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I. INTRODUCTION

The model process for review described in the guide 
suggests that every principal preparation program 
undergo an in-depth review periodically (at least 
every seven years) to promote ongoing improvement 
to all aspects of program design and implementation. 
The model process also suggests that states review 
some programs more frequently. See Tool D for a 
description of these more frequent, targeted reviews.

In-depth reviews already take place. Indeed, programs 
typically experience up to four types of reviews:

1. accreditation reviews designed to certify that 
programs conferring degrees meet standards  
of quality;

2. state reviews (which in some states are combined 
with accreditation reviews) designed to monitor 
program quality and help states make consequen-
tial decisions about initial and ongoing approval 
of programs;

3. institutional reviews, which are required by the 
university in which the program is housed and 
are designed to foster self-study and ongoing 
improvement; and

4. professional association reviews designed to 
promote improvement against standards of 
excellent practice.

We do not recommend that states add a new 
process. Rather, we offer recommendations and 
specific practices that any of these processes could 
include. The recommendations and practices address 
the following areas:

• recommended data to consider;

• the process of review;

• the composition of the review team; and

• the rubric used to assess quality across all aspects 
of program design and implementation.

II. DATA

Many of the indicators included in the annual report 
are also relevant data to consider in the in-depth 
review process, and we recommend including a 
longitudinal review of the Annual Report results. 
These results, however, are limited to data that can 
be obtained annually and are reasonable in terms 
of the amount of effort or resources necessary to 
obtain and compile them on an annual basis. The 
following chart provides examples of additional data 
sources that could be integrated into the In-Depth 
Review process. These data are relevant and valuable, 
but they are only included in the In-Depth Review 
because they take additional resources to obtain, 
compile and analyze, and/or they are only available 
for certain programs.

Tool C:  
Recommendations and Practices for In-Depth Review

SEP3 Toolkit STATE EVALUATION OF PRINCIPAL 
PREPARATION PROGRAMS
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Program Inputs

• The rigor and quality of recruitment and 
selection processes in admitting candidates 
with strong leadership potential

Program Processes

• The experience and expertise in educational 
leadership of instructors in the program

• The use of a defined competency framework—
aligned with leadership standards—that 
describes the competencies a principal must 
have to influence school practices and culture 
in order to support student achievement gains

• The use of research-based and conceptually 
coherent content, curriculum, and instruc-
tional and assessment practices that align with 
the program’s competency framework and 
incorporate problem-based learning strategies

• The implementation of supervised clinical 
practice with authentic opportunities to apply 
and practice leadership competencies

• The presence of collaborative relationships with 
other organizations (e.g., universities, school 
districts) for program enrichment and develop-
ment, research, and practicum experiences

• The ongoing use of evaluation practices to 
support improvement

Program Outputs

• Assessments of graduate knowledge and skills 
developed through participation in the program

• Graduates’ self-perceived readiness for leadership 
roles based on participation in the program

Program Graduate Outcomes

• 360° evaluations of program graduates, includ-
ing assessments from teachers, supervisors and 
program graduates 

• Student outcome growth in schools led by 
program graduates 

• improvement in cognitive and non-cognitive 
measures of student outcomes in schools led  
by graduates

III. THE REVIEW PROCESS         
 

We recommend careful attention to three process 
steps: (a) portfolio development, (b) portfolio review, 
and (c) site visits.

A. Portfolio Development

We recommend that program reviews begin with 
development of a program portfolio. The review and 
feedback process is facilitated when the organization of 
the portfolio is aligned with a program review rubric. 
The rubric included in this document, which reflects 
current research on preparation programs and aligns 
with the Council for the Accreditation of Educator 
Preparation’s current accreditation program reporting 
requirements, delineates the core areas of the program 
review and required data sources and artifacts, as well 
as key questions to pose during the review process.

The portfolio provides narrative information that 
describes the program, how it is delivered, and how it 
meets state expectations. The portfolio demonstrates 
how the program addresses state (or national) 
standards; collects evidence regarding candidates’ 
professional knowledge and skills, professional 
dispositions, and accomplishments in relation to state 
(or national) standards; analyzes the validity and 
reliability of the results from the evidence; and uses 
the analysis to improve the quality of the program’s 
work. The narrative explains distance-education for-
mats (if applicable), and distance-education options 
for completing the program are evaluated separately. 
In addition to assembling evidence, the narrative 
highlights what program faculty believe to be areas 
of strength and areas for improvement. The narrative 
is not overly burdensome on programs (i.e., it is no 
more than 25 pages in length). 

The portfolio references and provides analyses of 
the four types of data delineated above: (1) program 
inputs, (2) program processes, (3) program outputs, 
and (4) program graduate outcomes. Finally, the 
portfolio includes artifacts to which the review 
team can refer during the review process. While 
some artifacts are specified in the rubric (e.g., course 
syllabi, internship handbooks, candidate assessment 
data, alumni surveys), programs may also include 
other materials that facilitate a robust understanding 
of the program.

B. Portfolio Review

After receiving the portfolio, the state assigns a 
three-person team to review the program materials 
using the program review rubric. The rubric not only 
facilitates the review of program artifacts and data 
but also allows reviewers to assess core areas along a 
developmental scale (ineffective, needs improvement, 
effective and highly effective). The review of materials 
provides the review team with a strong understand-
ing of the program and enables the identification of 
strengths and weaknesses as well as areas for further 
examination during the site visit review. 

In the event that the program-review team members 
are unable to find essential information or data 
summaries during their review of the materials, the 
team leader summarizes their information needs 
and requests the information from the program. All 
correspondence, including the request, is copied to 
relevant state personnel. Deadlines for responding to 
the request accommodate the timelines of the program 
review team and the time required for the program to 
adequately respond. Once the review team has had an 
opportunity to review the full complement of program 
materials, complete the program review rubric, and 
identify key areas for follow-up during the site visit, the 
team moves to stage three of the process.
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C. Site Visit

The third stage of the review process involves a site 
visit. As noted above, the site visit is ideally conducted 
in conjunction with the program’s institutional, 
accreditation, or professional association review—and 
at least one member of the review team joins the 
institutional, accreditation, or professional associa-
tion review team on its site visit.

The agenda for the visit is designed to complement 
the review of the program portfolio and to enable 
further examination of any areas identified as 
concerns or weaknesses during the review. The visit 
includes a combination of observations, interviews, 
and further data review. For example, during the site 
visit, reviewers conduct individual interviews or focus 
groups with program leaders, faculty, current program 
participants, graduates and employers. Reviewers also 
have an opportunity to observe one or more classes, a 
coaching session and other relevant activities.

At the end of the site visit, the visitation team meets 
with college- and program-level leaders to debrief 
them on the key findings from the visit. 

Immediately following the site visit, team members 
develop a report that reflects data reviewed during all 
phases of the review process. The report also identifies 
specific action steps for both the program and the 
state. Recommended action steps for the program are 
designed to support continuous program improvement.

The draft report is shared with both the appropriate 
state authority and the institution undergoing review. 
The institution has an opportunity to respond to any 
and all descriptions, ratings and recommendations 
before the report is finalized. Based on the institution’s 
feedback and in light of any additional data or informa-
tion provided, a final version of the report is developed, 
identifying specific action steps for both the program 
and the state. In the unlikely event that program leaders 
believe their program has been misrepresented, avenues 
are provided by the state for appeal.

IV. THE REVIEW TEAM

Our recommendations for the composition and role 
of review teams for in-depth review are the same as 
for the model process we outline in Tool D.

V. RUBRIC

The following program review rubric, which was 
drawn and modified from the University Council 
for Educational Administration’s Institutional 
and Program Quality Criteria,1 focuses on both 
program features and program outcomes. The rubric 
is designed to illuminate the difference between 
program practices that are highly effective, are 
effective, need improvement, or are ineffective for 
each criterion. Ratings for each criterion are based 
on expert judgments regarding the presence of a 
majority of the practices for each indicator and the 
collective effect of those practices. In addition to 
facilitating program review, the rubric, which details 
expectations for quality leadership preparation, can 
support program planning and improvement efforts 
and related conversations.

1. Young, M. D., Orr, M. T., & Tucker, P. D. (2012). University Council for Educational Administration (UCEA) institutional and program quality criteria: Guidance for master’s and doctoral programs in educational leadership. 
Charlottesville, VA: UCEA.
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Program Inputs

The rigor and quality of recruitment and selection processes in admitting candidates with strong leadership potential

Highly Effective Effective Needs Improvement Ineffective

• Has a systematic written plan for recruit-
ment and selection of candidates who 
demonstrate leadership potential; shows 
how the plan builds on the host institu-
tion’s recruitment and admission practices. 

• Uses a defined set of strategies for 
recruiting applicants, including 
a variety of media and personal 
recommendations. 

• Differentiates strategies to seek appli-
cants who demonstrate different types of 
leadership potential.

• Has clearly articulated selection criteria; 
and applicants are afforded multiple 
methods to document academic and 
leadership potential.

• Has balanced assessment of multiple 
robust sources of evidence on  
academic and leadership potential in 
admissions decisions.

• Provides an excellent plan for  
increasing the diversity of students 
entering the program.

• Has a written plan for recruitment and 
selection of candidates who demonstrate 
leadership potential.

• Uses a defined set of strategies for 
attracting and recruiting applicants who 
demonstrate leadership potential.

• Has stated selection criteria and 
applicants are afforded more than one 
method to document academic and 
leadership potential.

• Has assessment of two to three sources 
of evidence on academic and leadership 
potential in admissions decisions.

• Provides an adequate plan for  
increasing the diversity of students 
entering the program.

• Has a weak recruitment and admission 
plan that may or may not be written. 

• Uses a variety of strategies for attracting 
and recruiting applicants.

• Selection criteria are stated, and applicants 
are afforded only one method to docu-
ment academic and leadership potential.

• Admission decisions involve a limited 
assessment of evidence on academic and 
leadership potential.

• Provides a weak plan for increasing the 
diversity of students entering the program.

• No evidence in 
this area.
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Program Processes

The experience and expertise in educational leadership of instructors in the program

Highly Effective Effective Needs Improvement Ineffective

• Program faculty and/or instructors are 
selected based on at least four of the fol-
lowing five criteria: scholarly expertise, 
content knowledge, relevant professional 
experience, demonstrated effectiveness 
in educational leadership, and evidence 
of teaching quality. 

• Faculty members stay informed by 
reading professional and research journals, 
newsletters, and blogs in education and 
leadership. Faculty members frequently 
share research-and-practice books, articles, 
and other resources on best practices 
focused on the essential problems of 
schooling, leadership, and administration 
with each other and students.

• Course observations and evaluations are 
regularly reviewed for all courses. 

• Institution provides frequent opportuni-
ties for faculty to enhance their teaching, 
content knowledge, evaluation and 
research-utilization skills based on an 
assessment of faculty needs. 

• Program faculty and/or instructors are 
selected based on at least three of the fol-
lowing five criteria: scholarly expertise, 
content knowledge, relevant professional 
experience, demonstrated effectiveness 
in educational leadership, and evidence 
of teaching quality. 

• Faculty members stay informed by 
reading professional and research journals, 
newsletters, and blogs in education and 
leadership. Faculty members sometimes 
share research-and-practice books, articles, 
and other resources on best practices 
focused on the essential problems of 
schooling, leadership, and administration 
with each other and students.

• Course observations and evaluations are 
regularly reviewed for most courses.

• Institution provides frequent opportuni-
ties for faculty to enhance their teaching 
skills and content knowledge.

• Program faculty and/or instructors are 
selected based on at least two of the fol-
lowing five criteria: scholarly expertise, 
content knowledge, relevant professional 
experience, demonstrated effectiveness 
in educational leadership, and evidence 
of teaching quality. 

• Faculty members stay informed by read-
ing professional and research journals, 
newsletters, and blogs in education and 
leadership. Faculty members occasion-
ally share research-and-practice books, 
articles, and other resources with each 
other and students.

• Course observations and evaluations are 
occasionally used for some courses.

• Some form of professional development 
for teaching faculty is available.

• No evidence in 
this area.

The use of a defined competency framework—aligned with leadership standards —that describes the competencies a principal must have to influence school practices 
and culture in order to drive student achievement gains

Highly Effective Effective Needs Improvement Ineffective

• Program has a formally articulated 
theory of action for the course sequence, 
teaching strategies, learning activities, 
and assessments. Student outcomes are 
clearly stated, and program design is 
aligned with these outcomes. Program 
faculty have developed a crosswalk 
of course content, learning activities, 
and assessments that are aligned with 
Interstate School Leaders Licensure 
Consortium (ISLLC) or other leadership 
standards and elements. 

• Course sequence, teaching strategies, 
learning activities, and assessments are 
described in materials. Student out-
comes are clearly stated, and program 
design is aligned with these outcomes. 
Program faculty have developed a 
crosswalk of course content, learning 
activities, and assessments that are 
aligned with ISLLC or other leadership 
standards and elements.

• Course sequence, teaching strategies, 
learning activities, and assessments are 
described in materials. Student outcomes 
are described. Program faculty have devel-
oped a crosswalk of course content that 
is aligned with ISLLC or other leadership 
standards and elements.

• No evidence in 
this area.
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Program Processes

The use of research-based and conceptually coherent content, curriculum, and instructional and assessment practices that align with the program’s competency 
framework and incorporate problem-based learning strategies

Highly Effective Effective Needs Improvement Ineffective

• All syllabi reflect a rich blend of research- 
and practice-based content that addresses 
the essential problems of schooling, lead-
ership, and administration. Readings and 
learning activities in each course almost 
always promote a better understanding of 
the existing research on course content. 
Students are engaged in critically assess-
ing implications for practice.

• Course sequence, teaching strategies, 
learning activities, and assessments are 
described in materials. Student outcomes 
are clearly stated, and program design is 
aligned with these outcomes. Program 
faculty have developed a crosswalk of 
course content, learning activities, and 
assessments that are aligned with ISLLC or 
other leadership standards and elements.

• Course sequence, teaching strategies, 
learning activities, and assessments are 
described in materials. Student outcomes 
are described. Program faculty have 
developed a crosswalk of course content 
that is aligned with ISLLC or other 
leadership standards and elements. 

• No evidence in 
this area.

The implementation of supervised clinical practice with authentic opportunities to apply and practice leadership competencies

Highly Effective Effective Needs Improvement Ineffective

• Has formally established collaborative 
relationships with one or more local dis-
tricts, professional associations, or other 
agencies to develop and support sites for 
clinical study and residency. Candidates 
are provided a sustained school intern-
ship with substantial and regular field 
experiences over an extended period of 
time (6–12 months).

• Includes planned, purposeful, develop-
mentally sequenced, standards-based 
supervision of students in clinical 
settings. Field experiences and clinical 
internship offer a range of opportunities 
for candidate responsibility in leading, 
facilitating, and making decisions 
typical of those made by educational 
leaders. Candidates are provided with 
opportunities in two or more types of 
school settings and a variety of commu-
nity organizations. Provides candidates 
with multiple opportunities to work 
with students and teachers from diverse 
groups. Supervised and coached by both 
program and field-based supervisors.

• Has a collaborative relationship with 
one or more local districts, professional 
associations, or other agencies to develop 
sites for clinical study and residency. 
Candidates are provided a sustained 
school internship with substantial and 
regular field experiences over at least one 
entire semester. 

• Includes planned, developmentally 
sequenced, standards-based supervision 
of students in clinical settings. Field 
experiences and clinical internship 
offer a few opportunities for candidate 
responsibility in leading, facilitating, 
and making decisions typical of those 
made by educational leaders. Candidates 
are provided with opportunities to 
gain experiences in a school setting and 
community organizations. Provides 
candidates with occasional opportunities 
to work with students and teachers from 
diverse groups. Supervised by program 
and/or field-based supervisors.

• Consults with one or more local districts, 
professional associations, or other 
agencies to develop sites for clinical study 
and residency. Candidates are provided a 
school internship with intermittent field 
experiences over a semester. 

• Lacks structured, standards-based super-
vision of students in clinical settings. 
Field experiences and clinical internship 
do not offer opportunities for candidate 
responsibility in leading, facilitating, and 
making decisions typical of those made 
by educational leaders. Candidates are 
not provided with opportunities to gain 
experiences in different types of school 
settings or community organizations. 
Provides candidates few or no opportu-
nities to work with students and teachers 
from diverse groups.

• No evidence in 
this area.
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Program Processes

The presence of collaborative relationships with other organizations (e.g., universities, school districts) for program enrichment and development, research, and 
practicum experiences

Highly Effective Effective Needs Improvement Ineffective

• Has formally established collaborative 
relationship (through MOU or other 
mechanism) with one or more local 
districts, professional associations, or 
other agencies to (1) recruit program 
candidates, (2) select program candidates, 
(3) strengthen program focus and content, 
(4) develop and support sites for clinical 
study and residency, (5) develop and sup-
port sites for applied research, (6) promote 
diversity within the preparation program 
and field, and (7) provide feedback on the 
program and program graduates. 

• Has a collaborative relationship with one 
or more local districts, professional asso-
ciations, or other agencies to (1) recruit 
program candidates, (2) select program 
candidates, (3) develop sites for clinical 
study and residency, (4) develop sites for 
applied research; (5) promote diversity 
within the preparation program, and (6) 
provide feedback on the program and 
program graduates.

• Consults with one or more local districts, 
professional associations, or other agen-
cies to (1) develop sites for clinical study 
and residency and (2) provide feedback 
on the program and program graduates.

• No evidence in 
this area.

The ongoing use of evaluation practices to support improvement

Highly Effective Effective Needs Improvement Ineffective

• Competency-based formative data are 
used multiple times during the program 
to give students feedback about their 
leadership skills, practices and knowl-
edge in individual courses and overall. 
Standards-based summative assessments 
of student performance are used in 
courses and the program as a whole.

• Competency-based formative data are 
used at least once in the program to give 
students feedback about their leadership 
skills, practices and knowledge in 
individual courses and overall. Standards-
based summative assessments of student 
performance are used in courses.

• Competency-based formative data are 
used to give students feedback about their 
leadership skills, practices and knowledge 
in some courses. Standards-based summa-
tive assessments of student performance 
are used in some courses.

• No evidence in 
this area.
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Program Outputs

Assessments of graduate knowledge and skills developed through participation in the program

Highly Effective Effective Needs Improvement Ineffective

• Program bases assessments of candidate 
and graduate knowledge on an articu-
lated theory of action for the program 
and national (or local or state) leadership 
standards. Student outcomes are clearly 
stated, and assessments are aligned with 
these outcomes.

• Program’s assessment of candidate and 
graduate knowledge is aligned with 
national (or local or state) leadership 
standards. Student outcomes are artic-
ulated. Student assessments are aligned 
with outcomes and standards.

• Program’s assessment of candidate and 
graduate knowledge is aligned with 
national (or local or state) leadership 
standards. Student assessments are 
aligned with these standards.

• No evidence in 
this area.

Graduates’ perceptions of readiness for leadership roles based on participation in the program 

Highly Effective Effective Needs Improvement Ineffective

• Program makes use of a graduate exit 
survey to learn about graduates’ percep-
tions of their readiness. At least 90%2 of 
program graduates report high levels 
of readiness. The graduate perception 
data is disaggregated across each of the 
following five areas to inform program 
improvement: (1) rigor and quality of 
recruitment and selection; (2) experience 
and expertise of instructors; (3) use of 
a defined competency framework that 
is aligned with leadership standards; 
(4) research-based and conceptually 
coherent content, curriculum, and 
instructional and assessment practices; 
and (5) supervised clinical practice.

• Program makes use of a graduate exit 
survey to learn about graduates’ percep-
tions of their readiness. At least 70% of 
program graduates report high levels of 
readiness. The graduate perception data 
is disaggregated across at least two of the 
following five areas to inform program 
improvement: (1) rigor and quality of 
recruitment and selection; (2) experience 
and expertise of instructors; (3) use of 
a defined competency framework that 
is aligned with leadership standards; (4) 
research-based and conceptually coherent 
content, curriculum, and instructional 
and assessment practices; and (5) super-
vised clinical practice.

• Program makes use of a graduate exit 
survey to learn about graduates’ percep-
tions of their readiness. Less than 70% of 
program graduates report high levels of 
readiness. Data is examined as a part of 
program improvement planning.

• No evidence of 
attempts to either 
collect or disag-
gregate graduate 
perception data.

2. The percentages included in this section are based on the Initiative for Systemic Program Improvement through Research in Educational Leadership (INSPIRE) Program Graduate Survey, which is part of the INSPIRE 
program evaluation suite. We strongly recommend that programs use the INSPIRE survey tools; however, if a different set of survey tools is used, then these percentages would need to be adjusted to reflect their norms. It 
would be important to include response rates for reported perception data measures.
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3. These percentages are based on the INSPIRE survey suite. We strongly suggest that programs use the INSPIRE survey, but if they do not, their norms would need to be adjusted based on the norms of the surveys they use. 
4. This section of the rubric would only be used if the state education agency is able to provide programs with data needed to conduct the suggested analyses. 

Program Graduate Outcomes

360° evaluations of program graduates, including assessments from teachers, supervisors and program graduates

Highly Effective Effective Needs Improvement Ineffective

• Program makes use of a 360° survey 
to learn about perceptions of program 
graduates’ effectiveness once those grad-
uates have taken on leadership positions. 
Based on these surveys, >70% of principals 
are rated effective, OR >50% of assistant 
principals are rated effective on a principal 
rubric (or >70% if on an assistant principal 
rubric).3 The 360° data is disaggregated 
across each of the following five areas to 
inform program improvement: (1) rigor 
and quality of recruitment and selection; 
(2) experience and expertise of instructors; 
(3) use of a defined competency framework 
that is aligned with leadership standards; 
(4) research-based and conceptually 
coherent content, curriculum, and 
instructional and assessment practices; and 
(5) supervised clinical practice.

• Program makes use of a 360° survey to 
learn about perceptions of program grad-
uates’ effectiveness once those graduates 
have taken on leadership positions. <70% 
of principals are rated effective AND 
<50% of assistant principals are rated 
effective on a principal rubric (or <70% 
if on an assistant principal rubric). The 
360° data is disaggregated across at least 
two of the following five areas to inform 
program improvement: (1) rigor and 
quality of recruitment and selection; (2) 
experience and expertise of instructors; 
(3) use of a defined competency frame-
work that is aligned with leadership 
standards; (4) research-based and concep-
tually coherent content, curriculum, and 
instructional and assessment practices; 
and (5) supervised clinical practice.

• Program makes use of a 360° survey 
to learn about perceptions of program 
graduates’ effectiveness once those 
graduates have taken on leadership 
positions. <70% of principals are rated 
effective AND <50% of assistant prin-
cipals are rated effective on a principal 
rubric (or <70% if on an assistant prin-
cipal rubric). Data is examined as a part 
of program improvement planning.

• No evidence of 
attempts to col-
lect, disaggregate 
or use 360° data.

Student outcome growth in schools led by program graduates4

Highly Effective Effective Needs Improvement Ineffective

• Program analyzes data on student 
outcome growth and use this analysis to 
inform program improvement.

• Program analyzes data on student 
outcome growth and uses this analysis to 
inform program improvement.

• Program examines data on student 
outcome growth as part of program 
improvement planning.

• No evidence 
of attempts to exam-
ine data on student 
outcome growth.

Improvement in measures of academic and nonacademic outcomes and school effects in schools led by program graduates (see note 4) 

Highly Effective Effective Needs Improvement Ineffective

• Program analyzes measures of academic 
and nonacademic outcomes in schools led 
by graduates. Program analyzes measures of 
school effects in schools led by graduates. The 
results of these analyses are used to inform 
program planning and improvement.

• Program examines measures of academic 
and nonacademic outcomes in schools 
led by graduates, as well as measures of 
school effects in schools led by graduates, 
and considers ways the data might 
inform program changes.

• Program examines measures of academic 
and nonacademic outcomes in schools 
led by graduates, as well as measures of 
school effects in schools led by graduates.

• No evidence of 
attempts to exam-
ine such data.

Scale: Very Effective—Thorough and exceeds standard; Effective—Meets basic standard; Needs Improvement—Does not yet meet standard; Ineffective—No evidence of meeting the standard.


