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I. INTRODUCTION

As described in the guide, annual reports ideally provide 
data on a basic and comparable set of indicators. This tool 
does three things related to annual reports: 

1. It recommends a set of indicators for inclusion in 
an annual report. For each indicator, we provide a 
description, purpose and rationale, and methodological 
considerations. 

2. It mocks up an example annual report. 

3. It highlights important considerations in interpreting 
results, including that:

a. data is imperfect, and therefore indicators should 
not be used in isolation for high-stakes decisions;

b. the evaluation approach assumes relationships 
between indicators and preparation program 
quality;

c. annual reports are important to use as part of a 
two-stage process, where results are used to deter-
mine the need for in-depth reviews of program 
quality; 

d. baseline data, resources, policy context, and stake-
holder input are important for target setting; and 

e. opportunities for programs to explain results can 
help allay concerns related to public reporting.
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Young, M. D., & Rorrer, A. K. (2013). Developing evaluation evidence: A formative and summative evaluation planner for educational leadership preparation programs. Charlottesville, VA: National Center for the Evaluation of 
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Tool B:  
Annual Report Indicators, Reporting, and Interpretation of Results

II. RECOMMENDED INDICATORS FOR ANNUAL REPORTS

The following chart defines the recommended indi-
cators and provides a rationale for each, as well as 
information regarding how the indicators might (or 
might not) reflect program quality. The proposed 
indicators adhere to the guide’s design principles for 
annual report data collection and use—measuring 
what matters most, using indicators that can 
be measured accurately and consistently across 
programs, and using indicators that can realistically 
be gathered and reported on an annual basis. 

The indicators reflect a research-based theory 
of action regarding the program characteristics 
that improve leadership practice, and how lead-
ership practice then influences school conditions 
and practices that ultimately improve student 
outcomes.1 This framework is described in detail 
in a 2013 publication by the University Council 
for Educational Administration’s Center for the 
Evaluation of Educational Leadership Preparation 
and Practice.2 We further narrowed the indicators 
based on assumptions regarding which data could 
be gathered most accurately, consistently, and feasi-
bly across programs. The advisory group members 
provided significant input regarding which indica-
tors were most important and feasible to include 
on the annual report. We include four categories of 

indicators: inputs, processes, outputs, and graduate 
outcomes. For the process indicators, graduate 
survey perception data are the most feasible type 
of data to use for comparing programs. In order 
to enable cross-program comparisons of survey 
results, we encourage states to select a survey and 
administer it statewide or coordinate its administra-
tion by all preparation programs. We recommend 
that states use the INSPIRE survey suite because 
these surveys are aligned with research on effective 
leadership preparation, have been validated, and 
can provide nationally normed comparisons (see 
Resource C for additional information).

Many of the indicators have advantages and disad-
vantages that states should consider when setting 
targets and interpreting results. These methodolog-
ical considerations are described in the chart below. 
States might also want to consult methodologists 
to understand the pros and cons of their states’ 
data and indicators before deciding how to use, 
define, and interpret them. Furthermore, we would 
recommend that states examine the usefulness 
of their data on an ongoing basis by (a) tracking 
indicators over time, (b) disaggregating results by 
program graduate subgroups, and (c) making trend 
data publicly available after a period of three years.
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3. Cheney, G. R., Davis, J., Garrett, K., & Holleran, J. (2010). A new approach to principal preparation: Innovative programs share their practices and lessons learned. Fort Worth, TX: Rainwater Leadership Alliance; Darling-
Hammond, L., Meyerson, D., LaPointe, M., & Orr, M. T. (2010). Preparing principals for a changing world: Lessons from effective school leadership programs. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass; Mitgang, L. (2012). The making of the 
principal: Five lessons in leadership training. New York, NY: The Wallace Foundation.

4. Cheney, G. R., Davis, J., Garrett, K., & Holleran, J. (2010). 
5. McCarthy, M. M., & Forsyth, P. B. (2009). An historical review of research and development activities pertaining to the preparation of school leaders. In M. D. Young, G. M. Crow, J. Murphy, & R. T. Ogawa (Eds.), Handbook 

of research on the education of school leaders (pp. 86–128). New York, NY: Routledge.

Inputs

Indicator Description Purpose and Rationale Methodological Considerations

Admission 
Rate

Percentage of 
applicants who 
were admitted. 

This indicator attempts to capture the degree to which the 
program is selective. High-quality leadership preparation 
programs have a rigorous selection process.3 They define the com-
petencies and dispositions required for admission and rigorously 
screen for these skills, often through performance-based tasks. 
By setting the bar high, institutions select and invest in program 
participants who are the most likely to complete the program, 
obtain placement in a principal position, and lead improvements 
in their assigned schools.4

When setting targets, states should consider that low admission 
rates might indicate extensive recruiting relative to available 
spots rather than rigorous selection. Conversely, high rates could 
indicate recruitment efforts that effectively target well-qualified 
candidates. However, an extremely high admission rate (90%+) 
could indicate the need for targeted review. A targeted review 
might validate original concerns, or it might uncover good 
reasons for a high admission rate that alleviate concerns.

Teaching 
Experience

Percentage of 
candidates with 
at least two 
years of teaching 
experience.

This indicator attempts to capture the degree to which pro-
grams are selecting candidates with sufficient knowledge of 
and experience with teaching. While the connection between 
teaching experience and leadership effectiveness has received limited 
attention in the research, effective principals practice instructional 
leadership, which necessitates deep instructional expertise, partic-
ularly regarding instruction aligned to the rigor and expectations 
of college- and career-ready standards.5 Candidates need at least 
some experience in the classroom to effectively support teachers in 
improving instruction.

States should consider that years of experience (quantity) is not 
a measure of the depth of participants’ instructional knowledge 
(quality). Effective programs may have more direct ways to 
screen for instructional expertise (see the next indicator).
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6. Hitt, D. H., Tucker, P. D., & Young, M. D. (2012). The professional pipeline for educational leadership: A white paper to inform the work of the National Policy Board for Educational Administration. Charlottesville, VA: University 
Council for Educational Administration.

7. Hitt, D. H., Tucker, P. D., & Young, M. D. (2012).

Instructional 
Expertise

Percentage of 
admitted can-
didates who are 
rated effective or 
above according 
to teacher evalua-
tion systems.

This indicator attempts to capture the degree to which pro-
grams are selecting candidates with sufficient instructional 
expertise. While the previous indicator captures candidates’ 
amount of experience in the classroom, this indicator attempts 
to capture the quality of their practice as a classroom teacher. In 
order for principals to provide teachers with effective feedback 
to improve their instruction and shepherd a school-wide 
instructional program, principals need instructional expertise 
and should have demonstrated success as classroom teachers.6

The field is currently attempting to build systems to create 
meaningful measures of teacher effectiveness, but the accuracy 
and validity of such systems are evolving, and systems may not 
be available or appropriate for use in all states. For example, 
many states lack variability in teacher effectiveness ratings. 
When this is the case, the instructional expertise indicator may 
not be useful to include on the annual report.

The utility of this indicator will depend on the accuracy and 
validity of the measures used to assess teaching effectiveness. 
States should conduct due diligence in understanding the 
limitations of their teacher effectiveness systems and be wary 
of effectiveness rating methodologies that bias against teachers 
of certain types of students or teachers in schools with certain 
types of characteristics. For example, states that heavily weight 
student outcome measures may introduce bias against teachers 
who work in schools that serve high proportions of low-income, 
minority, English Language Learner, or special education students. 
Acceptable explanations might be uncovered during the review 
process if and when a program is targeted for review.

Adult 
Leadership 
Experience

Percentage of 
candidates who 
have experience 
leading adults 
(e.g., department 
chairs or grade-
level chairs). 

This indicator attempts to capture the degree to which 
programs are selecting candidates with prior adult lead-
ership experience. Strong leadership preparation programs 
require previous experience leading adults in some capacity.7 
This prior experience signals that candidates have had authentic 
opportunities to start developing personal leadership skills that 
they may not have needed as a classroom teacher but that are 
critical for effectively leading adults.

Programs may not currently collect data on this indicator, 
but would be able to do so through their admissions process 
if states ask for this information. The indicator is likely to 
require definition: What counts as previous experience leading 
adults? Targeted review might determine that variance can 
be explained by the focus of the program and the participants 
targeted for recruitment (for example, if the program targets 
master teachers who have not led other adults but who want to 
become principals).

States should consider tracking this data over time in an effort 
to determine (a) whether prior experience is related to successful 
leadership and (b) whether leadership experience is equitably 
distributed (e.g., by race and gender), which will require that 
programs report data on this indicator by subgroup.



4SEP3 TOOLKIT : TOOL B

8. We recommend using a common participant survey to gather data for process indicators in order to enable comparison across programs. While surveys cannot measure the indicators directly, a normative comparison of 
survey results can be helpful in identifying areas for in-depth review. We encourage states to administer surveys immediately following graduation to obtain the highest response rates, and therefore the most accurate 
information for normative comparison. 

9. Darling-Hammond, L., LaPointe, M., Meyerson, D., Orr, M. T., & Cohen, C. (2007). Preparing school leaders for a changing world: Lessons from exemplary leadership development programs. Stanford, CA: Stanford University, 
Stanford Educational Leadership Institute.

10. Ibid.; Darling-Hammond, L., Meyerson, D., LaPointe, M., & Orr, M. T. (2010).
11. Cheney, G. R., Davis, J., Garrett, K., & Holleran, J. (2010).
12.   Darling-Hammond, L., LaPointe, M., Meyerson, D., Orr, M. T., & Cohen, C. (2007). 

Processes

Indicator Description8 Purpose and Rationale Methodological Considerations

Rigor and 
Relevance

Percentage of 
graduates who 
report that the 
program content 
was rigorous and 
relevant. (Example 
survey item: “The 
program content 
emphasized 
instructional 
leadership.”) 

This indicator attempts to signal the rigor and relevance of 
coursework in the program. Strong leadership preparation 
programs include research-based content that is aligned with 
professional standards, and they provide opportunities to apply 
content within authentic settings.9

States should consider examining responses on survey items 
and flagging programs with responses that are relatively 
negative for targeted review.

States may want to generate crosstabs for different types of 
schools to determine whether perceptions of rigor and relevance 
are related to school level (elementary or secondary) or school 
type (charter, public, or private).

Quality of 
Faculty/Staff

Percentage of 
graduates who 
report that the 
program had 
high-quality 
faculty or staff. 
(Example survey 
item: “The faculty/
instructors were 
knowledgeable.”)10 

This indicator attempts to signal the quality of the 
program’s faculty and staff. Since leadership is best learned 
through practice and feedback, quality staff not only have 
content expertise but also have strong interpersonal skills and 
provide detailed and useful feedback to program participants.11

States should consider using survey items that differentiate 
types of faculty, such as content faculty, clinical faculty, or 
principal mentors from their residency site.

Peer 
Interactions

Percentage of 
graduates who 
report that the 
program provided 
high-quality peer 
interactions. 
(Example survey 
item: “My interac-
tions with fellow 
students have had 
a positive influence 
on my professional 
growth.”) 

This indicator attempts to capture the degree to which 
programs provide substantive opportunities for peer inter-
action. Strong leadership preparation programs provide cohort 
structures that enable collaboration, teamwork, and mutual 
support.12 When programs provide opportunities for collabora-
tive learning relationships, they can rely on shared experiences 
and knowledge to solve real-life problems. These structures also 
build skills related to working in teams and leveraging networks 
for solutions.

Programs vary in the extent to which they emphasize the 
cohort experience, which will likely create variability in the 
survey responses. States should be particularly concerned if 
large percentages of students disagree that the program pro-
vided high-quality peer interactions.
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13. National Policy Board for Education Administration. (2011). Educational program leadership standards: 2011 ELCC building level. Alexandria, VA: Author.
14. Darling-Hammond, L., LaPointe, M., Meyerson, D., Orr, M. T., & Cohen, C. (2007). 
15. National Policy Board for Education Administration. (2011).
16. Young, M. D., & Mawhinney, H. B. (Eds.). (2012). The research base supporting the ELCC standards: Grounding leadership preparation and the Educational Leadership Constituent Council standards in empirical research. 

Charlottesville, VA: University Council for Educational Administration.

Performance- 
Based 
Assessments

Percentage of 
graduates who 
report that the 
program used 
performance-based 
assessments. 
(Example survey 
item: “My skills 
and knowledge 
were assessed based 
on application in 
real-life settings.”)

This indicator attempts to provide insight into how pro-
grams assess candidate learning and growth. Performance-
based measures are considered to be the most effective in 
evaluating candidate knowledge and skills.13 Performance-based 
assessments are particularly useful for determining whether 
candidates can apply knowledge to successfully lead adults in 
changing school and teaching practices. 

States should note that programs typically use their own 
assessments, which vary in quality and validity as measures of 
participants’ knowledge and skills. Nonetheless, it would be 
worth finding out more about use of performance assessments 
within programs, the types of performance assessments used, 
and how they are used to support candidate learning. If a 
program has relatively small percentages of students reporting 
that their program used performance-based assessments, this 
could signal an area for improvement.

Residency/
Internship 
Hours

Number of 
required resi-
dency/internship 
hours.

This indicator attempts to capture the degree to which 
candidates have an opportunity to apply their knowledge 
and skills in a supervised clinical setting. High-quality 
programs have field-based internships that enable candidates to 
apply leadership knowledge and skills under the guidance of an 
expert practitioner.14 Current national educational leadership 
preparation standards15 require a sustained internship experi-
ence, defined as a six-month, concentrated (at least 9–12 hours per 
week) internship that includes authentic field opportunities to 
practice adult leadership within a school-based environment.16

When setting targets, states should consider that the number 
of hours is not an indicator of internship quality; however, this 
data point provides important baseline information about the 
extent to which the internship exists.

States may also wish to gather data on (a) candidates’ percep-
tions of the quality of the internship experience and (b) signa-
ture experiences embedded in the internship.

Outputs

Indicator Description Purpose and Rationale Methodological Considerations

Graduation 
Rate

Percentage of 
program entrants 
who complete the 
program and are 
recommended by 
the program for 
certification or 
licensure.

This indicator attempts to capture the flow of candidates 
from admission to graduation. Graduation rates are particu-
larly useful to prospective applicants and partner districts that 
are interested in knowing how financial and time investments 
are likely to pay off in terms of an advanced license or degree.

When setting targets, states should consider natural attrition 
(which can be affected by program length) and the extent to 
which programs counsel participants out of the program. In 
some cases, participants might meet all of the course require-
ments for program completion, but their performance on pro-
gram assessments may not warrant recommendation for certifi-
cation/endorsement or licensure. Therefore, low graduation rates 
could indicate a rigorous program with a high bar for graduation, 
or they could reflect poor program quality. Conversely, extremely 
high graduation rates could indicate a low bar for graduation. 
In-depth review can provide additional information to support 
the interpretation of graduation rates. States might consider 
requiring programs to document the reasons for individuals 
leaving the program, which could provide valuable information 
that would help investigate root causes during in-depth review. 
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Licensure 
Rate

Percentage 
of program 
completers who 
become licensed 
by the state. 

This indicator attempts to convey the percentage of pro-
gram completers whom the programs and state agree are 
ready and willing to serve in school leadership positions. 
Although program completers might generally take and pass 
the state licensure exam, this indicator could help to identify 
programs with large percentages of completers who either do 
not take or do not pass the licensure exam. 

Targets should be set in light of state licensure exams and cut 
scores. Furthermore, we encourage states to be mindful of 
research demonstrating lower performance on licensure exams 
by minority candidates.

Placement 
Rate

Percentage 
of graduates 
(licensed/
endorsed) 
hired as school 
leaders (assistant 
principals and 
principals) within 
three years in the 
state.17

This indicator attempts to signal both program graduates’ 
desire to take on leadership roles and schools’ and/or dis-
tricts’ assessments of program graduate quality. Placement 
rates are particularly useful to prospective applicants who 
want to know whether their financial and time investments in 
the program would help them to obtain a principal position. 
Placement rates are also useful to partner districts that invest in 
the partnership to fill principal vacancies.

Targets should take into account that placement into leadership 
positions may be delayed due to availability of positions that 
match the specific background and expertise of candidates, or 
because of the job market in a particular region or state. States 
might consider the programs’ theories of action regarding 
whether they expect participants to be ready for assistant 
principal or principal positions immediately upon graduation. 
Some programs might be designed with the expectation that 
graduates will need one to two more years of practice in teacher 
leadership positions before they are ready for promotion into a 
school leadership position. 

For programs that do not expect participants to be ready 
to assume assistant principal or principal positions upon 
graduation, the state may need to consider implications for 
determining which competencies must be demonstrated before 
earning an administrative license. Meanwhile, if programs are 
designed to simply further the education of classroom teachers 
who do not intend to become school leaders, states might want 
to explore why this is the case and whether the program should 
be reclassified as a teacher leadership program. If a relatively 
large percentage of a program’s graduates take longer than 
three years to obtain positions, the state may want to conduct 
a targeted review to investigate the underlying causes for the 
low placement rate. When setting targets, we encourage states 
to consider the extent to which programs are likely to serve 
multiple states, and to practice flexibility in setting or maintain-
ing targets when occurrences such as recessions or reductions in 
K-12 funding impact placement rates.

17. This requires the state to (1) collect job placement data, specifically on the role and school where each individual graduate is placed within the state each year, and (2) calculate placement rates. 
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Retention 
Rate

Percentage of 
cumulative grad-
uates (licensed/
endorsed) 
retained as school 
leaders (assistant 
principals and 
principals) for 
three or more 
years in the state.

This indicator attempts to capture the effectiveness of the 
program through the rate at which program graduates are 
retained within educational leadership positions. Recent 
research on graduates of teacher preparation programs suggests 
that better prepared teachers remain in the profession for 
longer. While research has not documented this relationship 
for school leaders, it seems reasonable to expect that this 
finding would hold true for school leaders as well.18 Similar to 
graduation and placement rates, retention rates can be useful 
to prospective candidates and partner districts interested in 
knowing whether an investment will pay off in the long term.

States should note that retention rates are often affected by a 
number of factors, including district needs, school characteris-
tics, working conditions, salary, promotions, quality of district 
leadership, and local labor market characteristics.19 States might 
want to explore these factors during in-depth review. When 
setting targets and interpreting results, states should also take 
into account the extent to which programs are likely to serve 
multiple states, and they should decide whether to include 
various types of leadership positions in the indicator definition.

Graduate Outcomes

Graduate and School Practices

Indicator Description Purpose and Rationale Methodological Considerations

Leadership 
Effectiveness 
Rate

Percentage of 
graduates rated 
effective or above 
based on teacher 
and/or leadership 
effectiveness rat-
ings. (An alterna-
tive measure could 
be percentage of 
graduates with 
positive evalua-
tions of leadership 
practice as assessed 
by 360° surveys.)

This indicator attempts to capture the quality of graduates’ 
leadership practice. The primary objective of principal prepa-
ration programs is to provide well-selected participants with the 
knowledge and skills needed to be effective school leaders. This 
indicator attempts to signal the extent to which programs are 
meeting that objective.

Researchers continue to debate the ability of leadership evalu-
ation systems to effectively evaluate the effectiveness of leader-
ship practice.20 Even strong evaluation systems do not isolate 
the impact of the preparation program on the leader’s practice, 
which is likely also influenced by their district and state context, 
opportunities for ongoing development and support, and a 
variety of other variables.21

18. Fuller, E. J., & Hollingworth, L. (in press). Questioning the use of outcome measures to evaluate principal preparation programs. Educational Assessment, Evaluation and Accountability; School Leaders Network. (2014). 
CHURN: The high cost of principal turnover. Hinsdale, MA: Author.

19. Feuer, M. J., Floden, R. E., Chudowsky, N., & Ahn, J. (2013). Evaluation of teacher preparation programs: Purposes, methods, and policy options. Washington, DC: National Academy of Education; Goldhaber, D., & Cowan, J. 
(2014). Excavating the teacher pipeline: Teacher preparation programs and teacher attrition. Journal of Teacher Education, 65(5), 449–462.

20. Branch, G. F., Hanushek, E. A., & Rivkin, S. G. (2013). School leaders matter: Measuring the impact of effective principals. Education Next, 13(1), 63–69; Chiang, H., Lipscomb, S., & Gill, B. (2014). Is school value-added 
indicative of principal quality? (Working Paper 12). Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research; Coelli, M., & Green, D. A. (2012). A School principals and student outcomes. Economics of Education Review, 31(1), 92–109; 
Fuller, E. J., & Hollingworth, L. (2014). A bridge too far? Challenges in evaluating principal effectiveness. Educational Administration Quarterly, 50(3), 466–499; Grissom, J. A., Kalogrides, D., & Loeb, S. (2015). Using student 
test scores to measure principal performance. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 37(1), 3–28.

21. Fuller, E. J., & Hollingworth, L. (in press). 
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School 
Climate

Percentage 
of graduates 
(licensed/
endorsed) placed 
as principals with 
improved mea-
sures of school 
climate after two 
years of leader-
ship. (Example 
items from 
teacher surveys: 
“The school has 
a well-developed 
process for facil-
itating ongoing 
school-wide 
improvement and 
long-range plan-
ning”; “Students 
are academically 
engaged in their 
coursework”; “The 
principal builds 
a collaborative 
environment.”)

This indicator attempts to capture the influence of school 
leaders on school climate. Research has shown that a positive 
school climate is associated with and predictive of improved stu-
dent outcomes.22 Further, some research suggests that effective 
leadership practices are associated with improved perceptions of 
school climate.23 

Leadership practice is one of many factors that affect school 
climate, and preparation programs are one of many factors that 
affect leadership practice. Measures of positive school climate for 
graduates of one program might be lower than those for other 
programs because the program targets recruitment and place-
ment in challenging schools. Even though preparation programs 
only indirectly impact school climate, this indicator could still 
help states determine whether to conduct an in-depth review.

22. Clifford, M., Menon, R., Gangi, T., Condon, C., & Hornung, K. (2012). Measuring school climate for gauging principal performance: A review of the validity and reliability of publicly accessible measures. Washington, DC: American 
Institutes for Research.

23. Leithwood, K., Louis, K. S., Anderson, S., & Wahlstrom, K. (2004). How leadership influences student learning. New York, NY: The Wallace Foundation.
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Teacher 
Quality

Percentage 
of graduates 
(licensed/
endorsed) placed 
as principals with 
improved mea-
sures of teacher 
effectiveness 
in their school 
after two years of 
leadership. 

This indicator attempts to capture the influence of school 
leaders on the effectiveness of the teaching that takes place 
within their school. One prominent role of a principal is to 
improve the effectiveness of teaching in a school.24 In fact, 
principals’ impact on student achievement is mostly indirect 
and occurs through their impact on instruction.

The field is currently attempting to build systems that create 
meaningful measures of teacher effectiveness. However, such 
systems are still evolving; thus, the results from their measures 
of effectiveness may not be available or appropriate for use in 
all states. For example, many states have adopted measures of 
teacher effectiveness that heavily weight measures based on 
changes in student achievement but do not use a statistical 
approach that controls for factors outside the control of teachers.25

States should also be careful about interpreting changes in 
small schools, especially if teacher effectiveness is heavily 
weighted by estimates of teacher-driven improvements in 
student outcomes. Research has consistently shown that smaller 
schools have smaller class sizes. Both small classes and small 
schools are strongly associated with greater volatility in such 
measures, and yearly increases or decreases can be misinter-
preted as important changes in teacher effectiveness.26 In sum, 
the types of measures used for teacher quality are important 
and should be used with caution.

While measures of the quality of individual teachers can be 
unstable, they can be more useful when aggregated to the school 
level.27 They can also be useful in distinguishing the tail ends of 
the distribution of teacher quality.28 Therefore, if a preparation 
program’s graduates consistently have lower rates of teacher effec-
tiveness, it is worth investigating the root causes of that pattern.

24. Leithwood, K., Louis, K. S., Anderson, S., & Wahlstrom, K. (2004); Louis, K. S., Leithwood, K., Wahlstrom, K. L., & Anderson, S. E. (2010). Learning from leadership: Investigating the links to improved student learning. New York, 
NY: The Wallace Foundation.

25. Collins, C., & Amrein-Beardsley, A. (2013). Putting growth and value-added models on the map: A national overview. Teachers College Record, 116(1), 1–34; Ehlert, M., Koedel, C., Parsons, E., & Podgursky, M. (2014). 
Selecting growth measures for use in school evaluation systems should proportionality matter? Educational Policy. Advance online publication. doi:0895904814557593; Fuller, E. J., Hollingworth, L., & Liu, J. (2015). 
Evaluating state principal evaluation plans across the United States. Journal of Research on Leadership Education, 10(3), 164–192.

26. Baker, E. L., Barton, P. E., Darling-Hammond, L., Haertel, E., Ladd, H. F., Linn, R. L., ... Shepard, L. A. (2010). Problems with the use of student test scores to evaluate teachers (EPI Briefing Paper No. 
278). Washington, DC: Economic Policy Institute; Di Carlo, M. (2015). Sample size and volatility in school accountability systems [Blog post]. Retrieved from http://www.shankerinstitute.org/blog/
sample-size-and-volatility-school-accountability-systems

27. Darling-Hammond, L., Audrey Amrein-Beardsly, A., Haertel, E., & Rothstein, J. (2011). Getting teacher evaluation right: A background paper for policy makers. Washington, DC: American Educational Research Association.
28. Glazerman, S., Loeb, S., Goldhaber, D., Staiger, D., Raudenbush, S., & Whitehurst, G. (2010). Evaluating teachers: The important role of value-added. Washington, DC: Brown Center on Education Policy, Brookings Institution; 

Otterman, S. (2010, December 26). Hurdles emerge in rising effort to rate teachers. The New York Times. Retrieved from http://www.nytimes.com/2010/12/27/nyregion/27teachers.html; Corcoran, S., & Goldhaber, D. (2013). 
Value added and its uses: Where you stand depends on where you sit. Education and Financial Policy, 8(3), 418-434.
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Student Outcomes

Indicator Description Purpose and Rationale Methodological Considerations

Student 
Achievement 
Outcomes

Percentage 
of graduates 
(licensed/
endorsed) placed 
as principals with 
positive gains in 
student achieve-
ment measures 
(as defined in Tool 
A) after three 
years of leading 
a school in their 
state (if valid and 
reliable data are 
available).

This indicator attempts to signal the influence of school 
leaders on student achievement outcomes. Principal prepara-
tion programs prepare graduates to improve student outcomes, 
particularly student achievement.

Student achievement and non-cognitive outcomes can be 
influenced by many factors—not only the principal but also 
teaching quality, school culture, curricula, etc.29 We recommend 
using gains in student achievement and noncognitive outcomes 
over a three-year period during which a principal is likely to 
influence some of these other school factors (e.g., by improving 
teacher quality or choosing the curriculum). In setting targets, 
states should consider that the extent of a principal’s influence 
depends on the autonomy provided to the principal regarding 
these matters and the level of support he or she receives from the 
district office. Methods for measuring student achievement are 
constantly evolving, and states should consider investing in and 
using the best available methods that most accurately measure 
the principal’s impact on student growth (for example, by includ-
ing the maximum number of students in the models; controlling 
for other variables; and, when possible, examining the growth 
starting with when the principal took the helm of the school). 

Measures of noncognitive student outcomes vary across contexts. 
Each state would need to identify the most relevant indicators for 
its policy context and its available data for this purpose. 

Non-
cognitive 
Student 
Outcomes

Percentage of grad-
uates (licensed/
endorsed) placed 
as principals 
with improved 
measures of 
noncognitive 
student outcomes 
(discipline, 
attendance, safety, 
parent ratings) 
after two years of 
leadership. 

This indicator attempts to signal the influence of school 
leaders on students’ noncognitive outcomes. Students need 
cognitive and noncognitive skills to be successful in college 
and careers.30 Principals play an important role in influencing 
noncognitive outcomes by setting the culture and climate of the 
school.31 They often directly influence discipline and attendance 
policies and/or execution of those policies.

29. Branch, G. F., Hanushek, E. A., & Rivkin, S. G. (2013). 
30. Kautz, T., et al. (2013). Fostering and measuring skills: Improving cognitive and non-cognitive skills to promote lifetime success. Paris, France: The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development.
31. Leithwood, K., & Jantzi, D. (2000). The effects of transformational leadership on organizational conditions and student engagement with school. Journal of Educational Administration, 38(2), 112–129.
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III. ANNUAL REPORT

A. Overview

This section describes the basic content and structure 
of an annual report on the indicators described in 
Section II and provides examples of how the data 
displays for the report could be designed. The first 
example shows a summary report with basic infor-
mation for each principal preparation program in 
the state. The second example shows a program-level 
report with more detailed data for an individual 
principal preparation program.

As noted in the guide, we recommend that states pilot 
this system for at least one year (and preferably two) 
before setting targets and at least two years before 
making results public. The pilot period enables states 
to collect and analyze data, share data with programs, 
and make any necessary changes to the system before 
sharing data publicly. The targeted review process is 
designed to help states determine whether results on 
these indicators tend to be useful or not. For example, 
if targeted reviews reveal that seemingly concerning 
admission rates are in fact uniformly not concerning, 
states may decide this indicator should not be included 
on a public annual report. This process of investigation 
also provides states with an opportunity to identify 
specific challenges and develop solutions to mitigate 
inappropriate interpretations and possible perverse 
incentives for how programs are implemented.

B. Summary Report

Ideal implementation of the annual report such as 
the one shown in the table below would enable each 
cell to be clickable, as follows:

• Clicking on “Western University Master’s in 
Educational Administration” takes the user to 
the report for that program. The same is true for 
each program listed in the left column.

• Clicking on “Inputs” takes the user to a report 
for the program input data for all programs. The 
same is true for all of the other column headings 
(i.e., “Processes,” “Outputs,” and “Graduate 
Outcomes”).

• Clicking on indicators such as “Admission Rate” 
takes the user to the description and consider-
ations for that indicator (listed above).

As the following example illustrates, the summary 
report provides a side-by-side comparison of the 
extent to which each program has met state-set 
targets across all indicators. This type of reporting 
enables states to look across all relevant indicators 
to identify the programs that they want to engage 
in a targeted review. The program-level reports 
complement the side-by-side comparison by providing 
context-specific program information. In the example 

below, Central University Accelerated Master’s 
Program has met fewer targets than other programs. 
The program-level report provides information that 
explains several of the missed targets. The fact that 
the program is fairly new, for instance, might explain 
why there is insufficient outcomes data for reporting. 
However, the large number of concerning results 
related to program inputs and processes might lead 
a state to go ahead and prioritize the program for 
targeted review to further explore the reasons for 
those results.
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Program Name Inputs Process Outputs

Graduate Outcomes
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Western University 
Master’s in Educational 
Administration

Central University 
Master’s in Educational 
Administration

Eastern School 
District Administrator 
Preparation Program 

Central University 
Accelerated Master’s 
Program

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

KEY

MEETS TARGETS

DOES NOT MEET 
TARGETS

INSUFFICIENT 
DATA

na

*Targets are set by the state per discussion in the introduction of this tool.

C. Summary Annual Report Example
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Indicator Data* Target** Notes from Program Notes from State

P
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am

 I
n
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ts

Admission Rate 60% 60-85% N/A
Meets expectations according to rubric, which targets 
60–85% acceptance rate. 

Teaching Experience 90% ≥90% N/A
Meets expectations because 90% of participants had at least 
two years of teaching experience.

Instructional Expertise 25% ≥95%
We target teachers who are entering teacher leadership roles. 
Many have only been teaching for two years, so they often do 
not have an effectiveness rating at the time of application. 

Concerning. How does the program know whether the 
candidates have enough expertise to lead the instructional 
improvement of other teachers?

Adult Leadership Experience 30% ≥75%
We target teachers who are entering teacher leader roles, so they 
have not had prior leadership experience. However, greater than 
75% are in leadership roles once the program starts.

Meets expectations with justification.
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**
*

Rigor and Relevance

Quality of Faculty/Staff

Peer Interactions

Performance-Based Assessments

Residency/Internship Hours
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Graduation Rate

Licensure Rate

Placement Rate

Retention Rate
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es Leadership Effectiveness Rate

School Climate

Teacher Quality
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es Student Achievement 

Outcomes

Student Non-cognitive 
Outcomes

* Data would not be included in public version—only the extent to which the data met or did not meet the target. 
** Normative or performance targets are set by the state. Targets in this chart are for illustrative purposes only.  
*** This section and the subsequent sections provided to illustrate the template that would be completed for each program. 

D. Program-Level Annual Report Example

Name of Institution: Central University Accelerated Master’s Program
Website: www.centraluniversity.edu/edadmin
Program Approval Status: Approved
Accreditation Status: Accredited
Mission and Brief Description of Program: The mission of the Central University Accelerated Master’s Program is to provide a rigorous, practice-based preparation for the 
principalship to administrative candidates with high potential. The program is limited to candidates who meet a high bar for entry (including recommendation from their district 
superintendent) and are assigned to roles where they can practice their leadership skills while taking courses. The program targets master teachers who are ready to take on teacher 
leadership roles and typically takes two to three years to complete.

This report is intended to be completed for each program 
according to targets set by each state, which would be 
informed by the availability, quality, and methodological 
considerations of their data as well as other contextual 
factors.
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32. AERA Council. (2015). AERA statement on use of value-added models (VAM) for the evaluation of educators and educator preparation programs. Educational Researcher, 44(8), 448–452.
33. Orr, M. T., Young, M. D., & Rorrer, A. K. (2010). Developing evaluation evidence: A formative and summative evaluation planner for educational leadership preparation programs. Charlottesville, VA: UCEA National Center for the 

Evaluation of Educational Leadership Preparation and Practice.
34. Clifford, M., Menon, R., Gangi, T., Condon, C., & Hornung, K. (2012).
35. Leithwood, K., Louis, K. S., Anderson, S., & Wahlstrom, K. (2004).
36. Attribution to preparation programs can be especially difficult when graduates assume other roles (such as school coach, department chair, or assistant principal) for two to five years before assuming a principalship. The 

skills that program participants gain while in these other roles —and the ongoing support they receive from mentors and the district — are likely to contribute to their ultimate effectiveness as principals. 

IV. IMPORTANT CONSIDERATIONS IN INTERPRETING RESULTS

We encourage states to keep the following consider-
ations in mind when deciding how to interpret results 
from annual reports.

Data are imperfect, and therefore indicators should 
not be used in isolation for high-stakes decisions

Research has consistently demonstrated the limitations of 
specific data indicators as measures of quality (including, 
for example, a recent statement from the American 
Education Research Association on the use of value-added 
measures of student achievement32). Put simply, single 
types of data on their own are often imperfect. 

But imperfect data can provide important and useful 
information when used appropriately. For example, 
it is well documented in the medical field that 
mammograms have a 50–60% false-positive rate and 
a 20% false-negative rate. Given the costs and risks 
of mammograms (such as exposure to radiation and 
stress from false-positive tests), leading medical orga-
nizations differ in their recommendations about the 
age at which women should start receiving mammo-
grams and how often they should be administered. 
However, no one in the medical field recommends 
discontinuing mammogram testing altogether. To 
the contrary, mammograms are a critical diagnostic 
tool that generates data that doctors examine in 
conjunction with other data to make decisions about 
further testing and treatment. No doctor would ever 
use mammogram data alone to recommend surgery 
or make other make high stakes decisions.

What is true for physicians reading a mammogram 
result is also true for state education leaders looking 
at the graduation rate of a principal preparation 
program or the growth in student achievement in 
schools led by a program’s graduates. By themselves, 
these indicators offer only limited insights, but 
combined with a deeper professional review, they 
can help state officials arrive at a full and accurate 
picture of program quality. That fuller picture can be 
the basis for states to make consequential decisions 
about program approval and can be the impetus for 
continuous improvement of all programs.

The evaluation approach assumes relationships 
between indicators and preparation program quality

The indicators reflect a theory of action that assumes 
that preparation programs influence the quality 
of leadership practice, which in turn influences 
teacher quality and school climate, and these school 
characteristics ultimately impact student outcomes.33 
While there is limited research connecting principal 
preparation programs to all of the indicators, there 
is a strong research base connecting each of the 
direct relationships within this theory of action. 
For example, research has shown that a positive 
school climate is associated with and predictive of 
improved student outcomes.34 In addition, some 
research concludes that effective leadership practices 
are associated with improved perceptions of school 
climate.35 Therefore, there is a research base to 
support assumptions that preparation programs can 
have some indirect influence on our recommended 
indicators. We recommend additional research to 
test the assumptions in our theory of action.

Annual reports are important to use as part of a 
two-stage process, where results on report indica-
tors are used to determine the need for in-depth 
reviews of program quality

We cannot stress enough the importance of using 
annual report indicators diagnostically to determine 
whether programs require targeted review. Similar to 
how doctors would never decide to perform surgery 
based on mammogram results alone, states should 
never use dashboard indicator data alone to make 
high-stakes decisions about preparation programs.

In order to make appropriate judgments based on 
accurate results, states will need additional contextual 
information. For example, a 100% admission rate for a 
program could indicate that the program does not have 
rigorous admissions, or it could be a result of targeted 
recruiting and effective prescreening, such that only 
strong applicants apply. Therefore, it is important to 
provide programs with opportunities to explain their 
results so that states can better interpret those results 
and draw conclusions. These information exchanges 
about root causes can be the basis of productive conver-
sations about program quality and improvement.

A two-stage approach to using data to inform decision 
making is particularly important for incorporating 
student outcomes results, which are challenging to 
interpret for a number of reasons. First, student out-
comes can be influenced by many factors, including 
prior student achievement and other school and dis-
trict factors. Even if a state’s value-add methodology 
is effective in isolating principals’ impact on student 
outcomes, it can be difficult to attribute student 
outcomes to preparation programs.36 Nonetheless, 
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37. Feuer, M. J., Floden, R. E., Chudowsky, N., & Ahn, J. (2013)

student outcomes results can be useful for identifying 
outliers or unusual results (e.g., programs whose 
graduates consistently have lower student outcomes 
results) and therefore can be useful diagnostic data 
for further investigation. Similarly, targeted review of 
variations in admission rates, placement rates, and all 
of the other indicators could either allay concerns or 
lead to identification of areas for improvement. 

Baseline data, resources, policy context, and 
stakeholder input are important for target setting 

The annual report portrays program results relative 
to targets. We recommend that states set performance 
targets informed by the following: 

1. Baseline data. We recommend collecting 
at least one year of data (and preferably two) 
prior to establishing cut scores. In doing so, 
we encourage states to examine the normative 
distribution of results on each indicator. States 
might also consider the extent to which they 
expect results to vary from one year to the next. 
For example, placement rates might be expected 
to fluctuate depending on the economy or school 
consolidations.

2. Available resources. States may want to set 
targets so that they help to identify a certain 
number of preparation programs for targeted 
review that is feasible given resource constraints.

3. Policy context. States may want to consider the 
policy context, including the extent to which they 
want to push programs toward more ambitious 
goals, in deciding targets. 

4. Stakeholder input. We recommend that states 
vet their rubric and targets with stakeholders, 
including leadership preparation programs.

States will want to carefully consider how to balance 
all of these inputs in setting targets. For example, 
suppose that in determining a target for licensure 
pass rates, a state collects baseline data showing an 
average pass rate of 70% and a range of 62 to 100%. 
The state also notes that the exam has a national pass 
rate of 80%. Because the state wants to encourage 
preparation programs to achieve higher pass rates, it 
chooses an 80% pass rate as the target.

Opportunities for programs to explain results can 
help allay concerns related to public reporting

During the review process for these tools, several 
reviewers expressed concern that inappropriate 
conclusions might be drawn from public reports, 
particularly because the data are imperfect and the 
public is unlikely to be fully aware of all of issues that 
should be considered in interpreting results. As noted 
above, we recommend a two-year piloting period 
during which states collect data on the indicators 
and explore the usefulness and limitations of the 
data via the targeted review process. After the pilot 
period, we recommend that states make the annual 
reports available publicly. The public versions of 
these reports would indicate whether programs 
met targets on input, process, output, and graduate 
outcome indicators. Information on inputs (such as 
admission rates and the percentage of candidates with 
adult leadership experience) and outputs (such as 
placement and retention rates) could be particularly 
valuable to applicants deciding where to apply, as well 
as to districts deciding on program partners. If the 
piloting period uncovers challenges or complexities 
in interpreting particular indicators, states may not 
want to report those indicators publicly.

Since programs might have reasonable cause for 
atypical results on these indicators, we recommend 
that the reporting system provide opportunities 
for programs to publically explain their results. 
For example, a program might explain unusually 
low percentages of candidates with prior leadership 
experience by stating, “We target teachers who are 
entering teacher leader roles, so they have not had 
prior leadership experience. However, greater than 
75% are in leadership roles once the program starts.” 
Another program might explain placement rates that 
do not meet targets by pointing out that the rural 
location of the school means that job openings are 
not as readily available. Another program might 
explain student achievement results that do not meet 
targets by stating, “We do not think the student 
achievement results accurately reflect the impact of 
our program because the majority of our graduates 
lead parochial schools, which are not included in the 
analysis.” The reports could also help users under-
stand the strengths and limitations of the indicators 
and data they make available.37


