facilitated by 14 highly-qualified individuals who 

are former or current principals. Overall, DLP consists of approximately 60 hours of face-

to-face work and 190 hours of online work, for a total of 250 hours of professional 

development. Based on estimated expenditures from the 2013-14 year, the program is 

estimated to cost approximately $2,289 per participant and $3,094 per completer going 

forward. 

                                                 
2
 http://cerenc.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/11/NC-RttT_TDLP-Report_-9-3-12.pdf; http://cerenc.org/wp-

content/uploads/2011/11/FINAL_DLP-2012-13-Evaluation-Report-11-7-13.pdf  

http://cerenc.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/11/NC-RttT_TDLP-Report_-9-3-12.pdf
http://cerenc.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/11/FINAL_DLP-2012-13-Evaluation-Report-11-7-13.pdf
http://cerenc.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/11/FINAL_DLP-2012-13-Evaluation-Report-11-7-13.pdf
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II. Participation: DLP enrolled 634 principals from 2011-2012 through 2014-2015, for an 

average of 159 principals per year. This participation level met the target of serving 150 

principals annually. Participants from 2011-2012 through 2014-2015 came from 100 of the 

state’s 115 Local Education Agencies (LEAs). Many participating principals already high-

achieving before they enrolled in this professional development program. Data from 

participants’ applications indicate that participants come from a variety of backgrounds and 

school contexts, and that they are fairly representative of principals across the state. DLP is 

a rigorous program that requires a considerable time commitment from participants. About 

20 percent of initial participants do not complete the program.  

III. Program Quality: Considerable evidence in the former two DLP evaluation reports indicates 

that the DLP program has been of high quality. Specifically, it aligned with RttT priorities, 

met principals’ professional development needs, and provided high-quality face-to-face and 

online sessions. Overall, the program was very highly regarded by each of the first two 

cohorts of participants. Nearly all of the participants agreed or strongly agreed at the 

conclusion of the program that it had a clear purpose, was relevant, and was of high quality. 

Among former participants in the first two cohorts, about three-fourths of participants now 

consider the components focusing on building a collaborative culture, improving teaching 

and learning, and leading change to have been the most valuable. 

IV. Short-Term Outcomes: Responses to the post-component surveys were very positive overall, 

with results suggesting that participants learned the intended knowledge and skills over the 

course of each component. At the program’s conclusion, and in the first and second years 

that followed, participants were asked to reflect on whether their participation in DLP had 

given them a better understanding of the knowledge and skills the program was designed to 

provide. Results were overwhelmingly positive across all eight survey items, with at least 80 

percent of respondents (and often many more) agreeing or strongly agreeing with each item.  

V. Intermediate Outcomes: Positive survey responses from both DLP participants and their 

personnel—including teachers, instructional support staff, and assistant principals—indicated 

that DLP principals had started to implement the new knowledge and skills they learned in 

the program. Not only were responses favorable, but the personnel survey responses also 

matched the responses of their own principals to a high degree across survey items. 

Participant follow-up interviews, consistent with survey data, revealed that principals 

reported increased confidence in instructional leadership and cultural leadership through 

relationship development. However, no clearly discernable, statistically significant patterns 

emerged for changes in principals’ North Carolina Standards for School Executives 

evaluation ratings before and after DLP participation. This finding might be attributable to 

the non-sensitivity of the administrator rating scale. 

VI. Long-Term Outcomes: Survey results provide a clear consensus among both teachers and 

principals that the school- and teacher-level focus on student achievement has increased 

since principals participated in DLP. Despite these largely favorable survey responses, 

principals were hesitant in their qualitative responses to attribute changes directly to the 

program because of competing factors and other concurrent state policy changes. 

VII. Distal Outcomes: As detailed above and in previous reports, DLP sets up principals to have 

the capacity to influence student achievement, vis-à-vis their influence on the school and 

their staff. However, it is still too early to establish any direct, causal link, due to current 
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data limitations, the limited time elapsed since the principals participated in the program, 

and the implementation of multiple state policy changes at the same time as this training 

program. For these reasons, analyses using administrative data to identify DLP principals’ 

impacts on students are not included in this report. 

Recommendations  

As this report details, the data clearly show that the DLP team has designed and implemented a 

very high-quality program that meets the professional development needs of the participating 

school leaders. These principals are building intended knowledge and skills, improving their 

practices, and improving the culture of achievement in their schools. This level of quality, which 

builds upon lessons learned from previous cohorts, reflects the DLP team’s commitment to 

continuous improvement processes. Some of the data in this report will help inform those 

processes as the DLP team continues to refine an already-strong program. Areas that the data 

suggest might be considered in future program improvements are summarized here.  

 Provide graduate course credit. The program should consider offering course credit toward 

advanced degrees given the amount and depth of work involved. Three-hour university 

courses generally require 150 hours of student work, and this program requires a 250-hour 

commitment from participants. Tailoring the training for course credit also will require 

rigorous assessments.  

 Consider more sustainable funding models. Some of the expenses for future participation 

might need to be covered by principals’ LEAs. Currently, LEAs incur no direct costs for 

principals participating in DLP. NCPAPA should consider whether LEAs can provide 

support for travel-related expenses and/or a subsidized registration fee. 

 Emphasize realistic solutions to challenges of implementing school reform practices. Despite 

participants’ consistently high praise for the program, some indicate that the DLP teachings 

are too idealistic for the actual conditions on the ground. Using past DLP participants to 

speak directly about the challenges involved in implementing the recommended changes 

would help provide a more balanced perspective. Also consider ways to ensure material is 

applicable for principals who will move into new schools or into new leadership positions at 

the LEA level. 

 Further differentiate and customize learning activities. Differentiation and customization 

could be further supported. Early in the program, facilitators could use data from applications 

or surveys to determine whether participants have any specific learning or scheduling needs 

to be addressed. Feedback from participants suggested differentiation of activities based on 

school level, urbanicity, and size, and also tailored to their professional growth plan. 

 Incorporate additional learning assessments. Targeted learning activities and assignments— 

incorporated into the modules and designed to measure participants’ changes in knowledge, 

skills, and behaviors—could help bolster the claims that this is a high-quality program with 

positive impacts on participants. Program developers and facilitators should consider a pre- 

and post-test of leadership knowledge and skills, or a portfolio of work, built over the course 

of the DLP year, as evidence of application of new knowledge and skills and of changes in 

practice. 
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Introduction 

Program Description 

Providing high-quality, accessible professional development to all teachers and principals is a 

critical component of the professional development plan funded by North Carolina’s federal 

Race to the Top (RttT) grant. One key professional development program funded through RttT is 

the Distinguished Leadership in Practice (DLP) program. Designed for practicing principals, 

DLP is aligned to the performance evaluation standards adopted by the State Board of Education 

for North Carolina’s school leaders (i.e., the North Carolina Standards for School Executives).
3
 

The North Carolina Principals and Assistant Principals’ Association (NCPAPA) administers the 

DLP program in partnership with the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI). 

DLP is a year-long (spring to spring) professional learning experience for practicing North 

Carolina principals. The program employs a non-traditional professional development model that 

allows participants to examine the meaning and application of school leadership through a 

problem-based approach. Participants are led through a continuous improvement approach and 

provided with models of exemplary school leadership, allowing them to study the behaviors, 

attitudes, and competencies that define a distinguished school leader. Each component consists 

of a two-day face-to-face, regional, cohort-based session, supplemented by about two months of 

online activities that promote collaboration between participants and DLP facilitators. All 

sessions are aligned to the North Carolina Standards for School Executives (NCSSE) (Table 1, 

below). Overall, DLP consists of approximately 60 hours of face-to-face work and 190 hours of 

online work.  

Table 1. Alignment of Component Focus Area with Executive Standards 

Component Focus Area 

Corresponding North Carolina Standards for 

School Executives 

Component 1: Strategic Leadership for 

High-Performing Schools 
Standard 1: Strategic Leadership 

Component 2: Maximizing Human 

Resources for Goal Accomplishment 

Standard 2: Instructional Leadership 

Standard 4: Human Resource Leadership 

Component 3: Building a Collaborative 

Culture with Distributed Leadership 

Standard 3: Cultural Leadership 

Standard 4: Human Resource Leadership 

Component 4: Improving Teaching and 

Learning for High-Performing Schools 

Standard 2: Instructional Leadership 

Standard 4: Human Resource Leadership 

Component 5: Creating a Strong Student 

and External Stakeholder Focus 

Standard 3: Cultural Leadership 

Standard 6: External Development Leadership 

Component 6: Leading Change to Drive 

Continuous Improvement 

Standard 1: Strategic Leadership 

Standard 2: Instructional Leadership 

Standard 5: Managerial Leadership 

Standard 7: Micro-Political Leadership 

                                                 
3
 At http://www.ncpublicschools.org/docs/effectiveness-model/ncees/standards/princ-asst-princ-standards.pdf 

http://www.ncpublicschools.org/docs/effectiveness-model/ncees/standards/princ-asst-princ-standards.pdf
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Purpose of this Evaluation and Report 

This evaluation study is one part of a larger effort to evaluate the implementation and impact of 

North Carolina’s RttT professional development initiatives in order to determine if the initiatives 

as implemented have had the intended outcomes on school leader practice, their schools’ 

culture/climate of achievement, and, potentially, teacher and student performance. The overall 

evaluation plan is described in greater detail in Appendix A. 

The purpose of the DLP evaluation is to provide detailed information about the implementation 

and impact of this professional development effort that targets practicing principals. The seven 

evaluation questions used to guide the evaluation of DLP are aligned with the overall plan for 

evaluating RttT professional development (Appendix A): 

I. Program Description: How is the DLP initiative operationalized and implemented?  

II. Participation: To what extent does DLP reach the intended participants?  

III. Program Quality: To what extent does the DLP program meet standards of high-quality 

professional development?  

IV. Short-Term Outcomes: To what extent did participants acquire intended knowledge and 

skills as a result of their participation in DLP?  

V. Intermediate Outcomes: What was the impact of DLP on participants’ practice?  

VI. Long-Term Outcomes: What was the impact of the principals’ participation in DLP on their 

schools’ culture/climate of achievement? 

VII. Distal Outcome: To what extent are gains in student performance outcomes associated with 

principals’ participation in DLP?  

Although this report is not a required deliverable under the RttT professional development 

evaluation contract, the RttT Evaluation Team is committed to providing feedback about this 

professional development initiative. While the first two evaluation reports in this series
4
 provided 

formative feedback, this report is summative. This report addresses all evaluation questions, 

though data limits prevent complete summative answers to the most distal evaluation questions.  

Data Sources and Analysis 

This and prior evaluation reports have been informed by a variety of sources, including program 

documents, administrative data on principals and schools, face-to-face session observations, 

interviews, surveys, and online session reviews
5
. Data were collected throughout the DLP 

program through March 2014. Each section of this report integrates data across sources. 

Appendix B includes a detailed description of the data sources and analysis methods.  

                                                 
4
 http://cerenc.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/11/NC-RttT_TDLP-Report_-9-3-12.pdf; http://cerenc.org/wp-

content/uploads/2011/11/FINAL_DLP-2012-13-Evaluation-Report-11-7-13.pdf 
5
 The 2014 Teacher Working Conditions Survey data, used in previous reports, are not included in this report 

because the data were not available by the conclusion of the analysis deadline. 

http://cerenc.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/11/NC-RttT_TDLP-Report_-9-3-12.pdf
http://cerenc.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/11/FINAL_DLP-2012-13-Evaluation-Report-11-7-13.pdf
http://cerenc.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/11/FINAL_DLP-2012-13-Evaluation-Report-11-7-13.pdf
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Table 2 highlights the DLP cohorts included in analyses for this report. Due to its summative 

nature, this report focuses on DLP cohorts for which the most distal outcome data are available. 

Thus, this third annual evaluation report focuses on the first and second full cohorts of DLP 

principals. In addition, the report includes some overall participation information about the 

participants from the third and fourth cohorts. 

Table 2. DLP Cohorts Evaluated in this Report 

 
Pilot Cohort

*
 

(Not Evaluated) Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 3
** 

Cohort 4
** 

Baseline year 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 

DLP year 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 

One year after DLP 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 n/a n/a 

Two years after DLP 2012-13 2013-14 n/a n/a n/a 

* The pilot cohort included a select group of 40 principals who participated in a pilot version of the program during 

the year prior to the beginning of the evaluation effort, prior to North Carolina’s RttT initiative. 

**Cohorts 3 and 4 are only included in overall participation totals for program enrollment and attendance, as post-

program survey data and principal administrative data were not yet available. 

 

Contents of this Report 

The remainder of this report consists of two sections: 

 Evaluation findings, organized by evaluation question; and 

 Summative conclusions about the DLP program.  



DLP Final Evaluation Report   

December 2014   

Consortium for Educational Research and Evaluation–North Carolina 10 

Findings 

I. Program Description: How Was the DLP Initiative Operationalized and Implemented? 

DLP employs a non-traditional professional development model that encourages participants to 

examine the meaning and application of school leadership through a problem-based, real-world 

approach. This cohort-based, experiential program is delivered over a one-year period using a 

blended model of face-to-face sessions supplemented by online sessions. Overall, DLP consists 

of approximately 60 hours of face-to-face work and 190 hours of online work, for a total of 250 

hours of professional development. Described below is a brief summary of findings from past 

reports, along with updates about program cost. Further details about program development, 

delivery, facilitation, and cost of the program can be found in the first two evaluation reports. 

Program Development  

DLP is designed to equip principals with knowledge and skills in the six component areas and 

corresponding North Carolina Standards for School Executives outlined in Table 1 (above). Each 

component integrates lessons, activities, and resources that address these specific principal 

performance standards. Online and face-to-face sessions are designed to be research-based, 

engaging, customizable, practical, and sustainable. To further ensure relevancy to principals, 

developers conducted two pre-session assessments (short web-based surveys) early in the 

program to assess participants’ needs in particular areas to inform development. Facilitators also 

adjusted the content and activities based on ongoing feedback, ensuring continuous 

improvement. Table C1, Appendix C, describes each component and timeline more fully. 

Program Delivery 

The DLP program continues to use a blended learning model that integrates face-to-face and 

online professional development. Each of the six DLP components consists of an extended face-

to-face session supplemented by an online session. Face-to-face sessions were held 

approximately every other month over the course of a one-year period (for Cohort 2, from April 

2012 to March 2013
6
). These sessions were group events conducted in three regions (Central, 

Eastern, and Western), with approximately 50 to 70 principals participating in each region. In 

order to expose DLP participants to a variety of leadership models, the 14 facilitators rotated 

leading the different components in the three regions. Each face-to-face session was co-led by 

two facilitators and consisted of a half day followed by a full day. Online sessions supplemented 

face-to-face sessions and were designed to help principals apply the skills they learned in DLP to 

their individual school contexts. The professional development content was delivered by the 

facilitators using PowerPoint, videos, handouts, and other resources. Participants engaged in 

small- and whole-group discussions and a variety of learning activities.  

Characteristics of the DLP Facilitators 

Most of the 14 DLP facilitators each had over 20 years of experience in education—including as 

former or current principals—and had teaching licenses covering all levels, K-12. Two had 

                                                 
6
 For full schedule, see Figure C1, Appendix C 
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worked previously as superintendents. Many previously had attended the DLP program, and 

nearly all participants either had earned a doctoral degree or were working toward one at the 

time. The DLP facilitators had to complete rigorous training through LEARN NC, a UNC–

Chapel Hill School of Education program, on how to develop and facilitate online courses. In 

addition, NCPAPA provided an independent consultant to work one-on-one with the online 

facilitators throughout the course of the year-long program; this consultant monitored the 

feedback provided by online facilitators and provided suggestions for improvement. 

Program Cost 

DLP, along with the Future-Ready Leaders (FRL) Program,
7
 was a contracted service funded by 

the RttT Professional Development Initiative and administered by NCPAPA. The combined 

annual average cost of each of the first full two cohorts of DLP and FRL was $597,397. Costs 

included annual support for program development and facilitators; operational costs (i.e., 

meeting materials, meals, space); and participant mileage and lodging. NCPAPA provided the 

Evaluation Team with estimated detailed expenses for the third cohort of DLP (Table 3). 

Including an estimated $50,000 for “Administrative Coordination and Indirect Costs” across the 

six components, the DLP program cost $396,000 in 2013-14. Of note, these lower costs for the 

third cohort relative to previous cohorts are likely because by its third year, most of the program 

content already had been created, significantly lowering costs.  

Table 3. DLP Cohort 3 Estimated Expenses, 2013-14* 

Type of Expense 

DLP Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Facilitation  $25,438 $24,500 $24,500 $24,500 $24,500 $24,500 

Location/Logistic $29,073 $12,336 $11,821 $11,237 $6,995 $13,198 

Participant 

Reimbursement 

$17,733 $17,992 $18,446 $16,148 $14,378 $15,742 

NCPAPA Costs $0 $1,350 $1,525 $0 $1,013 $388 

Printing/Misc  $1,301 $1,781 $1,032 $1,073 $0 $3,508 

n (Participants) 173 151 138 134 128 128 

*Estimated expenses provided to the Evaluation Team by NCPAPA 

Going forward, if 150 principals—the program’s annual target—participate, the cost will be 

approximately $2,640 per participant. Since the program matriculated 173 principals in the third 

cohort, the average cost per enrolled participant was $2,289. Since all enrolled principals did not 

complete the program, the average cost was $3,094 per completer from Cohort 3. Currently, 

participating principals’ schools and Local Education Agencies (LEAs) incur no direct costs for 

                                                 
7
 An evaluation report for the FRL program was completed simultaneously with this report and can be found at 

http://cerenc.org/rttt-evaluation/professional-development/. In 2013-14, FRL program costs were $101,000 for the 

categories listed in Table 3, plus $35,000 for “Administrative Coordination and Indirect Costs.” Since the program 

served 101 assistant principals in 2013-14, the cost per participant was about $1,376. 

http://cerenc.org/rttt-evaluation/professional-development/
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participating in DLP (including travel expenses); after RttT, LEAs may need to pay for travel 

expenses to improve the program’s financial sustainability. 

II. Participation: To What Extent Did DLP Reach the Intended Participants? 

Program Participants 

All practicing principals in North Carolina are eligible to participate in DLP. The only 

requirements to participate are the support of a superintendent and a commitment to participate 

fully. Focus groups conducted for earlier reports indicated that word-of-mouth was an effective 

means of recruitment, with most participants reporting that they learned about DLP from 

colleagues who previously had participated in the program. Participants also reported being 

informed of the opportunity through emails from NCPAPA and conference presentations by the 

Executive Director. A few of the participants were encouraged by their LEA-level administration 

to consider participating.  

Many participating principals already were high-achieving before they enrolled in this 

professional development program. For example, about three-quarters of the program completers 

in Cohorts 1 and 2 had Master’s degrees (Table 4, following page), and many previously had 

been nominated for the Wells Fargo annual Principal of the Year award.
8
 Twenty-two of the 

DLP Cohort 1 participants (12%) and 27 principals in the DLP Cohort 2 (16%) had received a 

nomination for the award prior to participating in DLP, whereas 7 percent of the overall 

population of NC principals are nominated for this award.  

On average, the participants from DLP Cohort 1 had worked as principals for about four years, 

with all four years at their current schools; their overall experience as principals ranged from less 

than one year to fifteen years. The participants from Cohort 2 had worked as principals for an 

average of five years, with about four years at their current schools; their overall experience as 

principals ranged from less than one year for the least experienced to twenty-two years for the 

most experienced participants. 

DLP participants’ schools are not systematically different from the rest of the state. Nearly all of 

DLP completers in 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 were working at traditional public schools (Table 

4, following page). Over half worked at elementary schools and about half worked in rural areas. 

Although only a small minority, DLP also serves principals from charter and alternative schools.  

  

                                                 
8
 http://www.ncpublicschools.org/educatoreffectiveness/recognition/poy/  

http://www.ncpublicschools.org/educatoreffectiveness/recognition/poy/
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Table 4. Characteristics of Principals Completing DLP, 2011-12 and 2012-13  

School and Principal 

Characteristics 

DLP Schools 2012-2013  

Non-DLP Schools  

(n=2,455-2,364)  
Cohort 1 

(n=158) 
Cohort 2 

(n=133-135) 

School Level   

Elementary 63% 54% 51% 

Middle/Junior High 21% 12% 19% 

High School 11% 20% 20% 

Other 4% 14% 10% 

School Type   

Traditional 99% 90% 95% 

Charter 1% 5% 4% 

Alternative 0% 5% 1% 

Locale Classification   

Rural 51% 45% 52% 

Town and/or Suburban 24% 22% 17% 

City 18% 34% 32% 

Undefined 7% N/A N/A 

Highest Degree Earned or Underway   

Master’s Degree 77% 74% 75% 

Education Specialist degree 

(Ed.S.) 
7% 8% N/A 

Doctoral degree (Ed.D., Ph.D.) 16% 18% 25% 

 

Program Enrollment 

The program has met its goal to serve 150 principals annually. DLP enrolled 634 principals from 

2011-2012 through 2014-2015, for an average of 159 principals per year. The number of enrolled 

principals has decreased slightly each year, and the current 2013-2014 cohort is the first group to 

fall slightly short of the enrollment goal. The official 2011-2012 cohort included 189 

participants, the 2012-2013 cohort contained 167 principals, the 2013-2014 cohort had 161 

participants, and the current 2014-2015 enrolls 131. One hundred percent of applicants were 

accepted each year. In order to be included in the official cohort, participants were required to 

attend the first face-to-face session. Some did not attend the first session due to scheduling 

conflicts, and a few principals elected not to participate because they had left the principalship 

after applying but before the program’s start.  
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Participants from 2011-2012 through 2014-2015 came from 100 of the state’s 115 LEAs (Figure 

1, below). Several of these LEAs sent a sizeable share
9
 of their principals to the program. 

Twenty-two LEAs enrolled at least half of their principals in the program, nearly 40 percent of 

the state’s LEAs have had at least one-third of their principals participate, and over 60 percent of 

LEAs had at least 20 percent of the principals attend DLP. The program also enrolled 23 charter 

school principals (23 percent of the state’s charter school principals at the onset of the program, 

when the state limited the total number of charter schools to 100). Cumberland, Wake, and 

Mecklenburg Counties have had the greatest number of DLP principals, with 57, 36, and 30 

participants, respectively (see Figure N1, Appendix N, for enrollment numbers by LEA).  

Figure 1. Percent of Principals Attending DLP by LEA, 2011/2012-2014/2015  

 

Program Completion 

DLP is a rigorous program that requires a considerable time commitment from participants. 

Attendance at all of the face-to-face sessions was strongly encouraged. If participants missed the 

first component, they were dropped from the program. If participants missed any of sessions 2 

through 6, they were given make-up work to complete. If they could not keep up with the work, 

they were counseled to consider withdrawing. In total, from 2011-2012 through 2013-2014, the 

program enrolled 517 principals, of whom 404 (78%) completed the program. One hundred fifty-

four of 189 of participants (81%) completed Cohort 1, while 124 of 167 participants (74%) 

completed Cohort 2, and 126 of 161 participants (78%) completed Cohort 3. Principals from 94 

LEAs completed the program. The two most common reasons cited for withdrawing from the 

program were changing positions (e.g., moving from the principalship to a role in the Central 

Office) and lack of sufficient time to keep up with the program requirements.  

  

                                                 
9
 The percent of principals in each LEA who attended the DLP program was calculated by taking the cumulative 

number of attendees from the first through fourth DLP cohorts (2011-2012 through 2014-2015) and dividing that 

total by the number of schools in the LEA in 2012-2013. Although some principals might move schools or 

professions, and some LEAs may open new schools, this calculation approximates the percent coverage of DLP by 

LEA.  

Number of DLP Attendees by LEA
2011/12-2014/15

pct_princips

0.0

0.1 - 19.9

20.0 - 33.4

33.5 - 50.0

50.1 - 100.0
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III. Program Quality: To What Extent Was the DLP Program of High Quality? 

DLP participants were asked to respond to surveys following the completion of each component, 

at the conclusion of the program, and annually after they completed the program. Results from 

the End-of-Program and 1- and 2-year Follow-Up surveys inform this section. 

Overall Quality of DLP 

Overall, the program was very highly regarded by each of the first two cohorts, with no 

systematic differences by program cohort. Generally, responses were rather similar across 

cohorts as well within cohorts over time. The facilitators and NCPAPA did institute some 

specific improvements since the inception of the program, such as more seamless online 

communication and collaboration between participants. Analyses do not point to any substantial 

differences in self-reported qualitative or quantitative findings across surveys, nor in the 

perspectives of personnel at principal’s schools.  

Considerable evidence in the first two DLP evaluation reports indicates that the DLP program 

was of high quality. Specifically, it aligned with RttT priorities, met principals’ professional 

development needs, and provided high-quality face-to-face and online sessions. As this final 

report is summative in nature, this section only highlights overall program quality; the first two 

evaluation reports include detailed information about each of the more refined quality elements.  

Surveys of former participants support the findings about the program being of high quality 

(Table 5). Nearly all of the participants agreed or strongly agreed at the conclusion of the 

program that it had a clear purpose, was relevant, and was of high quality. Face-to-Face sessions 

continued to be rated as more engaging than the online sessions. (Tables N1 and N2 in Appendix 

N provide detailed responses about the online and face-to-face sessions.)  

Table 5. DLP End-of-Program Surveys: Responses to Quality of DLP as a Whole by Cohort 

DLP as a whole… 

Percentage of Respondents who 

Agree/Strongly Agree 

Cohort 1 

(n=132) 
Cohort 2 

(n=129-130) 

had a clear purpose. 99% 97% 

was relevant to my professional 

development needs. 
97% 94% 

was relevant to the specific needs 

of my school. 
94% 85% 

was of high quality overall. 96% 92% 

Note: Only items that appeared in both survey administrations are included in this table. 

Source: DLP End-of-Program Survey (2011; 2012) 

 

The Evaluation Team conducted interviews with some members from the first DLP cohort two 

years after their completion of the program. They consistently affirmed that the program was of 

high quality:  
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I would say, as an administrator it’s one of the most positive things I’ve done. The work 

load is quite cumbersome at times but it was well worth it because, again, it was an 

opportunity to interact with people that are going through the same struggles and the 

same issues every day, and you don’t always get that as a principal.  

I think it’s an excellent program. I wish they had a part two. I don’t know how it could 

even be done because I know a lot of the principals may have moved on to other areas in 

their career. But it would be good to have another type of session. 

How well did DLP Address Principals’ Needs? 

When asked to reflect on the most and least valuable DLP components that remain useful after 

participating in the program (Table 6), principals also were largely in agreement. Among former 

participants in the first two cohorts, about three-fourths of participants considered the third, 

fourth, and sixth components most valuable now. The majority of participants did not select a 

least valuable component, selecting I don’t know, in response to the item. Of those who selected 

components, again, principals largely agreed across the first two cohorts, saying the External 

Stakeholder and Human Resource components were the least valuable for their work today. 

Table 6. DLP One and Two Year Follow-Up Surveys: Value of DLP Components by Cohort 

Component Description 

Percentage of Respondents 

(n=99-100) 

Select the DLP Component that 

you find most valuable today. 

Select the DLP Component that 

you find least valuable today. 

2011-2012 

Cohort 

(n=99-100) 

2012-2013 

Cohort 

(n=103) 

2011-2012 

Cohort 

(n=99-100) 

2012-2013 

Cohort 

(n=103) 

Component 1: Strategic 

Leadership for High-

Performing Schools  

10% 15% 7% 1% 

Component 2: Maximizing 

Human Resources for Goal 

Accomplishment  

13% 4% 15% 12% 

Component 3: Building a 

Collaborative Culture with 

Distributed Leadership  

31% 26% 3% 0% 

Component 4: Improving 

Teaching and Learning for 

High-Performing Schools  

22% 28% 3% 8% 

Component 5: Creating a 

Strong Student and External 

Stakeholder Focus  

2% 2% 19% 22% 

Component 6: Leading Change 

to Drive Continuous 

Improvement   

19% 21% 5% 2% 

I don’t know 3% 4% 48% 55% 

Sources: DLP Two Year Follow-Up Survey (2011-2012 cohort), One Year Follow-Up Survey (2012-2013 cohort) 
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IV. Short-Term Outcomes: To What Extent Did Participants Acquire Intended Knowledge and 

Skills as a Result of their Participation in DLP? 

Responses to the post-component surveys were very positive overall, with results suggesting that 

participants learned the intended knowledge and skills during each component. The first two 

evaluation reports include detailed analyses of the responses to the post-component surveys. 

At the program’s conclusion, and in the first and second years that followed, participants were 

asked to reflect on whether their participation in DLP had given them a better understanding of 

the knowledge and skills the program was designed to provide (Table 7). Results were 

overwhelmingly positive across all eight survey items, with at least 80 percent of respondents 

(and often many more) agreeing or strongly agreeing with each item. For example, 92 to 98 

percent agreed that they had developed a better understanding of the NC Standards for School 

Executives High Performance Model, and 87 to 94 percent agreed that they had a better 

understanding of how to use data to support school improvement.
10

 

Table 7. DLP Follow-Up Surveys: Responses to Knowledge and Skills Items by Year and Cohort 

Through my participation in 

DLP, I developed a better 

understanding of… 

Percentage of Respondents who Agree/Strongly Agree 

Year-End Survey 1-Year Follow-Up 

Cohort 1 

(n=132) 

Cohort 2 

(n=119-126) 

Cohort 1 

(n=127-128) 

Cohort 2 

(n=103) 

the NC Standards for School 

Executives High Performance 

Model. 
a
 

92% 95% 95% 98% 

Professional Learning 

Communities. 
88% 83% 91% 93% 

the components of a high-

performing school culture. 
a
 

95% 93% 92% 97% 

effective student learning. 
a
 87% 84% 80% 90% 

the skills associated with 

instructional leadership. 
n/a   95% 90% 96% 

how to use data to support 

school improvement. 
n/a  89% 87% 94% 

how to create a strong 

stakeholder focus. 
n/a  93% 89% 94% 

how to manage change 

effectively. 
n/a  95% 87% 95% 

Note: Some items were added or altered across survey administration years. 

Sources: DLP Year End Survey (2012; 2013) and One Year Follow-Up Survey (2013; 2014) 
a
 Item was worded slightly differently across surveys. 

                                                 
10

 The Team investigated whether subgroup patterns emerged for the responses on each set of items but found no 

systemic differences by principal experience (more/less than five years in the principalship), school poverty 

(more/less than two-thirds economically disadvantaged), or school size (more/less than 500 students). Subgroup 

analyses are available upon request.  
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V. Intermediate Outcomes: What was the Impact of DLP on Participants’ Practice? 

In the formative evaluation reports, the majority of the data used to answer this evaluation 

question came from self-reported survey results from DLP principal participants. For this 

summative report, the Evaluation Team intended to use more objective data—such as course 

artifacts, personnel surveys, and principal evaluation data—to assess the impact of DLP on 

participants practice. Unfortunately, historical participant records and files needed to access 

individual course artifacts and discussion posts were deleted as a result of a server upgrade at 

LEARN NC, the online repository for DLP. However, the Team was able to survey personnel in 

DLP principals’ schools who had been working in those schools long enough to comment on 

changes in both the principals and the schools over time. In addition, interviews with principal 

participants and principal evaluation data were used to triangulate findings.  

Application in their Schools/LEAs of what Principals Learned in DLP  

Principal and personnel surveys. Positive survey responses from both DLP participants and their 

personnel—including teachers, instructional support staff, and assistant principals—indicated 

that DLP principals had started to implement the new knowledge and skills they learned in the 

program. Not only were responses favorable, but personnel survey responses also matched the 

responses of their own principals to a high degree across survey items.  

After finishing the DLP program, participants completed a survey in which they were asked to 

indicate the extent to which they had applied the knowledge and skills gained in DLP to aspects 

of their professional practice, with each statement aligned to one of the North Carolina Standards 

for School Executives. The personnel at each DLP principal’s school were asked to provide 

ratings on the same knowledge and skills items. As shown in Table 8 (following page), the 

results were very positive overall; across items, 92 percent or more of the principals agreed that 

they applied each component of what they had learned. These findings were largely similar, 

though slightly lower, for their personnel, who agreed with the same survey items at least 

85percent of the time. Overall, Cohort 1 principal responses are slightly closer to the responses 

of their personnel than are the Cohort 2 principal and personnel responses, though it should be 

noted that Cohort 1 principals have had an extra year to implement what they learned in DLP, 

whereas Cohort 2 had only a few months to do so before they and their staff were surveyed by 

the Evaluation Team. Supplemental tables in Appendix N provide additional details about the 

personnel survey responses. 
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Table 8. Responses to Impacts on Practice Items Across Years by Cohort for Principal and 

Modal Personnel Response at Each School 

Since participating in DLP, the 

principal has continued to apply/do 

a better job of applying/facilitating 

what was learned about… 

Percentage of Respondents who Agree/Strongly 

Agree 

DLP Cohort 1 DLP Cohort 2 

Principal 

2-Year 

Follow-Up 

(n=92-100) 

Personnel 

2-Year 

Follow-Up 

(n=32-34) 

Principal 

1-Year 

Follow-Up 

(n=93-102) 

 Personnel 

1-Year 

Follow-Up 

(n=48-50) 

the NC Standards for School 

Executives High Performance Model. 
96% 94% 99% 82% 

Professional Learning Communities. 99% 97% 95% 92% 

the components of a high-performing 

school culture. 
99% 88% 98% 88% 

effective student learning. 
a
 100% 94% 100% 90% 

the skills associated with instructional 

leadership. 
99% 94% 100% 90% 

using data to support school 

improvement. 
a
 

99% 100% 99% 96% 

creating a strong stakeholder focus. 
a
 99% 91% 97% 86% 

managing change effectively. 
a
 99% 91% 99% 88% 

aligning the vision, mission, and goals 

of my school with 21st century 

learning. 

95% 94% 95% 100% 

fostering a collaborative school 

environment focused on student 

outcomes. 

94% 100% 97% 94% 

ensuring the school culture supports 

the goals of my school.   
95% 91% 98% 92% 

designing/implementing processes and 

systems that ensure high-performing 

staff. 

92% 91% 96% 82% 

improving managerial tasks that allow 

staff to focus on teaching and learning. 
94% 85% 92% 86% 

designing structures or processes that 

result in community engagement, 

support, and ownership. 

93% 97% 93% 90% 

facilitating distributed governance and 

shared decision-making at my school. 
94% 97% 98% 92% 

a
 Item was worded slightly differently across surveys. 

Source: 1-Year Follow-Up Survey (2012; 2013), 2-Year Follow-Up Survey (2013), DLP Personnel Survey (2013) 
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Personnel survey responses were aggregated into modes for each school and compared with the 

matching principal’s self-ratings. Across survey items, principal and personnel ratings were 

equal in at least 92 percent of schools in the Cohort 2 sample (Table 9).
11,12

 When their responses 

differed, personnel were more likely to provide lower ratings. In only one instances did 

personnel indicate a higher modal rating than did their principal, and no more than 8 percent of 

schools had lower modal personnel responses than their principals on any given item.  

Table 9. Modal School and Principal Alignment for Knowledge and Skills Items Aligned to North 

Carolina Educator Evaluator Standards, Cohort 2 

Through participation in DLP in 

2012-2013, the principal developed 

a better understanding of… 

Percentage of School Ratings (n=50) 

Lower 

Personnel than 

Principal 

Equal 

Personnel and 

Principal 

Higher 

Personnel than 

Principal 

the NC Standards for School 

Executives High Performance Model. 
0% 100% 0% 

Professional Learning Communities. 2% 96% 2% 

the components of a high-performing 

school culture. 
8% 92% 0% 

effective student learning. 6% 94% 0% 

the skills associated with instructional 

leadership. 
8% 92% 0% 

how to use data to support school 

improvement. 
2% 98% 0% 

how to create a strong stakeholder 

focus. 
0% 100% 0% 

how to manage change effectively. 8% 92% 0% 

Note: Matching was done on the basis of combined strongly disagree/disagree ratings and strongly agree/agree 

ratings. The modal personnel response within school was used for comparison. 

Sources: DLP One Year Follow-Up Survey, Personnel Survey 

Principal interviews. Consistent with the qualitative findings highlighted in last year’s report, the 

new follow-up data collected for this evaluation demonstrate specific ways in which principals 

applied the DLP skills they learned. A stratified sample (chosen by identifying schools with 

more or fewer than 500 students, principals with more or less than five years of experience, and 

schools in which more or less than two-thirds of the students were economically disadvantaged) 

of 21 Cohort 1 participants were interviewed and were asked: “How do you think you have 

grown as a leader since participating in DLP?.” Their responses suggested two common themes. 

Improved confidence in instructional leadership. Instructional leadership was by far the most 

frequently referenced school executive standard that principals discussed during interviews. 

                                                 
11

 Alignment calculations were conducted for each block of items asked of both principals and personnel. Across 

surveys and survey items, the results are very consistent: the personnel validate their principal’s self-reported data. 
12

 Additional 2011-12 personnel-principal alignment can be found in Table N8, Appendix N. 
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Almost 60 percent said that DLP was most useful in helping them to become more competent 

and confident instructional leaders. Principals felt that the program allowed them time to reflect 

on their practices and identify areas of improvement as well as areas of strength. They also 

mentioned that the camaraderie they shared with other principals helped them to be more 

comfortable with their progress and in some instances gave them ideas for different approaches 

to student achievement and teacher training. 

I think probably for me the biggest growth would be in the area of reflection, and being 

able to match my instructional leadership behavior to a particular outcome and then look 

to see where I need to make some adjustments or changes on doing certain things.  

I have definitely become more confident in what I’m supposed to do. I didn’t really have 

a mentor so I kind of dove in head-first and thought I was doing everything I needed to 

do[. T]hat . . . first year I thought I was great, and then the second year I realized how 

much I didn’t know. . . . DLP really brought everything to light.  

Improved cultural leadership through relationship development. Several participants also cited 

improvements in their strategic and cultural leadership. In open-ended responses on their Year-

End surveys, principals provided examples of increased fostering of learning communities, 

altering the school’s vision/culture, and improving leadership. In response to an interview 

question about personal leadership growth since DLP, one principal said: 

[What helped me was] some of the work that we did on our own leadership style, and 

taking a hard look at ourselves and how we build relationships with all of the 

stakeholders at our schools. When we did some personal work on our own selves and our 

own leadership style, I tried to improve in ways such as daily contact with all teachers—

just making a daily attempt to speak to everyone—and then [also] putting myself in 

position . . .  to speak to parents, by putting myself at the carpool line and just really 

focusing in on more visibility for myself, and then [finally] chang[ing] my perception of 

maybe how people see me as a school leader.  

Principals who indicated that they were not applying what they learned in DLP in their schools 

cited a few common challenges. These principals said they sometimes sensed a mismatch 

between their schools’ needs and the feasibility of the program; in particular, they highlighted 

contextual school challenges, challenges related to teacher empowerment, and their perception of 

the idealism of the DLP directives. As one principal noted:  

The greatest challenge is to come back with these nice ideas and that’s not what your 

county or your superintendent is interested in doing. . . . [T]hey have their agenda, and so 

you run against a wall with that and . . .  sometimes there is a conflict.  

DLP Principal Progress along the NC Standards for School Executives 

Participant educator rating scores are based on the NCSSE standards
13

 and are the basis of each 

component in the DLP program. Since Cohort 1 participated in the training from Spring 2011 to 

Spring 2012, the 2010-11 school year provides a reasonable baseline, and the 2012-13 

                                                 
13

 At http://www.ncpublicschools.org/docs/effectiveness-model/ncees/standards/princ-asst-princ-standards.pdf 

http://www.ncpublicschools.org/docs/effectiveness-model/ncees/standards/princ-asst-princ-standards.pdf
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observation, which occurred one year after principals participated in the program, is a reasonable 

early measure of progress. The Team tallied scores on each of the seven standards for the Cohort 

1 completers who appear in both the 2011 and 2013 datasets (n=99); Figure 2 depicts the change 

in administrator rating scores for these principals. In general, while scores for over half of the 

principals whose initial rating was a 5 (“Distinguished”) decreased two years later, scores for 

over half of the principals with a starting value of 4 (“Accomplished”) maintained that score, and 

scores increased for the majority of principals who started with a score of 3 (“Proficient”), no 

clearly discernable, statistically significant patterns emerged for changes in evaluation ratings 

before and after DLP participation. These findings might be attributable to the non-sensitivity of 

the administrator rating scale and to regression to the mean.
14

   

 

Figure 2. Change in Administrator Ratings from 2011 to 2013, 2011-2012 DLP Cohort  

 

VI. Long-Term Outcomes: What was the Impact of the Principals’ Participation in DLP on 

their Schools’ Culture of Achievement? 

This section provides preliminary results based on surveys and focus groups with program 

participants, along with administrative data used to identify principal turnover. 

Principal Turnover after DLP Program Participation 

The state’s Educational Directory and Demographical Information Exchange
15

 database lists the 

current principal in each public school in the state. Team members hand-coded whether former 

                                                 
14

 Of note, the Team also found no statistically significant differences between individuals who completed the 

program versus those who left early, between the initial ratings of participants and the rest of the state’s principals, 

or between changes in scores for DLP principals relative to the rest of the state’s principals.  
15

 http://www.ncpublicschools.org/fbs/accounting/eddie/ 
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DLP participants remained in the same school following DLP. Among Cohort 1 participants, 107 

of 193 (55%) were no longer principals in the same school (Figure 3), and among Cohort 2 

participants, 75 of 180 (42%) were no longer principals in the same school. The team also 

identified changes in roles for Cohort 1 participants: nearly one-fourth remained principals but 

moved to different schools in the same LEA; eight percent moved into positions at the Central 

Office, either at the LEA or state level; and seven percent moved to positions in different LEAs.  

Figure 3. DLP Cohort 1 Participant Roles in 2013-2014 School Year  

Notes: Central Office positions include: Accountability, Assistant Superintendent, Career Technology, Child 

Nutrition, Exceptional Children, Personnel Administrator, Public Information, School Transformation Coach, and 

Technology. One elementary school principal became a high school principal in 2013-14 and is not included in the 

totals. Although not confirmed, the most likely reason for the “no longer in database” observations is that these 

principals left the North Carolina public school system. 

 

Teacher Turnover after Principal’s DLP Program Participation 

One and two years after participating in the DLP program, principals were asked about teacher 

turnover in their schools. After one year, over three-fourths of the DLP principals surveyed 

indicated that they experienced notable teacher turnover, and after two years, the percentage 

increased to 86 percent (Table 10, following page). Survey responses indicated that about 60 

percent of principals thought the teacher turnover positively affected their schools, while about 

20 percent considered the movement harmful to their school (see Tables N12 and N13, Appendix 

N). In interviews with select Cohort 1 members two years after the program, principals did not 

mention many direct relationships between their DLP training and staffing decisions. Many of 

them seemed confident that their approach to staffing was relatively strong before the program; 

however, they appreciated the more nuanced approaches that DLP provided in the way of 

interviewing techniques and providing adequate teacher support programs.  

45% 
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Table 10. DLP One Year Follow-Up Survey: Experiencing Teacher Turnover 

Since you participated in DLP, 

has your school experienced 

teacher turnover? 

Percentage of 

Respondents 

From Cohort 1 

(n=59) 

Percentage of 

Respondents 

From Cohort 2 

(n=89) 

Yes, due to strategic staffing. 14% 9% 

Yes, unexpected turnover. 19% 19% 

Yes, both types of turnover. 54% 49% 

No. 14% 23% 

 

Improvement in School Achievement Culture with Principal’s DLP Participation 

Survey results provide a clear consensus among both teachers and principals that the school- and 

teacher-level focus on student achievement has increased since principals participated in DLP. 

Both principals and their personnel were more likely to agree that the school (88% and 97%, 

respectively) and teacher focus (87% and 100%) had improved than that the student focus (68% 

and 76%) or student performance (75% and 81%) had improved (Table 11, following page). 

Supplemental tables in Appendix N provide additional details. These findings are consistent with 

the theory of action, in which the effects of a principal training program take longer to reach 

students than the school or teachers.  

Despite these largely favorable survey responses, principals were hesitant in their qualitative 

responses to attribute changes directly to the program because of competing factors and other 

concurrent state policy changes. Cohort 2 participated in DLP after many key statewide 

initiatives already had been undertaken. Therefore, the impacts of these additional external 

policy factors may not contribute as much to their perceived changes in the school environment 

as they did for DLP Cohort 1, who participated in the program while the new policy changes 

were taking effect. Thus, the favorable responses by DLP Cohort 2 about improved school and 

teacher focus provide suggestive evidence that the DLP program produces independent and 

positive impacts on participants’ school climates.  
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Table 11. Responses to Changes in Culture Items by Cohort for Principal and Personnel (Mode) 

Since the principal 

participated in DLP… 

Percentage of Respondents who Agree/Strongly Agree 

Cohort 1 Cohort 2 

Principal  

2-Year 

Follow-Up 

(n=59) 

Personnel  

2-Year 

Follow-Up 

(n=33-34) 

Principal  

1-Year 

Follow-Up 

(n=86-87) 

 Personnel 

1-Year 

Follow-Up 

(n=48-50) 

I have noticed 

improvements in my 

school’s focus on 

achievement. 

88% 97% 93% 88% 

I have noticed 

improvements in 

teachers’ focus on 

achievement. 
a
 

87% 100% 94% 90% 

I have noticed 

improvements in 

students’ focus on 

achievement. 
a
 

76% 76% 74% 68% 

I have noticed 

improvements in student 

performance. 

75% 79% 81% 77% 

Note: Some items were added or altered across survey administration years. 

Sources: DLP One Year Follow-Up Survey (2012; 2013), Two Year Follow-Up Survey (2013), DLP Personnel 

Survey (2013). 
a
 Item was worded slightly differently across surveys. 

b
 Item was included only on the Personnel Survey. 

As above, the Evaluation Team matched personnel and principals responses to determine 

whether principal self-reported ratings were consistent with the feedback provided by their staff 

(Table 12, following page).
16

 In 82 to 96 percent of cases, the modal school personnel response 

matched the principal’s. When the perspectives differed, they were evenly balanced between 

higher and lower principal ratings relative to their personnel. The largest difference was for the 

student performance item, where there was an 18-percent mismatch between the modal 

personnel and principal responses. These findings again help to validate the principal self-

reported survey results. 

  

                                                 
16

 And in Table N18, Appendix N, for the 2011-12 DLP cohort and personnel alignment  



DLP Final Evaluation Report   

December 2014   

Consortium for Educational Research and Evaluation–North Carolina 26 

Table 12. Modal School and Principal Alignment for Changes in Culture, 2012-2013 Cohort 

Since the principal participated in 

DLP in 2012-13. . .  

Percentage of School Ratings (n=48) 

Lower 

Personnel than 

Principal 

Equal 

Personnel and 

Principal 

Higher 

Personnel than 

Principal 

I have noticed improvements in my 

school’s focus on achievement. 
2% 94% 4% 

I have noticed improvements in my 

teachers’ focus on achievement. 
0% 96% 4% 

I have noticed improvements in my 

students’ focus on achievement. 
8% 86% 6% 

I have noticed improvements in 

student performance. 
10% 82% 8% 

Note: Matching was done on the basis of combined strongly disagree/disagree ratings and strongly agree/agree 

ratings. The modal personnel response within school was used for comparison. 

Sources: DLP One Year Follow-Up Survey, Personnel Survey 

Most principals perceive their impact on students to be indirect, via their teachers. One principal 

described this process in practice:  

I started out by saying, “If it’s to be, it’s up to me,” and what I do as instructional leader 

or executive head of this school is now filtered down to my teachers, then the teachers 

have to filter it down to their students.  

Despite increased confidence in the leadership capacity of the DLP principals, questions related 

to changes in student achievement proved to be the most challenging to answer for those 

principals and their personnel. Both principals and personnel had difficulty giving concrete 

answers about gains or losses in students’ achievement scores: both groups were cautious in their 

discussions of gains in student achievement since the 2011-2012 academic year, and both often 

cited the challenges within their schools that could affect student achievement and the strategies 

they employed to support gains in student achievement. While they recognized the impact of 

DLP on leadership styles and even on the way that teachers’ instructional practices may have 

changed, when asked to discuss DLP and student achievement, principals and teachers were 

hesitant to make direct connections: 

It’s a whole trickle-down effect. So, with the school culture having been looked at and 

then the teachers having to do different things, it definitely has impacted the students, but 

I’m having a hard time delineating between what was DLP, what was state, [and] what’s 

Common Core, because everything happened at the same time. [DLP Principal] 

Due to the NC changes in testing, our scores have gone down—but that is due to NC 

State Testing, not my principal. [Teacher] 

Confusion related to this topic is not surprising given the myriad of changes that have been 

taking place across the state with the adoption of new Common Core and State Standards, 
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student assessments, educator evaluations, teacher pay, and funding. Teachers and leaders are 

anxious about the new curriculum and new assessments, and most principals tended to agree that 

any impact that DLP has had on student performance is difficult to distinguish from the impact 

of all of the other LEA- and state-level initiatives that occurred concurrently. Nonetheless, they 

acknowledged that DLP helped to highlight areas of improvement that they may not have 

otherwise addressed: 

I think because we had to target and look at our demographics, it made us look at those 

students that sometimes might be overlooked, and we definitely had to do more of a focus 

on closing the gap and participation in that, and doing our plan that we had to do for DLP 

definitely helped.  

VII. Distal Outcome: To What Extent are Gains in Student Performance Outcomes Associated 

with Principals’ Participation in DLP? 

As detailed above and in previous reports, this high-quality principal training program sets up 

principals to have the capacity to influence student achievement, vis-à-vis their influence on the 

school and their staff. However, it is still too early to establish any direct, causal link, due to 

current data limitations, the limited time elapsed since the principals participated in the program, 

and the implementation of multiple state policy changes at the same time as this training 

program.  

Value-added scores are calculated for principals in North Carolina as one element of their 

administrator ratings. Unfortunately, these scores were reported first for the 2012-13 school year, 

so there were no baseline scores for DLP principals on which to base an assessment of changes 

in student achievement resulting from program participation. In addition, to date, the most recent 

administrative student achievement data available at the time this report was completed were 

from the 2012-13 school year. DLP Cohort 1 participants participated in the program from April 

2011 through March 2012. To have a discernable impact by Spring 2013, principals would need 

to have implemented new changes in Summer 2012 that could create a large enough change in 

teacher practices so that identifiable student effects could be observed in that same school year. It 

is not reasonable to expect such rapid principal impact on students—a process that is generally 

indirect rather than direct and requires sufficient time to generate measurable results.  

For the reasons described above, analyses using administrative data to identify DLP principals’ 

impacts on students are not included in this report. The Evaluation Team suggests that NCPAPA 

revisit this question about principal impacts on students in the future, when additional years have 

elapsed since program participation and additional waves of administrative data are available.  

Instead of conducting these student impact analyses, this report has relied on the survey response 

analyses described above to indicate changes in principal practices, and these analyses suggest 

improved working conditions for teachers and students. Based on the fact that over three-quarters 

of the participating principals think student achievement has improved since they participated in 

DLP, and that even higher proportions of participants note improvements in their schools’ and 

teachers’ focus on achievement, the program appears to have helped participants set up 

conditions favorable for improving student performance.  
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Recommendations 

As this report details, the data clearly show that the DLP team has designed and implemented a 

very high-quality program that meets the professional development needs of the participating 

school leaders. These principals are building intended knowledge and skills, improving their 

practices, and improving the culture of achievement in their schools. This level of quality, which 

builds upon lessons learned from previous cohorts, reflects the DLP team’s commitment to 

continuous improvement processes. Some of the data in this report will help inform those 

processes as the DLP team continues to refine an already-strong program. Areas that the data 

suggest might be considered in future program improvements are summarized here.  

 Provide graduate course credit. The program should consider offering course credit toward 

advanced degrees given the amount and depth of work involved. Three-hour university 

courses generally require 150 hours of student work, and this program requires a 250 hour 

commitment from participants. Tailoring the training for course credit also will require 

rigorous assessments.  

 Consider more sustainable funding models. Some of the expenses for future participation 

might need to be covered by principals’ LEAs. Currently, LEAs incur no direct costs for 

principals participating in DLP. NCPAPA should consider whether LEAs can provide 

support for travel-related expenses and/or a subsidized registration fee. 

 Emphasize realistic solutions to challenges of implementing school reform practices. Despite 

participants’ consistently high praise for the program, some indicate that the DLP teachings 

are too idealistic for the actual conditions on the ground. Using past DLP participants to 

speak directly about the challenges involved in implementing the recommended changes 

would help provide a more balanced perspective. Also consider ways to ensure material is 

applicable for principals who will move into new schools or into new leadership positions at 

the LEA level. 

 Further differentiate and customize learning activities. Differentiation and customization 

could be further supported. Early in the program, facilitators could use data from applications 

or surveys to determine whether participants have any specific learning or scheduling needs 

to be addressed. Feedback from participants suggested differentiation of activities based on 

school level, urbanicity, and size, and also tailored to their professional growth plan. 

 Incorporate additional learning assessments. Targeted learning activities and assignments— 

incorporated into the modules and designed to measure participants’ changes in knowledge, 

skills, and behaviors—could help bolster the claims that this is a high-quality program with 

positive impacts on participants. Program developers and facilitators should consider a pre- 

and post-test of leadership knowledge and skills, or a portfolio of work, built over the course 

of the DLP year, as evidence of application of new knowledge and skills and of changes in 

practice 
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Appendix A. Race to the Top Professional Development Evaluation Plan 

The North Carolina Race to the Top (RttT) professional development plan is an expansive and 

multi-faceted effort to increase student achievement by updating the knowledge and skills of the 

state’s entire public education workforce. This initiative is driven by a host of recent changes, 

including: adoption of new Common Core State Standards and North Carolina Essential 

Standards; increased use of data to inform classroom and school decisions; rapid changes in the 

technologies and digital resources available for teaching and learning; new teacher and 

administrator evaluation processes; and an increased emphasis on formative assessment to 

inform instructional decisions.  

The human resources challenge of the initiative—to provide the state’s 100,000 teachers and 

2,400 principals with professional development that will enable them to extend their knowledge, 

improve professional practices, and, ultimately, increase student achievement overall and close 

achievement gaps among student groups—is formidable. The timeframe (the four-year period of 

the grant), diversity of the State (from large metropolitan local education agencies [LEAs] to 

small, rural, and resource-limited LEAs, many of which continue to struggle under the weight of 

fiscal constraints), and expectations (to create a statewide professional development 

infrastructure that can be sustained after RttT funding ends) only increase that challenge. The 

RttT professional development evaluation is being conducted in full recognition of these 

circumstances, as well as of the deep commitment of the members of the RttT Professional 

Development Implementation Team. The intent of the evaluation is to provide data-driven 

information that can support reflection about and improvement of this effort throughout the RttT 

grant process. 

Four general questions guide the evaluation: 

1. State Strategies: To what extent did the state implement and support proposed RttT 

professional development efforts?  

2. Short-Term Outcomes: What were direct outcomes of State-level RttT professional 

development efforts? 

3. Intermediate Outcomes: To what extent did RttT professional development efforts successfully 

update the NC education workforce? 

4. Impacts on Student Performance: To what extent are gains in student performance outcomes 

associated with RttT professional development?  
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Figure A1. Conceptual Framework for Formative Evaluation Focus 
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Evaluation Goal(s)/Purpose(s) of the Evaluation 

● Provide formative evaluation as related to RttT B3, C3, and D5 activities. 

● Provide summative evaluation as related to RttT B3, C3, D3, D5, E2 activities as well as 

implementation of professional development as a part of local RttT funding 

 

Overall Approach to Evaluation 

 

Mixed-method: Evaluation questions to be addressed by applying analyses from multiple 

qualitative and quantitative sources. 
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Appendix B. Description of DLP Data Sources and Analysis Methods 

1. Program Documents and Records 

 

1a. Program Documents 

 

The North Carolina Principals and Assistant Principals’ Association (NCPAPA) shared 

component descriptions and PowerPoints, detailed presenter agendas, schedules, budgets and 

expenditures, and facilitator biographies with the Evaluation Team. In addition, the DLP website 

(http://www.ncpapa.org/dlp.html) provided useful information about the program. The 

Evaluation Team used these program documents to help inform our evaluation efforts and ensure 

that the data collection instruments we developed were closely tied to the program design and 

goals. We also use the program documents to describe the program and to assess whether it is 

aligned with RttT priorities. 

 

1b. Program Records 

 

NCPAPA shared the applications that principals submitted, as well as attendance rosters and 

records on participants who withdrew from the program. The Evaluation Team uses these 

program records to help describe the program participants, to examine attrition over the course of 

the program, and to help explain reasons for program withdrawal. The Evaluation Team also 

linked program attendance data with other data sources, to the extent possible, in order to 

compare outcomes for completers and withdrawals. 

 

2. Available Data on Principals and Schools 

 

2a. North Carolina School Report Cards 

 

NC School Report Cards are published annually by the NC Department of Public Instruction 

(NCDPI). These data include school- and district-level information for each school year. Data 

are housed on the NCDPI website (http://www.ncpublicschools.org/docs/src/2012src.zip). The 

2012-2013 DLP report uses NC School Report Cards to collect data from the 2011-2012 

academic year (i.e., the baseline year for Cohort 3) on: 1) school size, level, and location; 2) 

school demographics; and 3) teacher qualifications and turnover. These data were used to 

describe the 2012-2013 DLP cohort at baseline and to compare it with the state’s principal 

nonparticipants. More information about the NC School Report Cards can be found here: 

http://www.ncreportcards.org/src/resources.jsp?pYear=2011-2012 

 

2b. North Carolina Educator Evaluation Rubrics  

 

North Carolina principals and assistant principals are evaluated annually by their superintendents 

(or other designees) using the North Carolina School Executive Evaluation Rubric, which 

measures principal performance on seven professional standards: 1) strategic leadership, 2) 

instructional leadership, 3) cultural leadership, 4) human resource leadership, 5) managerial 

leadership, 6) external development leadership, and 7) micro-political leadership. The rubric uses 

the rating scale of Not Demonstrated (0), Developing (1), Proficient (2), Accomplished (3), and 

http://www.ncpapa.org/dlp.html
http://www.ncpublicschools.org/docs/src/2012src.zip
http://www.ncreportcards.org/src/resources.jsp?pYear=2011-2012
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Distinguished (4). More information about the rubric is available here: 

http://www.ncpublicschools.org/educatoreffectiveness/effectiveness 

 

Principal ratings were available for the 2010-2011 through the 2012-2013 school years. Of the 

193 principals in DLP Cohort 1 (2011-12), 145 (75%) could be could be linked to administrative 

compensation records and identified in the NC Educator Evaluation Rubric data. Principals were 

only retained in both the DLP and statewide sample if they were in the administrative dataset in 

both 2010-2011 (the baseline year) and 2012-2013 (the year following principal participation in 

DLP. An analysis was conducted to examine change in leadership scores for DLP Cohort 1 

principals from their baseline to the academic year following their DLP participation. 

Specifically, change scores were calculated by subtracting the 2012-2013 score from the 2010-

2011 score, resulting in 9 possible values (-4, -3, -2, -1, 0, +1, +2, +3, +4). The change score was 

then collapsed into three categories: “rating increased” (+1, +2, +3, and +4), “rating stayed 

constant” (0), or “rating decreased” (-4, -3, -2, or -1). Change scores were calculated for each of 

the seven standards. Comparisons were conducted to examine whether DLP Cohort 1 participants 

experienced similar or different changes in leadership scores as compared to other NC principals 

who had not participated in DLP (i.e., excluding the 2010-2011 DLP pilot cohort participants). 

Likewise, comparisons were made between DLP Cohort 1 principals who completed the program 

and those who withdrew early.  

To identify significant differences, a number of statistical tests were used according to the type 

of variable and the number of observations in the comparison. The two-sample Wilcoxon rank-

sum (Mann-Whitney) test was used for the 9-category change score variable and the Kruskal-

Wallis equality-of-proportions rank test was used for the 3-category change score variable in 

order to determine whether changes in principal ratings from before DLP to the conclusion of the 

program were statistically significant (i.e., within-in person change), as well as whether changes 

in ratings differed significantly between groups (i.e., between DLP participants versus the rest of 

the state, and between DLP completers versus withdrawals). Between-group differences were 

also tested using Pearson’s chi square tests of proportions, and Fisher’s exact tests in the case of 

small sample size (i.e., expected cell counts of less than 5).  

3. Data Collected As Part of the Evaluation 

 

3a. RttT Professional Development Observation Protocol 

 

The RttT Professional Development Evaluation Team developed an observation protocol that 

was used for the face-to-face session observations (see Appendix D for protocol). The 

observation protocol was adapted from a professional development tool developed by Horizon 

Research, Inc. (http://www.horizon-research.com/instruments/lsc/pdop.pdf) and was used to 

collect data about the design and implementation of the face-to-face professional development 

sessions. The protocol includes both closed-form and Likert-scale items related to general 

characteristics of high-quality professional development. Members of the Evaluation Team 

recorded their observations of the session’s primary intended purpose and major activities of the 

participants. Observers also assessed the design, implementation, pedagogy, and culture of each 

session.  

 

http://www.ncpublicschools.org/educatoreffectiveness/effectiveness
http://www.horizon-research.com/instruments/lsc/pdop.pdf
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The DLP initiative was implemented in three regions, with all observation data for this report 

collected in the Central region, to provide an in-depth look at one cohort. Members of the 

Evaluation Team conducted structured observations of face-to-face sessions for five of the six 

DLP components. Due to a delay in finalizing the data collection plan for the RttT DLP 

evaluation, the Evaluation Team was not able to attend the first DLP component. All observed 

sessions were attended by two members of the Evaluation Team. Preliminary analysis of inter-

rater agreement revealed high consistency among observers. 

 

Observation data were recorded in half-hour segments. Analysis of observation data consisted 

primarily of descriptive statistics with results from observations aggregated across all half-hour 

segments. Some results are presented by component and region. 

 

3b. Online Professional Development Rubric 

 

The RttT Professional Development Evaluation Team developed an Online Professional 

Development Rubric (OPD Rubric) to measure the extent to which online professional 

development offerings are aligned to standards for high-quality professional development as 

identified in the RttT proposal (see Appendix E for protocol). The OPD Rubric is organized 

around standards for professional development put forth by Learning Forward (formally the 

National Staff Development Council). It is based largely on indicators of high-quality online 

professional development from several organizations nationally recognized for leadership in the 

fields of professional development and online learning. The primary sources of the indicators 

included in the rubric are Learning Forward’s publication, E-learning for Educators: 

Implementing the Standards for Staff Development (National Staff Development Council, 2001), 

and the Southern Regional Education Board’s Online Professional Development Standards 

(Southern Regional Education Board, 2004). Finally, the International Association for K–12 

Online Learning’s publication, National Standards for Quality Online Courses (iNACOL, 2010), 

provided guidance for evaluating the quality of assessment and instructional design. 

 

The OPD Rubric was used by one member of the Evaluation Team (the reviewer) to evaluate 

each of the online sessions offered through the DLP program. In order to address issues of 

variability among instructors, the reviewer purposefully selected sessions facilitated by different 

instructors. The reviewer examined resources and activities provided in the online session and 

assessed the extent to which these offerings aligned to each professional development standard 

using the indicators included on the OPD Rubric. Examples from the six sessions are used to 

illustrate findings related to each professional development standard. 

 

3c. DLP Post-Face-to-Face Satisfaction Surveys 

 

The RttT Professional Development Evaluation Team developed a short satisfaction survey that 

DLP facilitators administered to participants via paper-and-pencil at the end of each face-to-face 

session (see Appendix F for survey instrument). Participants were asked to indicate their level of 

agreement with statements regarding the quality of the face-to-face session (e.g., clarity of 

objectives, relevance to their needs, convenience of time and location, effectiveness of 

facilitators, usefulness of resources, level of engagement, etc.) and to provide any suggestions for 

improving DLP for future cohorts. Analysis of the survey data included item-level response 



DLP Final Evaluation Report   

December 2014   

Consortium for Educational Research and Evaluation–North Carolina 36 

frequencies, as well as content analysis of open-ended responses for themes. In addition, some 

comparisons were made by region and by component.  

3d. DLP Post-Component Surveys 

 

RttT Professional Development Evaluation Team developed the DLP Post-Component Survey to 

be administered at the completion of each component (see Appendix G for survey instrument). 

The link to this web-based survey was imbedded as the final assignment of each online session. 

The survey asked participants to indicate their level of agreement with statements regarding the 

quality of the online session (e.g., clarity of objectives, relevance to their needs, ease of access 

and use, effectiveness of facilitators, etc.) and to provide any suggestions for improving the 

particular component. The survey also included a set of component-specific items tied to the 

learning objectives of the particular component. For the learning objectives, participants were 

asked to consider their participation over the course of the entire component, including the face-

to-face session and the online session. Analysis of the survey data included item-level response 

frequencies, as well as content analysis of open-ended responses for themes. In addition, some 

comparisons were made by region and by component.  

 

Survey response rates were calculated based on the number of participants who were enrolled 

through the end of the component. In some cases, the rates are above 100 percent, indicating that 

there are individuals who took the survey more than once and/or individuals who selected the 

wrong region. Obvious duplicate cases were removed from analysis; however, duplicates were 

difficult to identify because the survey is anonymous.  

3e. DLP Year-End Participant Survey 

 

The RttT Professional Development Evaluation Team developed the DLP Year-End Participant 

Survey to solicit participant feedback at the conclusion of each year’s DLP program (see 

Appendix H for survey instrument). The survey items are based on the content and goals of the 

program. They include both Likert-scale and open-ended items regarding the quality of the face-

to-face sessions, online sessions, and DLP program as a whole; the achievement of learning 

objectives; and the application of knowledge and skills gained. This survey was administered 

online after the final face-to-face session in March 2013. Participants received email invites and 

reminders to take the survey (survey window of March 18-22). Because participants were 

provided unique links to take this survey, we were able to link participant responses with 

corresponding administrative data to determine each participant’s region and program status 

(completer or withdrawal).  

 

Analysis of the participant survey data included item-level response frequencies, as well as 

content analysis of open-ended responses for themes. To compare the proportion of respondents 

in different regions who agreed (endorsed the Strongly Agree or Agree options) with various 

items on the survey, Pearson Chi-Square tests were used. Significant results at the p < .05 level 

were followed up with z-tests with Bonferroni adjustments to determine which regions had 

significantly different proportions of respondents agreeing. 
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3f. DLP One Year Follow-Up Survey 

 

The RttT Professional Development Evaluation Team developed the DLP One Year Follow-Up 

Survey to collect information on the intermediate and longer-term outcomes of participation 

from DLP alumni one year after they complete the program (see Appendix I for survey 

instrument). The survey includes Likert-scale and open-ended items regarding application of 

knowledge and skills gained, progress along professional standards, changes in school staffing 

and culture, and continued use of DLP resources and collaboration. Former participants, 

including completers as well as early exiters, were invited via email to take this survey online 

(for about one month during the spring semester). Analysis of the survey data included item-

level response frequencies, as well as content analysis of open-ended responses for themes. In 

addition, some comparisons were run by region and by program completion status. 

 

3g. DLP Two Year Follow-Up Survey 

 

The RttT Professional Development Evaluation Team developed the DLP Two Year Follow-Up 

Survey to collect information on the intermediate and longer-term outcomes of participation 

from DLP alumni two years after they complete the program (see Appendix J for survey 

instrument). The survey closely mirrors the DLP One Year Follow Up Survey. The survey 

includes Likert-scale and open-ended items regarding application of knowledge and skills 

gained, progress along professional standards, changes in school staffing and culture, and 

continued use of DLP resources and collaboration. Former participants, including completers as 

well as early exiters, were invited via email to take this survey online (for about one month 

during the spring semester). Analysis of the survey data included item-level response 

frequencies, as well as content analysis of open-ended responses for themes. In addition, some 

comparisons were run by region and by program completion status. 

 

3h. Focus Groups 

 

In order to better understand program quality and early outcomes, the RttT Professional 

Development Evaluation Team conducted focus groups with DLP participants for earlier reports. 

In an effort to systematically recruit participants, the Evaluation Team randomly selected 20 

participants from each region (about one-third) and invited them by email to participate in a 

focus group. A total of 60 participants were contacted, with 23 (38%) responding. Participants 

who replied to the invitation were asked to fill out a web-based form (Doodle Poll) to indicate 

their availability during the data collection week. The Evaluation Team scheduled the focus 

groups to occur at the date and time that worked for the most principals. Focus groups were 

conducted in Spring 2013, after the DLP participants had completed five of the six face-to-face 

sessions, and while they were in the process of completing the fifth online session. There were 

three participant focus groups, one for each region (Central, East, and West). These focus groups 

were conducted via telephone conference call, and each had five to six participants overall. In 

addition, the Evaluation Team conducted one face-to-face focus group with five facilitators who 

had also served as developers of the program. 

 

Focus groups followed a standardized open-ended question format, with questions developed by 

members of the Evaluation Team (see Appendix K for protocols). Both the participants and the 
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facilitators were asked about recruitment efforts and their perspectives on the program’s structure 

and quality. In addition, participants were asked to share any examples of how they have applied 

what they learned and to describe the impacts (actual and anticipated) of their participation. Two 

interviewers were present at each focus group, one to facilitate discussion and the other to take 

detailed notes. Analysis of audio transcripts and interviewer notes involved a systematic process 

of coding, categorizing, and interpreting participant responses in order to identify general 

patterns or themes relevant to the evaluation questions (McMillan & Schumacher, 2005).  

 

3i. Principal Interviews 

In order to explore the impact of the DLP program in greater depth than the surveys allow, the 

evaluation team conducted qualitative interviews with a sample of principals from DLP cohort 1. 

Data from the interviews were used to undergird quantitative findings reported from the 

Principal and Personnel surveys. 

 

Principals from DLP Cohort 1 were coded according to their own and their school’s 

characteristics at the start of the program. Participants were divided into groups according to 

whether or not they (a) had been a principal for 5 years, (b) at least two-thirds of the students 

were economically disadvantaged, and (c) whether the school had at least 500 students. The 

Team selected a stratified sample of 24 principals according to these three group criteria for 

these interviews. Thirty-minute semi-structured interviews were conducted with 22 of the 24 

principals who were selected to be interviewed. Principals were asked to reflect on their 

experience as a participant in DLP and any lasting impacts of the program on their current 

leadership role within the school. The interview protocol (see Appendix L) contained questions 

specific to current applications of knowledge and skills related to DLP focus areas, challenges to 

implementation of leadership strategies, and overall impacts of the program on school 

improvement.  

 

3j. Personnel Surveys 

The RttT Professional Development Evaluation Team developed the DLP Personnel Survey to 

collect information from personnel of DLP alumni (see Appendix M for survey instrument). 

Responses were collected only from personnel if the DLP principal was still working as a 

principal in the same school, so the personnel would be able to comment on changes in 

leadership practices over time. Personnel were only eligible to participate if they had been 

working in the school at least from year prior to the principal’s DLP participation until the 

present, in order to comment on changes since before the DLP year. School personnel were 

surveyed from DLP Cohort 1 principals (n=90) and DLP Cohort 2 principals (n=102) who were 

still working at the same school. The survey asked questions to determine the intermediate and 

long-term outcomes of the principals’ participation two years after they completed the program. 

The survey includes Likert-scale and open-ended items regarding application of knowledge and 

skills gained, progress along professional standards, impacts on practice, and changes in school 

staffing and culture.  

 

Based on the participants in the DLP program, a list of schools with potential personnel 

participants was compiled and responses from school personnel were obtained using online 

surveys with one of two different methods. First, for the schools with the emails of their 
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personnel readily available online via their website or other databases, we gathered the emails of 

all the potential personnel participants while noting their respective schools. Then, using the 

online survey software provider Qualtrics.com, we created an online survey in panel form which 

distributed the online survey to all teachers at once. We used the panel form of the survey 

because it allowed us to monitor which personnel had or had not completed the survey as well as 

being able to insert the specific name of their school for each individual. This allowed us to have 

the personnel confirm the school for which they worked and therefore link their responses to 

their principal’s. The second method of collecting personnel responses was for schools which did 

not have their personnel emails readily available. For these schools we contacted the principals 

who had participated in the DLP program directly and asked them if they would be willing to 

help us gather responses by either distributing an online survey link to their personnel or 

supplying us with a list of emails for their personnel. For those principals who supplied us with a 

list of emails those emails were included in the panel form of the survey. For the principals who 

chose to distribute the link to their personnel themselves we provided them with a survey link. In 

this survey we asked personnel to confirm the school at which they worked so that we could link 

their responses to their principal’s. Responses were collected November-December 2013.  

The personnel were either emailed a personalized link or the principal sent an anonymous link to 

request responses from personnel. Analysis of the survey data included item-level response 

frequencies, as well as frequencies of agreement based on the poverty level of the school, size of 

the school, and number of years’ experience by the principal.   

 

4. Process to Align Principal Follow-up Survey Responses with Personnel Survey Responses 

 

In order to obtain stronger evidence to support the conclusions of this evaluation we collected 

data from multiple sources. In the previous year’s report data was collected from only the 

principal participants in the DLP program. This year, data was obtained not only from the 

principal participants, but also from personnel from each of their respective schools. 

 

Personnel and principal survey response comparisons were made by first matching personnel 

data to each principal based on school. Personnel data were cleaned by removing any 

participants who did not consent to the survey and those who were no longer at the same school 

as the principal they were rating. All personnel data within each school then were aggregated 

into a “mean personnel response” and also a “modal personnel response.” Matching was done on 

the basis of combing the strongly disagree/disagree ratings and the strongly agree/agree ratings. 

The aggregated personnel response (either mean or mode) was considered equal to the principal 

data if it fell within the agree or disagree range. For example, if a principal indicated “strongly 

agree” for an item, an equal aggregated personnel rating would fall between “agree” and 

“strongly agree.” The differences presented in the report were averaged across all principal 

participants by DLP cohort. 
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Appendix C. Component Descriptions and Timeline 

Table C1. DLP Component Descriptions 

Component Title Component Description 

Component 1: Strategic 

Leadership for High-

Performing Schools 

Component 1 is designed to increase school executives' knowledge and skills in 

leading the continuous improvement of their school and school community. The 

Component is grounded in a high performance model developed by the N.C. 

Principals & Assistant Principals’ Association (NCPAPA) based upon the North 

Carolina Standards for School Executives (NCSSE). Standard One: Strategic 

Leadership, will be viewed and studied as a driver for the other NCSSE. Principals 

engage in a variety of activities from completing leadership self-assessments to 

revisiting their schools’ mission, vision, and beliefs while beginning to define 

areas for continuous improvement based on school data and leadership 

development. 

Component 2: Maximizing 

Human Resources for Goal 

Accomplishment 

Component 2 is designed to improve principal practice addressed in two North 

Carolina Standards for School Executives—Human Resource Leadership and 

Instructional Leadership. Principals will learn how to organize teachers for high 

performance; select, retain, and train high-performing teachers; provide feedback 

on teacher performance; and celebrate teacher performance. This component also 

addresses staff development planning, staff selection criteria and induction 

planning, staff recognition for accomplishment planning, and planning for 

improving teacher working conditions. 

Component 3: Building a 

Collaborative Culture with 

Distributed Leadership 

Component 3 is designed to improve principal practice addressed primarily in two 

North Carolina Standards for School Executives—Cultural Leadership and Human 

Resource Leadership. Principals learn a framework for creating and sustaining 

high-performing learning cultures that build on core beliefs, structures, and 

distributed leadership linked to student achievement as they self-assess, engage 

staff in self-assessment, and create a context for school improvement planning. 

Component 4: Improving 

Teaching and Learning for 

High-Performing Schools 

Component 4 is designed to improve principal practice addressed primarily in two 

North Carolina Standards for School Executives—Instructional Leadership and 

Human Resource Leadership. The focus of this component is to extend and refine 

instructional leadership skills in order to implement the Common Core Standards 

Practices and Essential Standards through 21st century teaching and learning. 

Principals will lead staff to become “Distinguished” teachers who embrace 21st 

century teaching and learning in order for all students to be successful and College 

and Career Ready. 

Component 5: Creating a 

Strong Student and 

External Stakeholder Focus 

Component 5 is designed to increase school executives’ knowledge and skills in 

assuring their schools sustain a clear focus on student and external stakeholder 

needs. Building upon the school’s culture and instructional program, this 

component will explore processes and strategies to increase the intrinsic 

motivation of students and external stakeholder’s leadership to enhance both 

school performance and community image. NCSSE Standard Six: External 

Development Leadership, and Standard Three: Cultural Leadership, will be 

examined within the context of the school improvement planning process. 

Component 6: Leading 

Change to Drive 

Continuous Improvement 

Component 6 is designed to improve principal practice addressed in multiple 

standards of the North Carolina Standards for School Executives, including 

Strategic Leadership, Instructional Leadership, Managerial Leadership, and 

Micro-Political Leadership. Principals learn how to review the process for 

identifying change needs, planning for change, and leading change. Principals are 

involved in (1) activities that enable them to review current practice, (2) determine 

compliance with state laws, and (3) collaborate with others regarding change plans 

and change leadership. 
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Figure C1. The Six Components of the DLP Experience, Second Cohort, April 2012–March 

2013, for Example 
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Appendix D. RttT Professional Development Observation Protocol 

Instructions:  

Conduct one observation for every 30-minute segment. If the segment gets interrupted, you must 

have at least 20 minutes of observation in order to count it. That is, if you have observed for 20+ 

minutes prior to the interruption, then go ahead and submit your observation form and start a 

new one after the interruption. If you have less than 20 minutes when the segment gets 

interrupted, then keep your form open and return to it after the interruption. Extend your 

observation time so that you observe 30 minutes, not including the interruption. Make a note in 

the notes section explaining why the observation is so “long” (e.g., “session on break from 2:15 

to 2:30”). 

 

Observer Name: _______________ 

Observation Partner’s Name: _______________ 

Date of Observation: _______________ 

Time Start: (MUST BE IN THIS EXACT FORMAT: 9:00AM) _______________ 

Region: 

 Region 1 (Northeast) 

 Region 2 (Southeast) 

 Region 3 (Central) 

 Region 4 (Sandhills) 

 Region 5 (Piedmont Triad) 

 Region 6 (Southwest) 

 Region 7 (Northwest) 

 Region 8 (West) 

 East (DLP) 

 Online 

City: _______________ 
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Session Type: 

 Content Support Session (Common Core and Essential Standards) 

 Distinguished Leadership in Practice 

 DSW / Technical Assistance Meetings 

 Fidelity Support Sessions 

 IHE Common Core and Essential Standards Trainings 

 Live Webinars 

 Principal Training for Common Core and Essential Standards 

 Principal and Assistant Principal Trainings (ITES Standards) 

 Professional Teaching Standards for Principals and Assistant Principals 

 READY Meeting 

 Summer Institute 

 Teacher Effectiveness Vetting / New Accountability Model Meetings 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 

If DLP  DLP Component: 

 Component 1 

 Component 2 

 Component 3 

 Component 4 

 Component 5 

 Component 6 

If webinar  What was the primary focus of the webinar you observed?  

 Common Core State Standards and/or North Carolina Essential Standards 

 North Carolina Educator Evaluation Process 

 Formative and Summative Assessment 

 Data Literacy for Instructional Improvement 

 Instructional Improvement System 

 Technology for Teaching and Learning 

 District/School Turnaround 

 Summer Leadership Institute 

 STEM 

 NCVPS 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 
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Observed Session Focus 

Based on the information provided by the project staff or session organizer/facilitator, indicate 

the primary focus of the professional development session. (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

 Transition to New Standards (Common Core and Essential Standards) 

 NC’s Formative Assessment Learning Community’s Online Network (NC FALCON) 

 Formative Assessment strategies, not connected with NCFALCON 

 Balanced Assessments and/or Summative Assessments 

 Data Literacy for Instructional Improvement (Instructional Improvement System (IIS)) 

 Technology for Teaching and Learning 

 LEA/School Capacity Building (e.g., Process and Fidelity Support) 

 STEM 

 District/School Turnaround 

 Teacher/Leader Effectiveness, New Accountability Model 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 

Facilitator(s):(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

 DPI 

 District-level staff 

 Teacher 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 

Content Area(s) Targeted in this Observed Session: (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

 Early Childhood Education 

 Elementary/Primary Education 

 English Language Arts 

 Mathematics 

 Science 

 Social Studies 

 Arts Education 

 Career Technical Education 

 English as a Second Language 

 Exceptional Children 

 Guidance 

 Healthful Living 

 Information and Technology Skills 

 World Languages 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 

 Not Applicable: None Targeted 
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Grade Level(s) Targeted in this Observed Session: (Note: This is not necessarily the grade level 

of the attendees, but rather the grade level of the people that the attendees will end up training.) 

(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

 K-5/Elementary School 

 6-8/Middle School 

 9-12/High School 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 

 Not Applicable: None Targeted 

Total number of participants attending this observed session: 

 0-5 

 6-10 

 11-15 

 16-20 

 21-25 

 26-50 

 51-75 

 76-100 

 100-299 

 300+ 

 Unknown (online) 

Participants in this observed session were: (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

 Teachers 

 School-level Administration 

 District-level Staff 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 

Indicate the major activities of participants in this observed session: (CHECK ALL THAT 

APPLY) 

 Listened to a presentation by facilitator 

 Listened to a presentation by participant(s) 

 Engaged in whole group discussion initiated by facilitator 

 Engaged in whole group discussion initiated by participant(s) 

 Engaged in small group discussion 

 Engaged in small group activity, distinct from discussion (e.g., game, role play) 

 Engaged in individual activity 

 Watched a video 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 

Describe the major activities of participants in this observed session: 
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Quality of PD 

 Did it happen? IF YES: Quantity IF YES: Quality 

 No Yes Minimal Moderate A lot Poor Fair Good 

Facilitator encouraged 

participants to share ideas, 

experiences, and questions 

(or sharing was 

encouraged via the 

instructional design) 

                

Participants shared ideas, 

experiences, and questions 
                

Opportunity for 

participants to consider 

applications to their own 

professional practice 

                

Opportunity for 

participants to “sense-

make” (i.e., facilitator 

explicitly provides 

reflection time for 

processing info or its 

implicit in the instructional 

design) 

                

Opportunity for 

participants to practice 

new skills and/or apply 

new knowledge 

                

Assessment of participant 

knowledge and/or practice 
                

Facilitator provided 

instructional feedback to 

participants (helping 

participants gauge their 

progress in acquiring 

knowledge or skills) 

                

Connection made to other 

disciplines and/or other 

real-world contexts (i.e., 

outside of their 

professional context) 
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Quality, continued 

 Poor Fair Good 

Pacing of the session       

Facilitator's strategies for engaging participants (e.g., 

questioning, wait time) 
      

Participant engagement (regardless of whether active or 

passive) 
      

Overall session climate       

 

Quality, continued 

 Poor Fair Good Not Applicable 

Facilitator's presentation(s)         

Session materials (e.g., 

PowerPoints, handouts) 
        

Session activities, distinct 

from discussion (e.g., game, 

role play) 

        

 

Was exploring pedagogy/instructional material (at the classroom level) a key purpose of the 

session? 

 Yes 

 No 
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If YES  Exploring Pedagogy/Instructional Material 

 Yes No 

Attention was paid to student thinking/learning.     

Attention was paid to classroom strategies.     

Attention was paid to instructional materials intended for classroom.     

 

Web-based resources 

Were web-based resources used during your observation? 

 Yes 

 No (SKIP TO LAST PAGE) 

If YES to web-based resources  Please select the web-based resources used: (CHECK ALL 

THAT APPLY) 

 Facilitators Participants 

Blog     

Course Management System (i.e. Moodle)     

Document from a website     

Email     

Online discussion forum     

Real-time discussion tool (TodaysMeet, Twitter, chat, IM, 

etc.) 
    

Search Engine     

Video from a website     

Webinar/Conferencing tool     

Website (Please specify)     

Wiki     

Other (Please specify)     
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If YES to web-based resources  Quality of web tools used 

 Poor Fair Good 

Ease of access       

Ease of use       

Worked as intended       

Integration into session activities       

 

If YES to web-based resources AND “Worked as Intended” = POOR   

Quality of web tools used, continued 

 Poor Fair Good 

Resolution of technical 

issues 
      

 

If YES to web-based resources  Quality of web tools used, continued 

 Not at all Somewhat A lot 

Modeled effective integration of 

technology into practice 
      

Helped to deepen knowledge of 

session content 
      

Enhanced the professional learning 

experience 
      

 

If YES to web-based resources AND facilitator used   

How did the facilitator(s) use the online resources? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

 To access information 

 To share resources, experiences, or information 

 To share constructive feedback 

 To seek assistance or guidance 

 To provide assistance or guidance 

 To demonstrate real-world applications of session content 

 To collaborate with peers on a shared task or goal 

 To connect with educators from other schools or districts 

 To organize or manage information 

 To conduct research 

 To extend the learning experience beyond the structured sessions 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 

If YES to web-based resources AND participants used   
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How did the participants use the online resources? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

 To access information 

 To share resources, experiences, or information 

 To share constructive feedback 

 To seek assistance or guidance 

 To provide assistance or guidance 

 To demonstrate real-world applications of session content 

 To collaborate with peers on a shared task or goal 

 To connect with educators from other schools or districts 

 To organize or manage information 

 To conduct research 

 To extend the learning experience beyond the structured sessions 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 

Overall Quality of the Professional Development Session:   

 Level 1: Ineffective Professional Development (passive learning, activity for activity’s sake) 

 Level 2: Elements of Effective Professional Development 

 Level 3: Beginning Stages of Effective Professional Development 

 Level 4: Accomplished, Effective Professional Development 

 Level 5: Exemplary Professional Development 

Notes: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Time Finish: (MUST BE IN THIS EXACT FORMAT: 9:30AM) _______________ 
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Appendix E. Online Professional Development Rubric (OPD Rubric)  

Online professional development (OPD) has the potential to provide educators with the 

knowledge and skills needed to help their students meet today’s rigorous academic standards. 

However, OPD must also meet rigorous standards in order to effectively prepare teachers to raise 

student achievement and change their practice for the better. The Online Professional 

Development Rubric that follows is organized around the Learning Forward’s Standards for 

Professional Development and based largely on indicators of quality online professional 

development and learning from the following sources: NSDC’s Implementing e-Learning for 

Educators, SREB’s Online Professional Development Standards, and iNACOL’s National 

Standards for Quality Online Courses. The purpose of the Online Professional Development 

Rubric is to assist reviewers in identifying the extent to which OPD offering meet standards for 

high-quality professional development and to help reviewers identify areas for improvement. The 

rubric can be used to assess online professional development at the program level or to evaluate 

separate components of a program such as an online module or course. 

 

Directions: As you review the OPD program or component, please circle or highlight in each 

row the indicator that best describes the program of component being reviewed. For example, if 

an online module being reviewed offers participants frequent opportunities to exchange 

resources and ideas, you would circle or highlight the fourth indicator in the “Exemplary” 

column under the Learning Communities section. For each checked or highlighted indicator, 

provide a brief rationale for why that that specific level was selected in the notes section. If an 

indicator under review is not present in the OPD being reviewed, but you feel might be more 

appropriately addressed somewhere else, please leave that indicator unmarked and make a note 

of it in the notes section.  

 

If you have any questions concerning use of the rubric, please feel free to contact Shaun Kellogg, 

sbkellog@ncsu.edu.  

http://learningforward.org/standards-for-professional-learning
http://learningforward.org/standards-for-professional-learning
mailto:sbkellog@ncsu.edu
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Learning in Communities – Program fosters learning communities committed to continuous improvement, collective responsibility, and 

the goals of the educational organization. 
 Not Present Limited Implementing  Exemplary 

1. Does not provide opportunities for 

participants to work together to 

achieve shared goals (SREB) 

 

 

2. Does not provide meaningful 

opportunities to engage in reflective 

dialogue or sustained discourse 

(NSDC) 

 

3. Does not provide an approach for 

fostering interaction among 

participants (NSDC) 

 

4. Does not provide participants 

opportunities to exchange resources, 

experiences, and information (NSDC, 

SREB) 

 

5. Does not provide participants 

opportunities to interact with 

educators serving in roles other than 

their own or outside of the school or 

district (NSDC, SREB) 

 

1. Provides superficial opportunities for 

participants to work together to 

achieve shared goals (SREB) 

 

 

2. Rarely provides meaningful 

opportunities to engage in reflective 

dialogue and sustained discourse 

(NSDC) 

 

3. Provides one or more approaches for 

fostering superficial interaction 

among participants (NSDC) 

 

4. Rarely provides participants 

opportunities to exchange resources, 

experiences, or information (NSDC, 

SREB) 

 

5. Provides participants superficial 

opportunities to interact with 

educators serving in roles other than 

their own or outside of the school or 

district (NSDC, SREB) 

 

1. Inconsistently provides meaningful 

opportunities for participants to work 

together to achieve shared goals 

(SREB) 

 

2. Sometimes provides meaningful 

opportunities to engage in reflective 

dialogue and sustained discourse 

(NSDC) 

 

3. Provides a single approach for 

fostering meaningful interaction 

among participants (NSDC) 

 

4. Sometimes provides participants 

opportunities to exchange resources, 

experiences, and information (NSDC, 

SREB) 

 

5. Provides participants meaningful 

opportunities to interact with 

educators serving in roles other than 

their own or outside of the school or 

district (NSDC, SREB) 

 

1. Consistently provides meaningful 

opportunities for participants to work 

together to achieve shared goals 

(SREB) 

 

2. Frequently provides meaningful 

opportunities to engage in reflective 

dialogue and sustained discourse 

(NSDC) 

 

3. Provides several approaches for 

fostering meaningful interaction 

among participants (NSDC) 

 

4. Frequently provides participants 

opportunities to exchange resources, 

experiences, and information (NSDC, 

SREB) 

 

5. Provides participants meaningful 

opportunities to interact with 

educators serving in roles other than 

their own and outside of the school or 

district (NSDC, SREB) 

 

Notes:  

 

1.  

2.   

3.   

4.   

5.   
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Ensuring Leadership – Program has skillful leaders who develop capacity, advocate, and create support systems for professional 

learning.  
Not Present Limited Implementing Exemplary 

1. Does not provide participants 

opportunities to help facilitate 

professional development (NSDC) 

 

 

 

2. Organizational leaders do not 

participate with participants in online 

professional development activities. 

(NSDC) 

 

3. Professional development leaders do 

not communicate the purpose or 

relevance of online professional 

development (NETS-A, NSDC) 

 

1. Provides participants superficial 

opportunities to help facilitate 

professional development (NSDC) 

 

 

 

2. Organizational leaders rarely 

participate with participants in online 

professional development activities. 

(NSDC) 

 

3. Professional development leaders 

insufficiently communicate the 

purpose and relevance of online 

professional development, (NETS-A, 

NSDC) 

1. Provides participants a single 

meaningful approach to help lead 

professional development (e.g. leading 

peer instruction, discussion 

moderation, or coaching) (NSDC) 

 

2. Organizational leaders sometimes 

participate with participants in online 

professional development activities. 

(NSDC) 

 

3. Professional development leaders 

sufficiently communicate the purpose 

and relevance of online professional 

development (NETS-A, NSDC) 

 

1. Provides participants multiple 

meaningful opportunities to help lead 

professional development (e.g. leading 

peer instruction, discussion 

moderation, or coaching) (NSDC) 

 

2. Organizational leaders frequently 

participate with participants in online 

professional development activities. 

(NSDC) 

 

3. Professional development leaders 

clearly and concisely communicate 

the purpose and relevance of online 

professional development (NETS-A, 

NSDC) 

 

Notes:  

 

1.  

2.   

3.  
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Prioritizing Resources – Program prioritizes, monitors, and coordinates resources for educator learning. 
 Not Present Limited Implementing Exemplary 

1. Does not provide technical support to 

ensure participants’ successful use of 

online PD (SREB) 

 

 

 

 

2. Does not provide online participants 

with incentives that traditional PD 

participants would receive (e.g., 

stipends or CEUs) (SREB) 

 

 

3. No credit for PD is awarded (NSDC) 

 

 

 

 

4. Links, videos, and applications do not 

work as intended across major web 

browsers and operating systems 

(iNACOL) 

 

1. Provides insufficient technical support 

to ensure participants’ successful use 

of online PD (SREB) 

 

 

 

 

2. Provides online participants with 

incentives that are lower in value than 

what traditional PD participants would 

receive (e.g., stipends or CEUs) 

(SREB) 

 

3. Credit for PD is awarded based on 

passive participation (NSDC) 

 

 

 

4. Links, videos, and applications 

inconsistently work as intended across 

major web browsers and operating 

systems (iNACOL) 

 

1. Provides sufficient technical support to 

ensure participants’ successful use of 

online PD (SREB) 

 

 

 

 

2. Provides online participants with 

incentives that are equivalent to those 

that traditional PD participants would 

receive (e.g., stipends or CEUs) 

(SREB) 

 

3. Credit for PD is awarded based on 

based on completion of activities 

(NSDC) 

 

 

4. Links, videos, and applications usually 

work as intended across major web 

browsers and operating systems 

(iNACOL) 

 

1. Provides ample technical support to 

ensure participants’ successful use of 

online PD (e.g. technical staff, just-in-

time support, supplemental resources) 

(SREB) 

 

 

 

-------------- 

 

 

 

 

3. Credit for PD is awarded based on 

based on completion of activities and 

demonstrated performance of learning 

(NSDC) 

 

4. Links, videos, and applications 

consistently work as intended across 

major web browsers and operating 

systems, including mobile platforms 

(iNACOL) 

 

Notes:  

 

1.  

2.   

3.   

4.  
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Using Data – Program uses a variety of sources and types of student, educator and system data to plan, assess, and evaluate professional 

learning.  
 Not Present Limited Implementing Exemplary 

1. Does not provide a pre-assessment 

activity (NSDC) 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Assessment methods are not 

appropriate to goals, objectives and 

scope the professional development 

(NSDC, iNACOL) 

 

3. Participants are not given any 

flexibility to demonstrate learning in a 

variety of ways 

 

4. No opportunities are provided for 

learners to give feedback on quality 

and effectiveness of PD activities and 

resources (iNACOL) 

 

1. Pre-assessment activity is insufficient 

to gauge prior knowledge (e.g., 

content, pedagogical, and 

technological) (NSDC) 

 

 

 

2. Assessment methods are rarely 

appropriate to the goals, objectives, 

and scope the professional 

development (NSDC, iNACOL) 

 

3. Participants are rarely given flexibility 

to demonstrate learning in a variety of 

ways (iNACOL) 

 

4. Opportunities are rarely provided for 

learners to give feedback on quality 

and effectiveness of PD activities and 

resources (iNACOL) 

 

1. Provides a pre-assessment activity to 

adequately gauge prior knowledge 

(e.g., content, pedagogical, and 

technological) (NSDC) 

 

 

 

2. Assessment methods are usually 

appropriate to the goals, objectives, 

and scope the professional 

development (NSDC, iNACOL) 

 

3. Participants are sometimes given 

flexibility to demonstrate learning in a 

variety of ways (iNACOL) 

 

4. Opportunities are sometimes provided 

for learners to give feedback on 

quality and effectiveness of PD 

activities and resources (iNACOL) 

 

1. Provides a pre-assessment activity to 

adequately gauge prior knowledge 

(e.g., content, pedagogical, and 

technological) and to tailor the 

learning experience specifically to 

participants’ needs (NSDC) 

 

2. Assessment methods are completely 

appropriate to the goals, objectives, 

and scope the professional 

development (NSDC, iNACOL) 

 

3. Participants are frequently given 

flexibility to demonstrate learning in a 

variety of ways (iNACOL) 

 

4. Opportunities are frequently provided 

for learners to give feedback on 

quality and effectiveness of PD 

activities and resources (iNACOL) 

 

Notes:  

 

1.  

2.   

3.   

4.  

 

  



DLP Final Evaluation Report   

December 2014   

Consortium for Educational Research and Evaluation–North Carolina 56 

Applying Learning Designs – Program uses appropriate technologies to present materials in a variety of ways, addressing a range 
of learning styles. Program integrates face-to-face professional development with online professional development where 
appropriate. 

 Not Present Limited Implementing Exemplary 

1. Does not incorporate a variety of 

learning experiences to accommodate 

participants’ preferences and needs, or 

does so in a superficial way (e.g. 

multiple media formats, choice of 

activities, varied instructional paths) 

(SREB) 

 

2. Use of online tools are inappropriate 

to related learning activities. (SREB)  

 

 

3. Use of text, color, visual images, and 

other media is not purposeful 

(iNACOL) 

 

4. Structure and navigation processes are 

not clear, appropriate to the content, 

and do not enhance ease of use 

(SREB) 

 

5. Does not provide an overview that 

describes the objectives, key activities, 

and assignments (iNACOL) 

 

 

6. Does not provide opportunities to 

engage in activities that promote 

higher-order thinking, critical 

reasoning, or group problem-solving 

(NSDC) 

1. Incorporates a variety of learning 

experiences to accommodate 

participants’ preferences and needs in 

a rarely meaningful way (e.g. multiple 

media formats, choice of activities, 

varied instructional paths) (SREB) 

 

 

2. Use of online tools are rarely 

appropriate to related learning 

activities. (SREB)  

 

3. Use of text, color, visual images, and 

other media is rarely purposeful 

(iNACOL) 

 

4. Structure and navigation processes are 

rarely clear, appropriate to the content, 

and enhance ease of use (SREB) 

 

 

5. Provides an overview that 

insufficiently describes the objectives, 

key activities, and assignments 

(iNACOL) 

 

 

6. Rarely provides opportunities to 

engage in activities that promote 

higher-order thinking, critical 

reasoning, or group problem-solving 

(NSDC) 

1. Incorporates a variety of learning 

experiences to accommodate 

participants’ preferences and needs in 

a sometimes meaningful way (e.g. 

multiple media formats, choice of 

activities, varied instructional paths) 

(SREB) 

 

2. Use of online tools are sometimes 

appropriate to related learning 

activities. (SREB)  

 

3. Use of text, color, visual images, and 

other media is sometimes purposeful 

(iNACOL) 

 

4. Structure and navigation processes are 

usually clear, appropriate to the 

content, and enhance ease of use 

(SREB) 

 

5. Provides an overview that sufficiently 

describes the objectives, key activities, 

and assignments (iNACOL)  

 

 

6. Sometimes provides opportunities to 

engage in activities that promote 

higher-order thinking, critical 

reasoning, or group problem-solving 

(NSDC) 

1. Incorporates a variety of learning 

experiences to accommodate 

participants’ preferences and needs in 

a consistently meaningful way (e.g. 

multiple media formats, choice of 

activities, varied instructional paths) 

(SREB) 

 

2. Use of online tools are consistently 

appropriate to related learning 

activities. (SREB)  

 

3. Use of text, color, visual images, and 

other media is consistently purposeful 

(iNACOL) 

 

4. Structure an navigation processes are 

consistently clear, appropriate to the 

content, and enhance ease of use 

(SREB) 

 

5. Provides an overview that clearly and 

concisely describes the objectives, key 

activities, and assignments (iNACOL) 

 

 

6. Frequently provides opportunities to 

engage in activities that promote 

higher-order thinking, critical 

reasoning, or group problem-solving 

(NSDC) 

Notes:  

1.  

2.   

3.   

4.   

5.   

6.  
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Supporting Implementation – Program provides educators with the support needed to adapt to an online medium and effect long-term 

changes in practice.  

 Not Present Limited Implementing Exemplary 

1. Provides no orientation to the learning 

environment (NSDC) 

 

 

 

 

2. Does not provides strategies, 

resources, and models of effective 

practice in order to support 

participants’ application of new 

knowledge and skills (NSDC) 

 

3. Does not provides opportunities for 

facilitators and peers support to assist 

learners (NSDC) 

 

 

4. Does not provide feedback on 

participant learning (SREB, iNACOL) 

1. Provides an orientation to the learning 

environment that insufficiently details 

the program’s platform, navigational 

tools, and technical requirements 

(NSDC) 

 

2. Rarely provides strategies, resources, 

and models of effective practice in 

order to support participants’ 

application of new knowledge and 

skills (NSDC) 

 

3. Rarely provides opportunities for 

facilitators and peers support to assist 

learners (NSDC) 

 

 

4. Provides superficial feedback on 

assignments (SREB, iNACOL) 

1. Provides an orientation to the learning 

environment that sufficiently details 

the program’s platform, navigational 

tools, and technical requirements 

(NSDC) 

 

2. Sometimes provides strategies, 

resources, and models of effective 

practice in order to support 

participants’ application of new 

knowledge and skills (NSDC) 

 

3. Sometimes provides opportunities for 

facilitators and peers support to assist 

learners (NSDC) 

 

 

4. Provides constructive feedback on 

assignments (SREB, iNACOL) 

1. Provides an orientation to the learning 

environment that clearly and concisely 

details the program’s platform, 

navigational tools, and technical 

requirements (NSDC) 

 

2. Frequently provides strategies, 

resources, and models of effective 

practice in order to support 

participants’ application of new 

knowledge and skills (NSDC) 

 

3. Frequently provides opportunities for 

facilitators and peers support to assist 

learners (NSDC) 

 

 

4. Provides constructive feedback on 

assignments that is ongoing and 

timely. (SREB, iNACOL) 

 

Notes:  

 

1.  

2.   

3.   

4.   
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Guaranteeing Outcomes – Program focuses on outcomes defined educator performance standards and student content standards.  

 Not Present Limited Implementing Exemplary 

1. Does not communicate alignment with 

local, state, and national academic 

standards (NSDC, SREB) 

 

 

2. Does not communicate alignment with 

local, state, and/or national 

professional standards (NSDC, SREB) 

 

 

3. Does not provide opportunities for 

participants to tailor learning to 

individually identified professional or 

academic outcomes (NSDC) 

 

 

4. Does not provide opportunities to build 

on other professional development 

offerings or to deepen content-specific 

knowledge and strategies beyond these 

offerings (NSDC) 

 

1. Insufficiently communicates alignment 

with local, state, and/or national 

academic standards (NSDC, SREB) 

 

 

2. Insufficiently communicates alignment 

with local, state, and/or national 

professional standards (NSDC, SREB) 

 

 

3. Rarely provides opportunities for 

participants to tailor learning to 

individually identified professional or 

academic outcomes (NSDC) 

 

 

4. Rarely provides opportunities to build 

on other professional development 

offerings and deepen content-specific 

knowledge and strategies beyond these 

offerings (NSDC) 

 

1. Sufficiently communicates alignment 

with local, state, and/or national 

academic standards (NSDC, SREB) 

 

 

2. Sufficiently communicates alignment 

with local, state, and/or national 

professional standards (NSDC, SREB) 

 

 

3. Sometimes provides opportunities for 

participants to tailor learning to 

individually identified professional or 

academic outcomes (NSDC) 

 

 

4. Sometimes provides opportunities to 

build on other professional 

development offerings and deepen 

content-specific knowledge and 

strategies beyond these offerings 

(NSDC) 

 

 

1. Clearly and concisely communicates 

alignment with local, state, and/or 

national academic standards (NSDC, 

SREB) 

 

2. Clearly and concisely communicates 

alignment with local, state, and/or 

national professional standards 

(NSDC, SREB) 

 

3. Frequently provides opportunities for 

participants to tailor learning to 

individually identified professional or 

academic outcomes (NSDC) 

 

 

4. Frequently provides opportunities to 

build on other professional 

development offerings and deepen 

content-specific knowledge and 

strategies beyond these offerings 

(NSDC) 

Notes:  

 

1.  

2.   

3.   

4.  
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Appendix F. DLP Post-face-to-face Satisfaction Survey 

This survey is designed to assess your satisfaction with the face-to-face session in which you just 
participated. Please respond to each item candidly, as your responses will contribute to the overall 
evaluation of the quality of professional development provided by DLP. Your participation in this survey is 
voluntary, and your responses will be kept confidential. 

 

1.  Which face-to-face session did you just attend?   1      2      3      4      5      6 
 
 

2.  What is your DLP region?    Central      East      West 

 

 

3. Using the scale below, please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the 

statements listed by checking the appropriate box. 

This face-to-face session… 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

had clear objectives.      

was relevant to my professional development 
needs.      

was scheduled at a time convenient for my 
participation.      

was held at a location convenient for my 
participation.      

was led by effective facilitators.      

was well structured.      

provided me with useful resources.      

was engaging.      

included adequate opportunities for participants 
to share their knowledge and/or experiences.      

included adequate opportunities for participants 
to consider applications to their own 
professional practice. 

     

was of high quality overall.      

 
 
4. Please provide any specific thoughts you have regarding the facilitation of the session. 
 
5. How could this DLP session be adapted and improved for future cohorts? 

 
Thank you! 
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Appendix G. DLP Post-Component Surveys 

This survey is designed to assess your experience in the component you just completed. Please respond 
to each item candidly, as your responses will contribute to the overall evaluation of the quality of 
professional development provided through DLP. Your participation in this survey is voluntary, and your 
responses will be kept confidential. Thank you in advance for your feedback. 

 

1.  Which component did you just complete?   1      2      3      4      5      6 
 
 

2.  What is your DLP region?    Central      East      West 

 

 

3. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the statements about the online portion 

of Component #. 

The online portion of Component #… 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

had clear objectives.      

was relevant to my professional development 
needs.      

was easy to access and use.      

was free of technical issues.      

was well organized.      

had an effective facilitator.      

was engaging.      

provided me with useful resources.      

provided opportunities for meaningful 
collaboration and/or social interaction.      

was of high quality overall.      

 
 
4. Please provide any specific thoughts you have regarding the facilitation of the online portion of 
Component #. 
 
 
5. Component-specific questions, see below 
 
 
6. Have you implemented what you learned in DLP Component #? If so, how? 
 

 

7. How could DLP Component # be adapted and improved for future cohorts? 



DLP Final Evaluation Report   

December 2014   

Consortium for Educational Research and Evaluation–North Carolina 61 

The following questions ask about the knowledge and skills you may have gained through participating in 

DLP Component #.  In answering these questions, please consider your participation in the entire 

component, including both the face-to-face session and the online session. 

 

COMPONENT 1 
 

5a. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the statements listed below. 

Through my participation in  
DLP Component 1,  
I developed a better 
understanding of… 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

Don’t 
Know 

the overall DLP program, mission, 
and vision.       

the NCSSE High Performance Model 
as it relates to DLP.       

data-driven decision making.        

the Plan-Do-Check-Act cycle for 
continuous school improvement.       

Strategic Leadership.       

the role of administrators’ mission, 
vision, values, and beliefs.       

 

COMPONENT 2 

 

5a. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the statements listed below. 

Through my participation in  
DLP Component 2,  
I developed a better 
understanding of… 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

Don’t 
Know 

the principles and practices of 
Professional Learning Communities 
(PLCs). 

      

how to use PLCs to help create a 
framework for achievement.       

teacher selection, induction, and 
support.       

the performance appraisal process.       

how to use data from the NC 
Teacher Working Conditions (TWC) 
survey to improve teacher practice. 

      

how to use data from the NC TWC 
survey to improve student learning.       

how to celebrate accomplishments 
and learn from failures.       
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COMPONENT 3 
 

5b. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the statements listed below. 

Through my participation in  
DLP Component 3,  
I developed a better 
understanding of… 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

Don’t 
Know 

the connection between workplace 
culture and organizational outcomes.       

the components of a high-performing 
culture.       

how to adapt components of high-
performing corporate (or other) cultures 
to my school workplace. 

      

school culture “best practices.”       

the importance of the role the principal 
leader plays in influencing the school 
culture. 

      

 
 

COMPONENT 4 
 

5c.  Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the statements listed below. 

Through my participation in  
DLP Component 4,  
I developed a better 
understanding of… 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

Don’t 
Know 

how students learn effectively.       

how students experience a rigorous 
and relevant curriculum.       

how to coach teachers and staff to 
be distinguished leaders.       

how to learn through collaboration 
with colleagues.       

how to provide developmental 
feedback to teachers and staff.       

the skills associated with 
instructional leadership.       
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COMPONENT 5 

 

5d. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the statements listed below. 

Through my participation in  
DLP Component 5,  
I developed a better 
understanding of… 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

Don’t 
Know 

the impact of stakeholder focus on the 
NCSSE High Performance model.       

best practices for creating a strong 
internal stakeholder focus.       

best practices for creating a strong 
external stakeholder focus.       

the conditions that increase student 
achievement.       

how to use effective marketing 
strategies to create a positive school 
image. 

      

 
 

 

COMPONENT 6 

 

5e. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the statements listed below. 

Through my participation in  
DLP Component 6,  
I developed a better 
understanding of… 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

Don’t 
Know 

how to manage change effectively.       

how to use internal and external 
feedback to promote positive change.       

how to create ownership and 
commitment among teachers and staff.       

how to communicate effectively in 
complex organizations.       

how to effectively use self-assessment 
and 360-degree feedback.       

how to use the Plan-Do-Study-Act 
process to determine school 
improvement needs. 

      

how to use data analysis to determine 
school improvement needs.       

 
Thank you!  
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Appendix H. DLP Year-End Participant Survey 

This survey is designed to assess your overall experiences as a participant in the 
Distinguished Leadership in Practice (DLP) program. Please respond to each item 
candidly, as your responses will contribute to the overall evaluation of the effectiveness 
of professional development training provided by DLP. 

 
1.  Overall, how would you rate your leadership just before you began participating in DLP? 

 Not Demonstrated (did not demonstrate adequate growth or competence) 
 Developing (demonstrated adequate growth but did not demonstrate competence) 

 Proficient (demonstrated basic competence) 
 Accomplished (exceeded basic competence most of the time) 

 Distinguished (consistently and significantly exceeded basic competence) 

 

QUALITY OF DLP 

Face-to-face sessions 

 

2. Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements 

by selecting the appropriate response. 

The face-to-face sessions… 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

a. had clear objectives.      

b. were relevant to my professional 
development needs.      

c. were led by effective facilitators.      

d. were well structured.      

e. provided me with useful resources.      

f. were engaging.      

g. were enhanced by the use of technology 
(during the face-to-face sessions).      

h. were of high quality overall.      
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3. Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements 

by selecting the appropriate response. 

The face-to-face sessions 
included adequate opportunities 
for participants to… 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

a. share their knowledge and/or 
experiences.      

b.  consider applications to their own 
professional practice.      

c. engage in meaningful collaboration with 
each other.      

 

Online modules 

 

4. Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements 

listed by selecting the appropriate response. 

The online modules… 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

a. had clear objectives.      

b. were relevant to my professional 
development needs.      

c. were easy to access and use.      

d. were free of technical issues.      

e. were well organized.      

f. provided me with useful resources.      

g. were engaging.      

h. included adequate opportunities for 
meaningful collaboration.      

i. were of high quality overall.      

j. incorporated a variety of online tools.      
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5. Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements 

listed by selecting the appropriate response. 

Throughout the online portion of 
DLP... 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

a. I received timely feedback from the 
facilitators.      

b. I received useful feedback from the 
facilitators.      

c. I received timely feedback from other 
participants.      

d. I received useful feedback from other 
participants.      

e. I provided timely feedback to other 
participants.      

f. I provided useful feedback to other 
participants.      

 
Overall 

6. Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements 

by selecting the appropriate response. 

DLP as a whole… 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

a. had a clear purpose.      

b. was relevant to my professional 
development needs.      

c. was relevant to the specific needs of my 
school.      

d. provided useful feedback to me.      

e. was of high quality overall.      
 

7. Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements 

by selecting the appropriate response. 

DLP as a whole provided adequate 
opportunities for me to… 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

a. lead other participants.      
b. engage in meaningful collaboration with 

other participants.       

c. interact with others from a similar 
background.      

d. interact with others from dissimilar 
backgrounds.      
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8.  I would have preferred to spend… 

 More time in the face-to-face sessions. 

 Less time in the face-to-face sessions. 
 No change: I liked the amount of time we spent in face-to-face sessions. 

 

9.  I would have preferred to spend… 

 More time in the online modules. 

 Less time in the online modules. 
 No change: I liked the amount of time we spent in the online modules. 

 

10.  I would have preferred to spend… 

 More time in DLP as a whole. 

 Less time in DLP as a whole. 
 No change: I liked the amount of time we spent in DLP as a whole. 

 

KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS 

11. Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements 

by selecting the appropriate response. 

Through my participation in DLP, 
I developed a better 
understanding of… 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

a. the NC Standards for School 
Executives High Performance 
Model. 

     

b. Professional Learning Communities.       

c. the components of a high-performing 
school culture.      

d. how students learn effectively.      

e. the skills associated with 
instructional leadership.      

f. using data to support school 
improvement.      

g. creating a strong stakeholder focus.      

h. managing change effectively.      
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12.  Have you applied what you learned? If so, how? 

 

APPLICATION 

The following set of statements are designed to gauge the extent to which you have 

applied knowledge and skills gained in DLP to aspects of your professional practice. In 

answering these questions, please focus specifically on the extent to which DLP 

trainings may or may not have helped you improve your practice as a school leader, not 

on whether you do these things in the first place. 
 

13. Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the 

statements by selecting the appropriate response. 

I have applied the knowledge and 
skills gained in DLP to… 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

a. ensure that the vision, mission and 
goals of my school are aligned with 21

st
 

century learning. 
     

b. foster a collaborative school 
environment focused on student 
outcomes. 

     

c. ensure that the school culture supports 
the goals of my school.       

d. improve processes and systems that 
ensure high-performing staff.      

e. improve managerial tasks that allow 
staff to focus on teaching and learning.       

f. design structures or processes that result 
in community engagement, support, and 
ownership. 

     

g. facilitate distributed governance and 
shared decision-making at my school.      
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OTHER FEEDBACK 

14.  What was the most valuable part of the training? 

 

 

15.  How could DLP be improved for future cohorts? 

 

 

16. What advice do you have for future participants to make the most out of their DLP experience? 

 

 

17.  To what extent do you think the relationships you made with other administrators will be useful to you 
professionally after DLP ends? 

 Not at all useful 

 Somewhat useful 

 Very useful 

 
 

ABOUT YOU 

18.  How many years of experience do you have in your current position (include your time at your current 
and other schools)? _____ 

 [Programming note: Text box validated for numeric entry] 
 
19.  What is your DLP region? 

 Central  

 East 
 West 

 
20.  Overall, how would you rate your leadership? 

 Not Demonstrated (not demonstrating adequate growth or competence) 
 Developing (growing adequately but not demonstrating competence) 

 Proficient (demonstrating basic competence) 
 Accomplished (exceeding basic competence most of the time) 

 Distinguished (consistently and significantly exceeding basic competence) 

 

Thank you!  
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Appendix I. DLP One Year Follow-Up Survey 

This survey is designed to assess your application of the overall knowledge and skills gained as a 

participant in the Distinguished Leadership in Practice (DLP) program. As you complete the survey, 

please take a moment to reflect on your experiences as a principal following the completion of the DLP 

program. We appreciate your candid responses as they will contribute to the overall evaluation of the 

effectiveness of professional development training provided by DLP. 

KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS 

1.  Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements by selecting the 

appropriate response. 

Through my participation in DLP, I 

developed a better understanding of… 
Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 
Don’t 

Know 

a. the NC Standards for School 

Executives High Performance Model. 
      

b. Professional Learning Communities.        

c. the components of a high-performing 

school culture. 
      

d. how students learn effectively.       

e. the skills associated with instructional 

leadership. 
      

f. how to use data to support school 

improvement. 
      

g. how to create a strong stakeholder 

focus. 
      

h. how to manage change effectively.       
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IMPACTS ON PRACTICE 

[Programming note: Present the item only if the response to the corresponding knowledge/skills item 

above was “Agree” or “Strongly Agree”] 

Application of Knowledge and Skills Gained 

The following set of statements is designed to gauge the extent to which you have applied knowledge and 

skills gained in DLP to your professional practice.  

2.  Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements by selecting the 

appropriate response. 

Since participating in DLP, I have 

APPLIED what I learned about… 
Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 
Don’t 

Know 

a. the NC Standards for School Executives 

High Performance Model. 
      

b. Professional Learning Communities.        

c. the components of a high-performing 

school culture. 
      

d. how students learn effectively.       

e. the skills associated with instructional 

leadership. 
      

f. using data to support school 

improvement. 
      

g. creating a strong stakeholder focus.       

h. managing change effectively.       

 

Examples of Application 

3.  How, if at all, have you applied what you learned through DLP to your current leadership position?  
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Progress Along Standards 

In responding to the next set of questions, please reflect on your overall participation in DLP and your 

growth as a principal leader following the completion of the DLP program. 

 

4. Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements by selecting the 

appropriate response. 

Thanks to my participation in DLP, I 

now do a better job of… 
Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

a. aligning the vision, mission, and goals of 

my school with 21
st
 century learning. 

     

b. fostering a collaborative school 

environment focused on student 

outcomes. 
     

c. ensuring the school culture supports the 

goals of my school.  
     

d. designing/implementing processes and 

systems that ensure high-performing 

staff. 
     

e. improving managerial tasks that allow 

staff to focus on teaching and learning.  
     

f. designing structures or processes that 

result in community engagement, 

support, and ownership. 
     

g. facilitating distributed governance and 

shared decision-making at my school. 
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SCHOOL STAFFING AND CULTURE 

5.  Are you presently working at the same school that you were working at in March 2012?  

 Yes 

 No 

 

6.  Are you considering, or do you anticipate, a future change of school or position?  

 Yes (Please explain:_____________________________________________) 

 No 

 

[Programming note: Display the next set of questions only if the respondent indicated that they are 

working at the same school they were at in March 2012. If not, then skip to Question 15.] 

Teacher turnover can result from explicit strategic staffing decisions or it can be unexpected/out of 

administrators’ control.  

7.  Since you participated in DLP, has your school experienced teacher turnover? 

 Yes, due to strategic staffing 

 Yes, unexpected turnover (not related to strategic staffing) 

 Yes, both types (strategic and unexpected) 

 No, we have not experienced teacher turnover [Programming note: Skip to culture section] 

For the following questions, please provide exact numbers if available; otherwise estimates will suffice. 

 

8. How many classroom teachers were teaching at your school last spring (in March 2012)? _____  

[Programming note: Text box validated for numeric entry] 

 

9. How many of your classroom teachers from last spring are no longer teaching at your school? _____ 

[Programming note: Text box validated for numeric entry] 

 

10. Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements by selecting the 

appropriate response. 

Since participating in DLP, my school 

has been… 
Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

a. positively affected by teacher turnover.      

b. negatively affected by teacher turnover.      

 

11. Please provide a brief explanation of the teacher turnover that your school has experienced since you 

participated in DLP.  
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Culture of Achievement & Student Performance 

12. Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements by selecting the 

appropriate response. 

Since participating in DLP… 
Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

a. I have noticed improvements in my 

school’s culture of achievement. 
     

b. I have noticed improvements in student 

performance. 
     

 

[Programming note: Display the following items only if the response to the corresponding item above is 

“Strongly Agree” or “Agree”] 

13. Please describe how your school’s culture of achievement has improved since your participation in 

DLP, and cite the evidence you use for these observations. 

 

14. Please describe how student performance has improved since your participation in DLP, and cite the 

evidence you use for these observations. 

 

OTHER FEEDBACK 

Since the completion of DLP… 

 

15.  Have you maintained relationships with the administrators you met during DLP? 

 Yes 

 No 

 

16.  Have you collaborated with the administrators you met (i.e., worked together to achieve a shared 

goal)? 

 Yes 

 No 

 

17.  Have you accessed the professional development resources that DLP provided? (e.g., PowerPoints, 

online modules, etc.) 

 No 

 Yes, once in a while 

 Yes, on a regular basis 

 

 

18. Thinking about your experiences since completing the DLP program, what was the most valuable 

aspect of the professional development? 

 

19. How could DLP be improved for future cohorts? 
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ABOUT YOU 

20. How many years of experience do you have in your current position (include your time at your current 

and other schools)? _____ [Programming note: Text box validated for numeric entry] 

 

 

21. In which DLP region did you participate?  

 Central (met in Chapel Hill) 

 Northeast (met in Greenville and Rocky Mount) 

 Southeast (met in Wilmington) 

 West (met in Asheville and Statesville) 

 

22. Overall, how would you rate your leadership? 

 Not Demonstrated (not demonstrating adequate growth or competence) 

 Developing (growing adequately but not demonstrating competence) 

 Proficient (demonstrating basic competence) 

 Accomplished (exceeding basic competence most of the time) 

 Distinguished (consistently and significantly exceeding basic competence) 

 

 

Thank you! 
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Appendix J. DLP Two Year Follow-Up Survey 

This survey is designed to assess your application of the overall knowledge and skills gained as a 

participant in the Distinguished Leadership in Practice (DLP) program. As you complete the survey, 

please take a moment to reflect on your experiences as a principal following the completion of the DLP 

program. We appreciate your candid responses as they will contribute to the overall evaluation of the 

effectiveness of professional development training provided by DLP. 

INFORMED CONSENT FORM FOR RESEARCH 

Please click the link below and read the consent form: 

<Link> 

By selecting “yes” below, you are agreeing that you have read and fully understand the contents of the 

consent form and are willing to take part in this study. Your responses will remain strictly confidential. 

Please indicate your consent: 

 Yes, I agree to participate with the understanding that I may withdraw at any time. 

 No, I decline to participate. 

 

[Programming note: If respondent selects no, skip to end-of-survey thank you message.] 
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KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS 

1.  Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements by selecting the 

appropriate response. 

Through my participation in DLP in 

2011-12, I developed a better 

understanding of… 

Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Don’t 

Know 

a. the NC Standards for School Executives 

High Performance Model. 
      

b. Professional Learning Communities.        

c. the components of a high-performing 

school culture. 
      

d. effective student learning.       

e. the skills associated with instructional 

leadership. 
      

f. how to use data to support school 

improvement. 
      

g. how to create a strong stakeholder focus.       

h. how to manage change effectively.       
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IMPACTS ON PRACTICE 

[Programming note: Present the item only if the response to the corresponding knowledge/skills item 

above was “Agree” or “Strongly Agree”] 

Application of Knowledge and Skills Gained 

The following set of statements is designed to gauge the extent to which you have applied knowledge and 

skills gained in DLP to your professional practice.   

2.  Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements by selecting the 

appropriate response. 

Since participating in DLP in 2011-12, I 

have continued to apply what I learned 

about… 

Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Don’t 

Know 

a. the NC Standards for School Executives 

High Performance Model. 
      

b. Professional Learning Communities.        

c. the components of a high-performing 

school culture. 
      

d. effective student learning.       

e. the skills associated with instructional 

leadership. 
      

f. using data to support school 

improvement. 
      

g. creating a strong stakeholder focus.       

h. managing change effectively.       

 

Examples of Application 

3.   How, if at all, have you applied what you learned through DLP to your current leadership position? 

[Programming note: Open-ended text box] 
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Progress Along Standards 

In responding to the next set of questions, please reflect on your overall participation in DLP and your 

growth as a principal leader following the completion of the DLP program. 

 

4. Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements by selecting the 

appropriate response. 

Thanks to my participation in DLP in 

2011-12, I now do a better job of… 

Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Don’t 

know 

a. aligning the vision, mission, and goals of 

my school with 21
st
 century learning. 

      

b. fostering a collaborative school 

environment focused on student 

outcomes. 
      

c. ensuring the school culture supports the 

goals of my school.   
      

d. designing/implementing processes and 

systems that ensure high-performing 

staff. 
      

e. improving managerial tasks that allow 

staff to focus on teaching and learning.  
      

f. designing structures or processes that 

result in community engagement, 

support, and ownership. 

      

g. facilitating distributed governance and 

shared decision-making at my school. 
      

 

 

5.  Overall, how would you rate your leadership? 

 Not Demonstrated (not demonstrating adequate growth or competence) 

 Developing (growing adequately but not demonstrating competence) 

 Proficient (demonstrating basic competence) 

 Accomplished (exceeding basic competence most of the time) 

 Distinguished (consistently and significantly exceeding basic competence) 
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SCHOOL STAFFING AND CULTURE 

6.   Are you presently working at the same school in which you were working in March 2012?  

 Yes 

 No 

 

7.   Are you considering, or do you anticipate, a future change of school or position?  

 Yes (Please explain:_____________________________________________) 

 No 

 

[Programming note: Display the next set of questions only if the respondent indicated that they are 

working at the same school they were at in March 2012. If not, then skip to Question 16.] 

 

Teacher turnover can result from explicit strategic staffing decisions or it can be unexpected/out of 

administrators’ control.   

8.   Since you participated in DLP, has your school experienced teacher turnover? 

 Yes, due to strategic staffing 

 Yes, unexpected turnover (not related to strategic staffing) 

 Yes, both types (strategic and unexpected) 

 No, we have not experienced teacher turnover [Programming note: Skip to Culture Section, Qn 

13] 

 

For the following questions, please provide exact numbers if available; otherwise estimates will suffice. 

 

9.  How many classroom teachers were teaching at your school last spring (in March 2013)? _____   

[Programming note: Text box validated for numeric entry] 

 

10.  How many of your classroom teachers from last spring are no longer teaching at your school? _____ 

[Programming note: Text box validated for numeric entry] 

 

11. Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements by selecting the 

appropriate response. 

Since participating in DLP, my school 

has been… 

Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

a. positively affected by teacher turnover.      

b. negatively affected by teacher turnover.      

 

12.  Please provide a brief explanation of the teacher turnover that your school has experienced since you 

participated in DLP. [Programming note: Open-ended text box] 
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School Achievement & Student Performance 

13. Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements by selecting the 

appropriate response. 

Since participating in DLP in 2011-

12… 

Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Don’t 

Know 

a. I have noticed improvements in my 

school’s focus on achievement. 
      

b. I have noticed improvements in my 

teachers’ focus on achievement. 
      

c. I have noticed improvements in my 

students’ focus on achievement. 
      

d. I have noticed improvements in 

student performance. 
      

[Programming note: Display the following items only if the response to the corresponding item above is 

“Strongly Agree” or “Agree”] 

14.  Please describe how your participation in DLP has improved your school’s focus on 

achievement. [Programming note: Open-ended text box] 

 

15. Please describe how student performance has improved since your participation in DLP, and cite the 

evidence you use for these observations. [Programming note: Open-ended text box] 

 

OTHER FEEDBACK 

16.  Please select the DLP component that you find the most valuable today.   

 Component One: Strategic Leadership for High-Performing Schools 

 Component Two: Maximizing Human Resources for Goal Accomplishment 

 Component Three: Building a Collaborative Culture with Distributed Leadership 

 Component Four: Improving Teaching and Learning for High-Performing Schools 

 Component Five: Creating a Strong Student and External Stakeholder Focus 

 Component Six: Leading Change to Drive Continuous Improvement  

 I don’t know 

 

17. Please select the DLP component that you find the least valuable today.   

 Component One: Strategic Leadership for High-Performing Schools 

 Component Two: Maximizing Human Resources for Goal Accomplishment 

 Component Three: Building a Collaborative Culture with Distributed Leadership 

 Component Four: Improving Teaching and Learning for High-Performing Schools 

 Component Five: Creating a Strong Student and External Stakeholder Focus 

 Component Six: Leading Change to Drive Continuous Improvement  

 I don’t know. 
 

Thank you! 
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Appendix K. DLP Focus Group Protocols 

Target Focus Group Participants:  

o DLP Participants 

o DLP Facilitators/Developers 

 

Introduction 

 

First, thank you all for taking time to speak with us today. My name is (XXX), and I work for the 

Friday Institute for Educational Innovation at NCSU. I will be the focus group moderator today, 

and my colleague, (XXX), is here to take careful notes of the discussion. 

 

As you may already know, we have been asked by NCDPI to conduct the evaluation examining 

NC’s statewide RttT professional development effort across the state. The Distinguished 

Leadership in Practice program represents one aspect of the overall professional development 

effort. Your participation in our evaluation will help us to better understand the impact of the 

DLP program on your professional development as principal leaders in schools and districts 

across the state. We are interested in patterns that emerge from participants’ feedback, and this 

information will be used to inform our larger interpretations of the quality and impact of DLP.  

 

Before we begin, I would like to go over some disclosures:  

 

 Your participation in this study is voluntary. It is your decision to participate in this 

study, to not participate, or to stop participating at any time. 

 We will be recording today’s discussion in order to have a complete record. The 

discussion will be kept completely confidential. We will use code numbers in the 

management and analysis of the focus group data. Our evaluation reports will not identify 

individuals or specific districts or schools. Audio recordings will be destroyed or erased 

at the completion of the study. 

 The discussion will be loosely structured and informal. We would like to hear from 

everyone.  

 We expect our discussion to last no longer than 45-60 minutes. 

 

Do you have any questions about the study or the disclosures? 

 

[TURN ON RECORDER] 

 

[For Participant Focus Groups Only] As a formality, since we are doing this over the phone, 

could I have everybody provide their verbal consent to the disclosures I just read? Please say 

“yes” if you consent and “no” if you decline to participate.  
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DLP PARTICIPANT FOCUS GROUP PROTOCOL 

 

Introduction 

 

1. To begin, could each of you introduce yourself? Please tell us your name, your current 

position in your school or district, and how many years you have been in this position. 

 

2a. How did you become familiar with the DLP program? 

2b. Why did you decide to participate in DLP? 

 

3. How well has DLP addressed your professional development needs? 

[Probe: Do you have any professional development needs that were not addressed by DLP 

that you think could or should have been addressed?] 

 

Program Structure and Quality 

 

As you know, DLP is a year-long program which consists of alternating face-to-face sessions 

and online activities organized around six components. 

 

4a. What are your thoughts on the structure of the program?  

4b. What are the advantages of how the program is structured? 

4c. What are the disadvantages of how the program is structured? 

4d. Do you have any recommendations for improving how the program is structured? 

 

5a. What value does the online portion add to the overall program?  

[Probe: How does it enhance the program? Or do you feel it was an unnecessary add-on?] 

5b. What have been the most valuable aspects of the online portion? 

5c. What have been the least valuable aspects of the online portion? 

5d. Do you have any recommendations for improving the online portion? 

 

6. What do you think about the pace of DLP in terms of the amount of time spent on topics? 

[Probe: Was there anything you would have liked to have spent more time on? Less time 

on?] 

 

7. What do you think about the rigor of the program?  

[Probe: Did you think it was challenging enough? Was anything too challenging?] 
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Utility and Application 

 

At this point, you’ve completed five out of the six program components. Reflecting on all that 

you’ve learned over the course of the year in DLP… 

 

8a. What do you think has been most useful to you in your professional practice?  

[Probe for lessons learned, skills developed, and/or tools/resources] 

8b. What has been least useful? 

 

9a. How, if at all, have you applied what you have learned in DLP?  

9b. Is there anything else you plan to incorporate into your practice? 

 

Impacts 

 

The next set of questions asks about some ways in which your participation in DLP may have 

affected you… 

 

10. How have the DLP institutes affected your… 

a. Approach to Strategic Staffing 

b. Approach to Human Resource Leadership 

c. Approach to collaboration 

d. Approach to improving teaching and learning 

 

We just talked about some specific areas in which DLP has affected you. The next set of 

questions asks about the overall impact, on you, your teachers, and your students. Let’s begin 

with you… 

 

11a. Overall, how do you think your participation in DLP has impacted (and/or will impact) your 

ability as a principal leader? 

11b. How, if at all, do you think your participation will impact your teachers?  

11c. In what ways, if at all, will student achievement be impacted by your participation? 

 

That is all for my questions. Now I’d like to open up the floor to you.  

12. Is there anything else you would like to share about your experience in DLP? Any 

suggestions or final thoughts? 

 

Thank you!  
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DLP FACILITATOR/DEVELPER FOCUS GROUP PROTOCOL 

Introduction 

 

1. To begin, let’s go around the circle so that each of you can introduce yourself. Please tell us 

your name, your current position, and how many years you have been in this position. 

 

2a. How did you become familiar with the DLP program? 

2b. Why did you decide to participate in DLP? 

2c. Which of the components did you help develop and facilitate? 

 Component 1: Strategic Leadership for High-Performing Schools 

 Component 2: Maximizing Human Resources for Goal Accomplishment 

 Component 3: Building a Collaborative Culture through Distributive Leadership 

 Component 4: Improving Teaching and Learning for High-Performing Schools 

 Component 5: Creating a Strong Internal and External Stakeholder Focus 

 Component 6: Leading Change to Drive Continuous Improvement 

 

Participants 

 

3. How was the DLP program advertised? 

 

4a. What are some characteristics of the ideal DLP participant? 

4b. How well do you think DLP is reaching the ideal participants? 

4c. Do you have any suggestions for how to reach ideal participants? 

 

Program Quality and Structure 

 

5a. How did the DLP developers define “effective and appropriate” professional development?  

5b. How well do you think the DLP program is designed to meet the professional development 

needs of the participants? 

[Probe: What makes you think this?] 

5c. How did NCPAPA and the DLP developers and facilitators ensure that the professional 

development was delivered to standard? 

 

As you know, DLP follows a continuous improvement model, and the program is constantly 

evolving based on feedback and lessons learned. I am hoping you can help me understand how 

the program has changed since last year… 

 

6a. What programmatic changes have you made for this year? 

6b. What programmatic changes do you plan to make for the future? 

 

As you know, DLP is a year-long program which consists of alternating face-to-face sessions 

and online activities organized around six components. 

 

7a. What are your thoughts on the structure of the program?  

7b. What are the advantages of how the program is structured? 

7c. What are the disadvantages of how the program is structured? 
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7d. Do you have any recommendations for improving how the program is structured? 

 

8a. What value does the online portion add to the overall program?  

[Probe: How does it enhance the program?] 

8b. What have been the most valuable aspects of the online portion? 

8c. What have been the least valuable aspects of the online portion? 

8d. Do you have any recommendations for improving the online portion? 

 

Reflecting on the face-to-face sessions and online activities that you have helped facilitate… 

 

9. What aspects of the institutes have been most successful? 

 

10. What aspects of the institutes could be improved? 

 

That is all for my questions. Now I’d like to open up the floor to you.  

11. Do you have any final thoughts you would like to share about your experience in DLP?  

 

Thank you! 
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Appendix L. Two Year Follow-Up Principal Interviews 

New Principal Interview Protocol for Subsample of 2011-12 DLP Cohort Principals  

RttT DLP Principal Interview Protocol  

Introduction 

Before we begin, on behalf of the Evaluation Team I’d like to thank you for taking time 

out of your very busy schedule to speak with us today. We value your effort and promise not to 

go over the allotted time.  

My name is (XXX), and I work for the Friday Institute for Educational Innovation at 

NCSU/ Carolina Institute for Public Policy at UNC. I will be the interviewer today. We have 

been asked by NCDPI to conduct an ongoing evaluation of their statewide Race to the Top 

(RttT) Professional Development Initiative. To get detailed perspective of the Distinguished 

Leadership in Practice (DLP) Program, we’ve selected a sample of 24 principals for these 

interviews. The information we collect from principal participants will help us learn more about 

the quality and impact of the DLP program in the schools they serve.  Today we want to discuss 

your general impressions of changes in leadership practices in your school. Our report will go to 

NCDPI, the State Board of Education, LEAs and the U.S. Department of Education. Individual 

names and specific districts and schools will not be identified so we ask that you take advantage 

of this opportunity to make your voice(s) heard by North Carolina’s education policy makers. 

 

Here are some disclosures about today’s interview: 

Disclosures 

 Your participation in this study is voluntary. At any time during the interview/focus 

group you may choose to move on to the next question or stop the interview.   

 The session will be digitally recorded in order to have a complete record of our 

discussion.  

 Our discussion will be kept completely confidential and individual, school and district 

identifiers will not be used when reporting this data. Pseudonyms and generic coding 

procedures will be used in the management and analysis of the interview data so that your 

name and school will not be associated with any discussion results.  

 We have several specific questions for you. You may ask clarifying questions any time. 

 We expect our discussion to last approximately 30 minutes. 

 

Do you have any questions about the study or the disclosures? 
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TURN ON RECORDER. STATE AT BEGINNING OF RECORDING: 

“This is (YOUR NAME), interviewing (INTERVIEWEE’S NAME/ROLE) on (DATE) at 

(SCHOOL NAME) for the DLP Evaluation.” 

 Do you provide consent to participate in this interview? 

Warm up: How long have you been in education?  In the principalship?  In your school? 

Evaluation Question: 5a. To what extent have DLP participants applied what they learned in 

DLP in their schools/districts? 

1. To what extent do you currently apply the skills you gained in the 2011-12 DLP program 

in your school?   

a. Probe for specific examples.  

2. To what extent have you shared the skills or knowledge you gained from DLP with other 

principals or schools in your LEA?  

 

Evaluation Question: 5b. To what extent have DLP participants progressed along the NC 

Standards for School Executives? 

3. How, if at all, do you think you have grown as a leader since participating in DLP? 

a. Probe for specific examples. 

4. Thinking back to NC Standards for School Executives, which standard would you say is 

most useful to your role as a principal ? [Have a list of the Standards to reference if 

needed.] 

 

Evaluation Question: 6. Long-Term Outcomes: What was the impact of the principals' 

participation in DLP on their schools' culture/climate of achievement? 

[see below] 

 

Evaluation Question: 6a. To what extent did principal turnover change after participation in 

DLP? 

5. Which knowledge and/or skills from the DLP program are most applicable to your 

current school? 

6. What difficulties, if any, did you encounter in applying DLP knowledge and skills in your 

school? 

 

Evaluation Question: 6b. To what extent did teacher turnover change after a school principal 

participated in DLP? 

7. To what extent have your staffing decisions been affected by the knowledge you gained 

from DLP? 

a. Probe for specific examples [“How have your staffing decisions…”] 
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Evaluation Question: 6c. To what extent does the school achievement culture/climate improve 

with principals’ participation in DLP? 

The following questions focus on student achievement. We are interested in knowing how you 

think your experience with the DLP program has changed the schools’, teachers’, and students’ 

academic focus since the 2010/2011 school year.  We’ll ask about each group in turn. 

 

8. To what extent have your experiences with the DLP program impacted your school’s 

focus on achievement? Please describe. 

 

9. To what extent have your experiences with the DLP program impacted your teachers’ 

focus on achievement?  Please describe.   

 

10. To what extent have your experiences with the DLP program impacted your students’ 

focus on achievement?  Please describe.   

 

Evaluation Question: 7a. To what extent does student achievement in schools improve with 

principals’ participation in DLP? 

11. How, if at all, do you think your participation in DLP changed teaching practices at your 

school? 

 

12. How, if at all, do you think your participation in DLP influenced student achievement? 

 

That is all of our questions.  Is there anything you’d like to add or clarify about your experience 

with the DLP program?   

 

Thank you 

I would like to thank you again for your participation.  Your comments will be very helpful to 

the DLP evaluation.  I also want to mention again that what you have shared with us is 

confidential.  We appreciate you taking the time and sharing your perspective with us! 
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Appendix M. DLP Personnel Surveys 

DLP Survey for School Personnel in 2011-12 Principal Cohort Schools 

You are being given this survey because your principal participated in the Distinguished Leadership in 

Practice (DLP) program in 2012-13. As you complete the survey, please take a moment to reflect on 

changes in your school from 2011-12 to the present. We appreciate your candid responses as they will 

contribute to the overall evaluation of the effectiveness of professional development training provided by 

DLP. 

INFORMED CONSENT FORM FOR RESEARCH 

Please click the link below and read the consent form: 

<Link> 

By selecting “yes” below, you are agreeing that you have read and fully understand the contents of the 

consent form and are willing to take part in this study. Your responses will remain strictly confidential. 

Please indicate your consent: 

 Yes, I agree to participate with the understanding that I may withdraw at any time. 

 No, I decline to participate. 

 

[Programming note: If respondent selects no, skip to end-of-survey thank you message.] 
 

ABOUT YOU 

1.    Are you working in (PIPE SCHOOL NAME) currently?  

 Yes 

 No 

 

2.   Were you working in (PIPE SCHOOL NAME) in the 2010/2011 school year?   

 Yes 

 No 

 

[Programming note: If respondent selects no to either #1 or #2, skip to end-of-survey thank you 

message.] 
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3. Please select your current role. [Programming note: use this answer to pipe response to next 

question] 

 Teacher 

 Assistant Principal 

 Instructional Support Staff (e.g., Guidance Counselor, Testing Coordinator, Instructional Tech 

Facilitator) 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 

 

4. Do you spend the majority of each school week instructing students or supporting teachers’ instruction 

at [PIPE IN SCHOOL]? [PROGRAMMING NOTE: ONLY IF PRIOR ANSWER IS “instructional 

support staff”] 

 Yes 

 No 

 

5. How many years (#) have you been a (PIPED ROLE) at (PIPE SCHOOL NAME)? [Programming 

note: Text box with numeric forced response] 

 

6. Which content area(s) do you teach?  (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY) [Programming note: Question 

only appears for teachers] 

 English Language Arts 

 Mathematics 

 Science 

 Social Studies 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ [Programming note: Text Box] 

 

IMPACTS ON PRACTICE 

Application of Knowledge and Skills Gained 

The following statements are designed to gauge the extent to which your principal has progressed as a 

leader. 

7.  Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements by selecting the 

appropriate response. 

From the 2010-11 school year until now, 

my principal does a better job of 

applying or facilitating… 

Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Don’t 

Know 

a. the NC Standards for School Executives 

High Performance Model. 
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b. Professional Learning Communities.        

c. the components of a high-performing 

school culture. 
      

d. effective student learning.       

e. the skills associated with instructional 

leadership. 
      

f. the use of data to support school 

improvement. 
      

g. the creation of a strong stakeholder 

focus. 
      

h. the management of effective change.       

 

Progress Along Standards 

In responding to the next set of questions, please reflect on your principals’ growth from 2011-12 to the 

present.  

 

8. Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements by selecting the 

appropriate response. 

From the 2010-11 school year until 

now, my principal does a better job 

of… 

Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Don’t 

Know 

a. aligning the vision, mission, and 

goals of my school with 21
st
 century 

learning. 
      

b. fostering a collaborative school 

environment focused on student 

outcomes. 

      

c. ensuring the school culture supports 

the goals of my school.   
      

d. designing/implementing processes 

and systems that ensure high-

performing staff. 
      

e. improving managerial tasks that 

allow staff to focus on teaching and 

learning.  
      

f. designing structures or processes that 

result in community engagement, 

support, and ownership. 
      

g. facilitating distributed governance 

and shared decision-making at my 

school. 
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9. How, if at all, has your principal grown as a leader from 2010-11 to the present? [Programming note: 

open-ended text box]  
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SCHOOL STAFFING AND CULTURE 

10.  Please describe the magnitude of teacher turnover (if any has occurred) at your school and 

indicate whether teacher turnover has improved or harmed your school’s climate.. 
[Programming note: Open-ended text box] 

 

Culture of Achievement & Student Performance 

11. Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements by selecting the 

appropriate response. 

From the 2010-11 school year until 

now… 

Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Don’t 

Know 

a. I have noticed improvements in my 

school’s focus on achievement. 
      

b. I have noticed improvements in 

teachers’ focus on achievement. 
      

c. I have noticed improvements in my 

principal’s focus on achievement. 
      

d. I have noticed improvements in 

students’ focus on achievement. 
      

e. I have noticed improvements in 

student performance. 
      

 

 

12.  Please describe how student achievement has changed from the 2010-11 school year to the present.  

 

 

Thank you! 
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Appendix N. Supplemental Results  

Figure N1. Number of DLP Attendees by LEA, 2011-2012 to 2014-2015  

 
  

 

 

Table N1. DLP End-of-Program Surveys: Responses to Quality of Online Modules by Cohort 

The online modules. . .  

Percentage of Respondents who 

Agree/Strongly Agree 

DLP Cohort 1 

(n=132) 
DLP Cohort 2 

(n=129) 

had clear objectives. 97% 96% 

were relevant to my professional 

development needs. 
93% 85% 

were easy to access and use. 96% 92% 

were free of technical issues. 84% 81% 

were well organized. 94% 92% 

provided me with useful resources. 93% 88% 

were engaging. 86% 77% 

included adequate opportunities for 

meaningful collaboration. 
a
 

90% 78% 

were of high quality overall. 91% 85% 

Note: Only items that appeared across survey administration years are included in this table. 

Source: DLP End-of-Program Survey (2011; 2012) 
a
 Item was worded slightly differently across surveys. 

 

  

Number of DLP Attendees by LEA
2011/12-2014/15

Total C1_2011-12_to_2014-15

0

1 - 2

3 - 7

8 - 15

16 - 57
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Table N2. DLP End-of-Program Surveys: Responses to Quality of Face-to-Face Sessions by 

Cohort 

The face-to-face sessions. . .  

Percentage of Respondents who 

Agree/Strongly Agree 

DLP Cohort 1 

(n=132) 
DLP Cohort 2 

(n=132) 

had clear objectives. 100% 98% 

were relevant to my professional 

development needs. 
97% 96% 

were led by an effective facilitator. 98% 95% 

were well structured. 97% 92% 

provided me with useful resources. 98% 95% 

were engaging. 95% 88% 

were enhanced by the use of 

technology (during the sessions). 
88% 84% 

were of high quality overall. 96% 92% 

Note: Only items that appeared across survey administration years are included in this table. 

Source: DLP End-of-Program Survey (2011; 2012) 

 

Table N3. DLP One Year Follow-Up Survey: Responses to Knowledge and Skills Items 

Through my participation 

in DLP in 2012-2013, I 

developed a better 

understanding of. . . 

Percentage of Respondents (n=103) 

Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree + 

Strongly 

Agree 

the NC Standards for School 

Executives High 

Performance Model. 

2% 0% 0% 35% 63% 98% 

Professional Learning 

Communities. 
2% 0% 5% 42% 51% 93% 

the components of a high-

performing school culture. 
2% 0% 1% 34% 63% 97% 

effective student learning. 2% 1% 7% 44% 46% 90% 

the skills associated with 

instructional leadership. 
2% 0% 2% 34% 62% 96% 

how to use data to support 

school improvement. 
2% 1% 3% 43% 51% 94% 

how to create a strong 

stakeholder focus. 
2% 2% 2% 36% 58% 94% 

how to manage change 

effectively. 
2% 1% 2% 40% 55% 95% 

Source: DLP One Year Follow-Up Survey 
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Table N4. DLP Two Year Follow-Up Survey: Responses to Knowledge and Skills Items 

Through my participation 

in DLP in 2011-12, I 

developed a better 

understanding of . . . 

Percentage of Respondents (n=100) 

Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree + 

Strongly 

Agree 

the NC Standards for School 

Executives High 

Performance Model. 

2% 1% 2% 34% 61% 95% 

Professional Learning 

Communities. 
2% 1% 3% 43% 51% 94% 

the components of a high-

performing school culture. 
2% 1% 2% 40% 55% 95% 

effective student learning. 1% 2% 5% 48% 44% 92% 

the skills associated with 

instructional leadership. 
1% 2% 3% 34% 60% 94% 

how to use data to support 

school improvement. 
1% 2% 4% 48% 45% 93% 

how to create a strong 

stakeholder focus. 
2% 1% 3% 39% 55% 94% 

how to manage change 

effectively. 
1% 2% 5% 38% 54% 92% 

Source: DLP Two Year Follow-Up Survey 
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Table N5. DLP Personnel Survey for Cohort 2 Participants: Responses to Knowledge and Skills 

Gained by Principals in DLP 

From the 2011-12 school 

year until now, my principal 

does a better job of applying 

or facilitating . . . 

Percentage of Respondents
1
 

(n=706-788) 
 

Don’t 

Know
2
 

(n=7-88) 
Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

the NC Standards for School 

Executives High Performance 

Model. 

3% 4% 15% 39% 40% 11% 

Professional Learning 

Communities.  
3% 5% 11% 39% 43% 1% 

the components of a high-

performing school culture. 
3% 8% 10% 34% 45% 2% 

how students learn 

effectively. 
3% 7% 10% 37% 43% 1% 

the skills associated with 

instructional leadership. 
4% 7% 11% 33% 45% 1% 

how to use data to support 

school improvement. 
3% 6% 9% 31% 52% 1% 

how to create a strong 

stakeholder focus. 
5% 7% 15% 34% 39% 5% 

how to manage change 

effectively. 
5% 8% 13% 33% 40% 1% 

Source: DLP 2012-2013 Personnel Survey 
1
The percentage of respondents is based on the total number of respondents who answered using the strongly 

disagree to strongly agree scale (and did not include the respondents who selected “Don’t Know”). 
2
The percentage of “Don’t Know” responses is based on the total number of respondents. 
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Table N6. DLP Personnel Survey for Cohort 1 Participants: Responses to Knowledge and Skills 

Gained by Principals in DLP 

From the 2010-11 school 

year until now, my principal 

does a better job of applying 

or facilitating . . .  

Percentage of Respondents
1
 

(n=611-688) 
 

Don’t 

Know
2
 

(n=4-80) 
Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

the NC Standards for School 

Executives High Performance 

Model. 

3% 5% 15% 38% 39% 12% 

Professional Learning 

Communities.  
3% 7% 12% 36% 42% 1% 

the components of a high-

performing school culture. 
4% 10% 12% 34% 41% 1% 

how students learn 

effectively. 
4% 7% 11% 36% 42% 1% 

the skills associated with 

instructional leadership. 
5% 11% 10% 33% 41% 1% 

how to use data to support 

school improvement. 
3% 5% 9% 29% 54% 2% 

how to create a strong 

stakeholder focus. 
6% 10% 14% 34% 36% 4% 

how to manage change 

effectively. 
7% 10% 12% 32% 38% 1% 

Source: DLP 2011-2012 Personnel Survey 
1
The percentage of respondents is based on the total number of respondents who answered using the strongly 

disagree to strongly agree scale (and did not include the respondents who selected “Don’t Know”). 
2
The percentage of “Don’t Know” responses is based on the total number of respondents. 
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Table N7. DLP One Year Follow-Up Survey: Responses to Impacts on Practice Items 

Since participating in 

DLP in 2012-13, I have 

continued to apply what 

I learned about . . . 

Percentage of Respondents (n=93-101) 

Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree + 

Strongly 

Agree 

the NC Standards for 

School Executives High 

Performance Model. 

0% 1% 0% 46% 53% 99% 

Professional Learning 

Communities. 
0% 2% 2% 42% 53% 95% 

the components of a 

high-performing school 

culture. 

0% 1% 1% 43% 55% 98% 

effective student learning. 0% 0% 0% 38% 62% 100% 

the skills associated with 

instructional leadership. 
0% 0% 0% 42% 58% 100% 

using data to support 

school improvement. 
0% 0% 1% 41% 58% 99% 

creating a strong 

stakeholder focus. 
0% 0% 3% 46% 51% 97% 

managing change 

effectively. 
0% 0% 1% 45% 54% 99% 

Source: DLP One Year Follow-Up Survey 

Table N8. DLP Two Year Follow-Up Survey: Mode School and Principal Alignment for 

Progress Along Standards Items 

Thanks to participation in DLP in 2011-12, 

the principal now does a better job of… 

(n = 32-34) 

Percentage of School Ratings 

Lower 

Personnel 

than Principal 

Equal 

Personnel 

and Principal 

Higher 

Personnel 

than Principal 

the NC Standards for School Executives High 

Performance Model. 
0% 94% 6% 

Professional Learning Communities. 0% 94% 6% 

the components of a high-performing school 

culture. 
0% 94% 6% 

effective student learning. 6% 88% 6% 

the skills associated with instructional 

leadership. 
6% 88% 6% 

how to use data to support school improvement. 0% 94% 6% 

how to create a strong stakeholder focus. 3% 91% 6% 

how to manage change effectively. 0% 94% 6% 

Note: Matching was done on the bases of combined strongly disagree/disagree ratings and strongly agree/agree 

ratings.  The modal personnel response within school was used for comparison. 

Source: DLP Two Year Follow-Up Survey, Personnel Survey 
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Table N9. DLP Two Year Follow-Up Survey: Responses to Progress Along Standards Items 

 

Thanks to my 

participation in DLP in 

2011-12, I now do a 

better job of… 

Percentage of Respondents (n=99) 

Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree + 

Strongly 

Agree 

aligning the vision, 

mission, and goals of my 

school with 21st century 

learning. 

1% 1% 10% 36% 52% 88% 

fostering a collaborative 

school environment 

focused on student 

outcomes. 

1% 1% 3% 49% 47% 95% 

ensuring the school 

culture supports the goals 

of my school.   

1% 1% 3% 48% 48% 95% 

designing/implementing 

processes and systems 

that ensure high-

performing staff. 

1% 1% 6% 48% 44% 92% 

improving managerial 

tasks that allow staff to 

focus on teaching and 

learning.  

1% 1% 11% 46% 41% 87% 

designing structures or 

processes that result in 

community engagement, 

support, and ownership. 

1% 2% 8% 46% 43% 89% 

facilitating distributed 

governance and shared 

decision-making at my 

school. 

1% 2% 4% 35% 58% 93% 

Source: DLP Two Year Follow-Up Survey (overall survey response rate: 67%) 
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Table N10. DLP Personnel Survey for Cohort 2 Participants: Responses to the Application of 

Knowledge and Skills Gained by Principals in DLP 

From the 2011-12 school 

year until now, my principal 

does a better job of… 

Percentage of Respondents
1
 

 (n=770-781) Don’t 

Know
2
 

(n=8-18) 
Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

aligning the vision, mission, 

and goals of my school with 

21st century learning. 

2% 3% 9% 40% 46% 2% 

fostering a collaborative 

school environment focused 

on student outcomes. 

3% 6% 9% 33% 49% 1% 

ensuring the school culture 

supports the goals of my 

school. 

4% 6% 12% 33% 46% 1% 

designing/implementing 

processes and systems that 

ensure high-performing staff. 

4% 10% 14% 33% 40% 2% 

improving managerial tasks 

that allow staff to focus on 

teaching and learning. 

6% 12% 13% 33% 36% 1% 

designing structures or 

processes that result in 

community engagement, 

support, and ownership. 

4% 7% 13% 37% 39% 2% 

facilitating distributed 

governance and shared 

decision-making at my school. 

5% 8% 13% 33% 41% 2% 

Source: DLP 2012-2013 Personnel Survey  
1
The percentage of respondents is based on the total number of respondents who answered using the strongly 

disagree to strongly agree scale (and did not include the respondents who selected “Don’t Know”). 
2
The percentage of “Don’t Know” responses is based on the total number of respondents. 
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Table N11. DLP Personnel Survey for Cohort 1 Participants: Responses to the Application of 

Knowledge and Skills Gained by Principals in DLP 

From the 2010-11 school 

year until now, my principal 

does a better job of… 

Percentage of Respondents
1
 

 (n=653-661) Don’t 

Know
2
 

(n=4-12) 
Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

aligning the vision, mission, 

and goals of my school with 

21st century learning. 

2% 4% 9% 40% 45% 1% 

fostering a collaborative 

school environment focused 

on student outcomes. 

4% 7% 8% 33% 47% 1% 

ensuring the school culture 

supports the goals of my 

school. 

5% 9% 10% 33% 43% 1% 

designing/implementing 

processes and systems that 

ensure high-performing staff. 

7% 9% 11% 36% 36% 1% 

improving managerial tasks 

that allow staff to focus on 

teaching and learning. 

10% 13% 13% 32% 32% 1% 

designing structures or 

processes that result in 

community engagement, 

support, and ownership. 

5% 10% 11% 42% 32% 2% 

facilitating distributed 

governance and shared 

decision-making at my school. 

8% 9% 11% 34% 37% 1% 

Source: DLP 2011-2012 Personnel Survey  
1
The percentage of respondents is based on the total number of respondents who answered using the strongly 

disagree to strongly agree scale (and did not include the respondents who selected “Don’t Know”). 
2
The percentage of “Don’t Know” responses is based on the total number of respondents. 

Table N12. DLP Two Year Follow-Up Survey: Effect of Teacher Turnover 

Since participating in 

DLP, my school has 

been… 

Percentage of Respondents (n=48-50) 

Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree + 

Strongly 

Agree 

Positively affected by 

teacher turnover 
4% 8% 28% 32% 28% 60% 

Negatively affected by 

teacher turnover 
35% 29% 19% 10% 6% 17% 

Source: DLP Two Year Follow-Up Survey 
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Table N13. DLP One Year Follow-Up Survey: Effect of Teacher Turnover 

Since participating in 

DLP, my school has 

been… 

Percentage of Respondents (n=65-66) 

Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree + 

Strongly 

Agree 

Positively affected by 

teacher turnover 
3% 8% 30% 36% 23% 59% 

Negatively affected by 

teacher turnover 
26% 25% 29% 12% 8% 20% 

Source: DLP One Year Follow-Up Survey 

 

Table N14. DLP Personnel Survey for Cohort 2 Participants: Responses to Culture of 

Achievement and Student Performance 

 

Since participating in DLP... 

Percentage of Respondents
1
 

 (n=765-770) 
Don’t 

Know
2
 

(n=16-

20) 
Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

I have noticed improvements 

in my school’s focus on 

achievement. 

2% 5% 16% 43% 34% 2% 

I have noticed improvements 

in teachers’ focus on 

achievement. 

2% 4% 16% 49% 29% 2% 

I have noticed improvements 

in my principal’s focus on 

achievement. 

2% 5% 13% 38% 41% 3% 

I have noticed improvements 

in students’ focus on 

achievement. 

4% 14% 25% 37% 20% 3% 

I have noticed improvements 

in student performance. 
4% 12% 25% 37% 22% 3% 

Source: DLP 2012-2013 Personnel Survey  
1
The percentage of respondents is based on the total number of respondents who answered using the strongly 

disagree to strongly agree scale (and did not include the respondents who selected “Don’t Know”). 
2
The percentage of “Don’t Know” responses is based on the total number of respondents. 
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Table N15. DLP Personnel Survey for Cohort 1 Participants: Responses to Culture of 

Achievement and Student Performance 

 

Since participating in DLP... 

Percentage of Respondents
1
 

 (n=632-634) Don’t 

Know
2
 

(n=5-7) 
Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

I have noticed improvements 

in my school’s focus on 

achievement. 

4% 5% 13% 41% 38% 1% 

I have noticed improvements 

in teachers’ focus on 

achievement. 

3% 5% 13% 45% 34% 1% 

I have noticed improvements 

in my principal’s focus on 

achievement. 

3% 4% 10% 38% 44% 1% 

I have noticed improvements 

in students’ focus on 

achievement. 

7% 13% 23% 36% 21% 1% 

I have noticed improvements 

in student performance. 
6% 13% 18% 40% 23% 1% 

Source: DLP 2011-2012 Personnel Survey  
1
The percentage of respondents is based on the total number of respondents who answered using the strongly 

disagree to strongly agree scale (and did not include the respondents who selected “Don’t Know”). 
2
The percentage of “Don’t Know” responses is based on the total number of respondents. 

 

Table N16. DLP One Year Follow-Up Survey: Changes in Culture 

Since participating in DLP 

in 2012-2013… 

Percentage of Respondents (n=86-87) 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree + 

Strongly 

Agree 

I have noticed improvements 

in my school’s focus on 

achievement. 

0% 0% 7% 55% 38% 93% 

I have noticed improvements 

in my teachers’ focus on 

achievement. 

0% 0% 6% 59% 35% 94% 

I have noticed improvements 

in my students’ focus on 

achievement. 

0% 1% 25% 52% 22% 74% 

I have noticed improvements 

in student performance. 
0% 6% 13% 57% 24% 81% 

Source: DLP One Year Follow-Up Survey 



DLP Final Evaluation Report   

December 2014   

Consortium for Educational Research and Evaluation–North Carolina 106 

 

Table N17. DLP Two Year Follow-Up Survey: Changes in Culture 

 

 

Since participating in DLP 

in 2011-2012… 

Percentage of Respondents (n=59) 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree + 

Strongly 

Agree 

I have noticed improvements 

in my school’s focus on 

achievement. 

2% 2% 9% 58% 31% 88% 

I have noticed improvements 

in my teachers' focus on 

achievement. 

3% 0% 10% 48% 39% 87% 

I have noticed improvements 

in my students' focus on 

achievement. 

2% 2% 20% 54% 22% 76% 

I have noticed improvements 

in student performance. 
2% 3% 20% 53% 22% 75% 

Source: DLP Two Year Follow-Up Survey 

 

Table N18. DLP Two Year Follow-Up Survey: Modal School and Principal Alignment for 

Changes in Culture 

 

Since the principal participated in 

DLP in 2011-12… 

(n = 32-34) 

Percentage of School Ratings 

Lower 

Personnel than 

Principal 

Equal 

Personnel and 

Principal 

Higher 

Personnel than 

Principal 

I have noticed improvements in my 

school’s focus on achievement. 
0% 94% 6% 

I have noticed improvements in my 

teachers' focus on achievement. 
0% 97% 3% 

I have noticed improvements in my 

students' focus on achievement. 
6% 91% 3% 

I have noticed improvements in 

student performance. 
6% 91% 3% 

Note: Matching was done on the bases of combined strongly disagree/disagree ratings and strongly agree/agree 

ratings.  The modal personnel response within school was used for comparison. 

Source: DLP Two Year Follow-Up Survey, Personnel Survey 
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