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|. Program Overview

The Master of Education in Educational Leadership (EDL) at UW Bothell integrates
scholarly study of schooling and leadership with skill development for the practical professional
challenges of leading Pre-K-12 schools. As a fully integrated program, EDL includes all
requirements for Washington’s residency principal certification as well as the requirements for
the M.Ed. degree in a single curriculum.

The curriculum is grounded in a conceptualization of school leadership that is responsive to
policies that hold principals accountable for school-wide student learning while also emphasizing
the principal’s stewardship for the democratic purposes of public education and each school’s
role as a local democratic institution where various values and priorities are negotiated. The
responsibilities through which principals fulfill this challenging role serve as the organizing
framework for the proposed program, with theoretical, empirical, foundational, and practical
knowledge organized around five major responsibilities, or leadership domains.

The program involves a unique partnership with school districts and professional support
organizations in order to integrate preparation for the principalship with emerging programs to
support teacher instructional leaders. With support of this partnership, candidates will be
admitted to Part 1 of the EDL program while they are in a position to demonstrate
accomplishments as a teacher instructional leader and progress at their own pace until they enter
Part 2, a three-quarter, full-time capstone experience that is structured to serve candidates in
cohorts of about 20 students.

The total program of study requires a minimum of 40 credit hours culminating in a dossier of
products from twelve structured performance tasks. With this dossier, candidates demonstrate
that they have met all state standards for certification as well as the scholarly accomplishments
expected in the M.Ed. in Educational Leadership.

ll. Relationship to Institutional Role, Mission, Program Priorities

The EDL program responds to and supports the statutory responsibilities of the University of
Washington Bothell in four ways. First, the program strengthens the UW Bothell’s partnerships
with its primary service region by creating stronger linkages with the P-12 schools. Since
practically all students in the program will be current teachers, and since the program is intended
to prepare highly qualified school principals, the program will result in stronger personal and
professional networks that connect the university faculty with school leaders in the area.
Because of the high visibility of school leaders in the community, these relationships can
increase awareness of Bothell’s programs in the region and lead to greater opportunities for
collaborative projects and greater visibility for the campus in the region.
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Second, the program helps UW Bothell meet its statutory responsibility to support economic
development in the region. As the recent Washington Learns (2006) report emphasized, the
quality of P-12 schools is a central ingredient in economic development. A university effort to
lead innovations in preparation of school leaders could make important contributions to ongoing
regional efforts to improve P-12 schools.

Third, with its more recent responsibility to serve freshmen, UW Bothell depends on strong
relationships with P-12 schools in the region to help inform prospective students of educational
opportunities provided on the campus and to join the university in helping elementary and high
school students prepare for and aspire to attend college. A growing cadre of school leaders who
received their administrative preparation at UW Bothell could strengthen campus outreach to
potential students.

Fourth, while it is uncertain exactly how the Washington Legislature will frame UW
Bothell’s role in outreach to the greater North Puget Sound Region, at least a portion of that area
has always been considered by UW Bothell to be within its service region. As studies of that
region show (Washington Higher Education Board, 2006a), transportation barriers and distances
between communities in the region create barriers for many students who wish to pursue degree
programs. With its design for partial on-line delivery, the EDL program extends opportunities to
a significantly larger part of this underserved area.

The EDL program also fits directly with UW Bothell’s priorities expressed in The 21
Century Campus Initiative, and adopted as the campus strategic plan in Spring 2008. As a
professional program serving educators in the UW Bothell region, the EDL program contributes
directly to the campus goal of broadening community engagement and research. Students in the
program will be employees of regional school districts and will be prepared for leadership roles
in those districts. Consequently, learning and research in the program will have both immediate
impact on local educational opportunities and longer range impacts as school leadership
transitions occur. In addition, the EDL program makes an indirect but important contribution to
the campus goal of increasing access to higher education in the region. One aspect of this access
is high quality preparation in elementary and high schools. With its focus on school leadership
that is effective in promoting rigorous an equitable student learning, the program aims to
contribute both professional knowledge and local educational impacts that increase the number
of students who are qualified to pursue baccalaureate-level education.

lll. Need for the EDL Program

Need for a continuing supply of new principals. The typical career pathway for principals
creates demand for new principals to staff schools, even when the student population is stable or
declining. Most individuals prepare for and move to the principalship after a successful career in
teaching; many principals begin their roles mid-career or even later. Therefore a significant
portion of principals will always be nearing retirement, and continuous attention is needed to
prepare the next generation of leaders. National and state data support this continuing need. For
the past several years, national surveys of school district administrators have indicated great
concern about the declining numbers of qualified candidates for vacant principal positions
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(Cusick, 2002; Education Research Service, 1998; Roza, Celio, Harvey, & Wishon, 2003). Over
three-fourths of the district superintendents surveyed in the Roza et al. study of selected school
systems expressed concern about the declining principal candidate pool.

Data from Washington reflect similar concerns though not expressed in such dire terms. The
Office of the State Superintendent for Public Instruction (2007) reports that a total or 235
principal vacancies were identified by districts responding to the biennial survey (80% of the
state’s districts responded). Statewide shortages were identified in the survey both middle and
high school principals, with supply and demand at the elementary level being more balanced.
Administrators from all three Educational Service Districts that include districts in the APPL
Collaborative are identified as having some or considerable need for both middle and high school
principals, and one of these ESDs also has some need for elementary principals as well. Data
reported by the Association of Washington School Principals supports the need for an ongoing
supply of new principals. Their records for the last three years show a total of 595-670 principal
and assistant principal vacancies advertised each year, about a 20% turnover annually. Since
many of these positions are ultimately filled by individuals already employed elsewhere as
principals, the actual number of vacancies filled by new principals is probably similar to the
OSPI estimate.

If all principal-certified teachers in the state were actively seeking principal positions, this
number of vacancies could be filled by graduates of existing programs. Yet, for many reasons, a
large portion of these individuals—in Washington and nationwide—do not apply for
administrative positions, and this no doubt accounts for a part of the shortage reported in the
OSPI study. A more significant interpretation of the continuing reports of shortages, and the one
to which our proposal responds directly, is the perceived mis-match between the principals’
rapidly evolving job responsibilities and the competencies held by many individuals who hold
the required state certification. This issue is addressed below.

Need for different qualities in principal candidates. The studies on which state and national
estimates of shortages are based typically rely on surveys of district administrators who hire new
principals. As several studies have now shown, these individuals report significant shortages of
qualified candidates for principal positions even though most states have an oversupply of
administrator-certified teachers (Principals’ Executive Program, 2006; Rosa et al., 2003). The
same finding appears in Washington State studies. The principal shortages perceived by district
administrators increased slightly between 2004 and 2006, despite the fact that more principal
endorsements are issued by the state each year (375 in 2005-2006) than the number of
documented vacancies (235 in 2005-2006) (OSPI, 2007). While explanations for this apparent
contradiction vary, many agree that new accountability requirements have changed principals’
responsibilities so dramatically that districts depend on qualifications that are not always
supported in conventional principal preparation. Or, more simply stated, the crisis that so many
school district leaders see in the principal pipeline is less about quantity of applicants than about
the match between applicants’ preparation and the capabilities needed for success in today’s
schools.
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An effective response to the shortages identified by school district administrators, then, requires
program innovation, not just expansion. Specifically, new program designs are needed to ensure
that beginning principals have well developed skills for instructional leadership.

The need for a greater focus on instruction in principal preparation. Descriptions of the
mismatch between preparation and actual position requirements typically focus on skills for
instructional leadership, reflecting the new responsibilities that principals have assumed as
accountability for learning has shifted to the school level. The need for deep knowledge of
instruction and instructional leadership has become increasingly central to principal success.
Emphasized for so long in the professional literature that it has become cliché, instructional
leadership has reemerged in more specific forms as a high priority for principal preparation and
hiring. More than admonition to keep instruction at the forefront of attention or to manage
systems that support instruction, current attention focuses on the principal’s ability to observe
teaching and learning critically, provide useful feedback on teaching, select and support teacher
instructional leaders, and use combined knowledge of curriculum and current learning data to
guide decisions about instruction (Elmore, 2000; Halverson, Grigg, Prichett, & Thomas, 2007).

Ensuring that new principals have expertise in instructional leadership challenges the
structure of conventional preparation programs. The instructional and personal leadership skills
that principals need to support teaching and learning are normally developed on the job over
several years of work with students and teachers, and are quite difficult to develop in the one or
two years that preparation programs normally last. As a result, programs typically rely on their
candidates to develop instructional leadership skills as teachers, prior to entering the preparation
program. This may work when there are sufficient applicants for selective admissions, but it
often means that preparation for the core work of leading teaching and learning is incomplete as
programs struggle with limited time and broad curriculum mandates. Consequently, additional
innovation is needed in principal preparation if instructional leadership is to be developed as a
reliable competency for new principals. One way to approach the needed program innovation is
to investigate new models for integrating teachers’ on-the-job leadership development with the
more formal leadership education that a university-based principal preparation program can
offer.

Data supporting the UW Bothell program design. As described below, the UW Bothell
program responds to the need for innovation in principal preparation with a new approach to
collaborating with school districts and a purposeful strategy of making teacher leaders’ on-the-
job learning about instructional leadership a fully integrated component of a principal
preparation program. Consequently, demand for our program will be related to the prevalence
and growth of teacher instructional leadership roles in collaborating districts and the extent to
which these teacher leaders are interested in pursuing residency principal certification.

We have assessed the first of these demand variables as we have worked with regional school
districts to establish the Authentic Pathways to School Leadership (APPL) Collaborative. The
three founding districts report a total of approximately 90 teachers who are assigned teacher
instructional leadership roles each year (defined as having formal responsibility to support other
teachers to improve teaching and learning). Of course, participation in the program is not limited
to these districts, so the pool of potential candidates seems quite adequate to support the program
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on the scale that it is proposed. In addition, by designing the program for partial on-line delivery
(hybrid learning format), we expect to serve students from districts that are too distant from UW
Bothell for convenient weekly commuting.

To investigate the interest of teacher instructional leaders in pursuing the M.Ed. degree and
accompanying residency principal certification, we surveyed attendees at a state-wide meeting of
instructional mentors and coaches in November 2008. Of a total of 100 surveys completed by
teacher instructional leaders, 40% indicated an interest in entering a principal preparation
program. Of these, over 60% expressed particular interest in a program that incorporated on-the-
job learning about instructional leadership as a part of principal preparation.

V. Support of the Statewide Strategic Master Plan for Higher
Education

The EDL program addresses three components of the Strategic Master Plan: better higher
education attainment through innovative leadership for P-12 schools, lifelong learning and
upward mobility, and opportunities in geographically dispersed areas in Northwest Washington.

Better higher education attainment through innovative leadership for P-12 schools. By
recognizing the need for principal preparation in terms of program innovation as well as number
of graduates, the proposed EDL program directly addresses the first goal of the 2008 Strategic
Master Plan for Higher Education in Washington (HECB, 2008), to increase educational
attainment in the State, as well as the state’s goal of increasing access to higher education that is
described in the Washington Learns (2006) report. Rigorous, balanced, and equitable learning in
P-12 schools is an essential precondition for both goals. Access to and success in higher
education depends, first of all, on adequate prior academic preparation.

Research continues to show that principal leadership is critical to supporting ambitious
student learning (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004; Waters, Marzano, &
McNulty, 2003; Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008). Next to teachers, principals have the greatest
in-school impact on student learning, so reaching strategic goals related to higher education
access and attainment depends on innovative building-level leadership for local P-12 schools—
expressly the focus on the proposed EDL program. Given the issues associated with principal
preparation and hiring noted above, the effort to stimulate innovation as we prepare principals
for 21 century schools stands out as one of the critical levers in the effort to achieve these
strategic plan goals.

Lifelong learning and upward mobility. As a mid-career professional program, the proposed
program also directly supports the Master plan strategy of enhancing the state’s system of
lifelong learning. Principal preparation represents an important pathway for career advancement
for P-12 educators, and a program whose graduates succeed in their quest for principal positions
adds value to both individual career trajectories and the quality of local educational
opportunities. By organizing the program to blend on-line and in-class learning, we also plan to
extend access beyond communities that are located within easy commuting distance to university
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campuses, in order to extend these life-long learning and career advancement opportunities
beyond current boundaries.

These opportunities for continuing professional education are particularly important in the
UW Bothell region. For example, the HECB’s 2006 assessment of needs in Washington noted
that the region most directly served by the proposed program include many areas requiring the
greatest growth in college participation rates. At the time of this study, Northwest Washington
needed to increase its college participation rate by over 30%; Snohomish County was not far
behind, requiring an increase of 20%, while King County needed a 9% increase in order to meet
the HECB’s 2006 goals (HECB, 2006a).

Opportunities in geographically dispersed areas in Northwest Washington. Similar
difficulties in access to continuing education in our region are highlighted in the Higher
Education Coordinating Board’s assessment of higher education needs in Snohomish, Island, and
Skagit Counties (HECB, 2006b). As the study noted, dispersed population centers and long
commuting distances create significant barriers to individuals who wish to pursue higher
education. These barriers are particularly acute for prospective students in principal preparation
programs, because these programs normally enroll candidates who continue their full-time
employment as teachers or in other school-related positions. So, even when classes are
scheduled in evenings and weekends, the demands of professional employment, extensive
commuting, and a rigorous principal preparation program can be overwhelming. Our effort to
expand regional access through a blended on-line and in-class program is in response to these
needs. As noted above, OSPI’s supply and demand study reinforces this view. Perceived
shortages for principals at all levels in the two regions addressed here (Snohomish and Northwest
Washington) are greater than those reported for the state at large. Principal preparation programs
are needed that make greater use of distance learning technologies in preparation of principals
for these communities that are located at greater distance from university campuses.

V. Relationship to Other Institutions

The following institutions have authorization to offer educational leadership programs at the
Master’s level in the Northern Puget Sound region: City University, Heritage University,
Pacific Lutheran University, Seattle Pacific University, Seattle University, Western Washington
University, University of Washington Seattle, University of Washington Tacoma, Washington
State University (on-line program).

While the proposed program qualifies candidates for the same state residency principal
certification as other programs in the region, three aspects of the structure and delivery mode
provide a distinctly different choice for potential students. First, the program is operated in
partnership with regional school districts and other professional organizations that are known for
supporting and developing P-12 teachers as instructional leaders and that have joined the
University to form the APPL Collaborative. By working within this partnership, we intend to
make the development of school leaders a continuous and coherent process that combines on-
the-job learning in teacher leadership roles with academic and practical preparation for the
principalship. This approach differs significantly from conventional programs, which treat

HECB Proposal for EDL Program 9 February 19, 2009



teachers’ prior learning as factors for possible consideration in the admission process, but not as
critical components of the curriculum itself.

Second, our two-part program offers a unique blend of flexibility and structure. As described in
more detail below, the first part is launched with a university seminar and involves on-the-job
learning by teacher leaders that is supported by a variety of sources, including special
professional development programs, university courses, and learning opportunities provided by
the school districts. Candidates progress through the performance assessments associated with
this phase at their own pace. Part 2 is a three-quarter cohort-based capstone experience that
combines in-class, on-line, and clinical practice, all integrated through another set of
performance assessments.

Third, the program assessments complement the traditional class-and-credit structure of graduate
programs with a comprehensive set of performance assessments that allow students to
demonstrate competence and impact related to all program goals and state certification standards.
These assessment tasks serve to integrate various aspects of the program and provide concrete
products for ongoing assessment of student progress. A dossier of all the completed tasks serves
as the comprehensive examination at the end of the program.

Taken together, these three program features define a distinct niche for the proposed program.
We anticipate serving students who have been selected for teacher instructional leadership roles
by their schools and districts and who are comfortable with the higher-than-typical degree of
personal responsibility for learning that is required to manage individual progress through the
program tasks.

It is difficult to estimate the impact that this new option will have on other Master’s degree
programs in Educational Leadership in the region. While exact data are unavailable, informal
reports suggest that only a minority of current students in most of these programs are
concurrently serving in teacher leadership roles. It is possible, of course, that demand for
educational leadership degrees is so stable that the addition of any new program would decrease
demand for others. But it is just as likely that our effort to make principal development more
integrated with teacher instructional leadership roles will increase the total number of educators
who decide to pursue leadership degrees. It is also possible that the proposed program will meet
its enrollment projections because the on-line delivery increases access to principal preparation
for individuals who find it difficult to participate in existing classroom-based programs.

VI. Curriculum

Conceptual Framework. The curriculum of the EDL program derives from study of what
principals need to do in order to achieve the ambitious goals that our society has for its schools
while working in the complex social and political environment that surrounds public educational
institutions. While needed knowledge comes from many disciplines, learning goals in the
program are structured around the major responsibilities through which principals support
student learning and provide stewardship for their schools.
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Our analysis of principal’s responsibilities begins with nine school conditions that research
suggests are related to student learning. Illustrated in Figure 1, these conditions are arranged
hierarchically to emphasize that some affect students and their effort (the inner rim), while others
affect how teachers and families support student effort and learning. All schools create these
conditions in one form or another; effective leadership increases their quality and impact on
student learning.

STUDENT
LEARNING

Figure 1: Nine Essential School Conditions that Support Student Learning1

To organize the knowledge that supports principals’ work to sustain and improve quality in these
nine school conditions, the EDL program frames principal leadership as occurring in five
essential leadership domains: (a) leadership for curriculum and teaching, (b) leadership for the
school as a public institution, (c) leadership for the school as an effective organization, (d)
leadership for the school as an inclusive community, and (e) personal leadership. The EDL
program’s courses and other requirements are organized around these five leadership domains.
Appendix A provides an overview of the content of each domain.

The organizing framework for the curriculum is illustrated in Figure 2. Of course, the work of
principals is much more integrated and fluid than these—or any—categories imply.
Nevertheless, the knowledge framework we use in the EDL program does have important
advantages. First, the EDL knowledge framework promotes curriculum comprehensiveness by
challenging the faculty to identify knowledge and skills related to the intersection of each school
condition and leadership domain and then to integrate the field’s theoretical, empirical, critical,
and other knowledge to inform practice in each area.

Second, for prospective principals, the knowledge framework can help organize personal
thinking about which problems to attend to and how to respond. In effect, the framework serves
a theory of action that links principals’ daily work to student-learning goals. Finally, the
knowledge framework defines the program’s learning outcomes. At the end of the program,
successful students will demonstrate schematic, conceptual, and personal knowledge related to
the intersection of each school condition and leadership domain and be able to articulate how
their personal commitments influence their plans and priorities for providing leadership in each

! From Bellamy, Fulmer, Murphy, & Muth (2007).
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area (Shavelson & Huang, 2003; Wiggins & McTighe, 1998). Table 1 illustrates the scope of the
curriculum and shows how it incorporates all of the Washington State standards for principal
preparation and certification.

Table 1: Curriculum Overview lllustrating Correspondence with State and National Standards for Principal
Certification

Personal Effective Sustainable Strategic Focus Social Capital
Leadership in Instruction Goals (Leading (Leading (Leading Schools
Schools (Leading Schools as Public Schools as as Inclusive
Teaching and Institutions) Renewing Communities)
Learning) Organizations)
Learning 2.B.Create a 1A
Goals comprehensive, Collaboratively
Defined rigorous, and develop and
coherent implement a
curricular shared vision and
program mission.
Instruction 5.A. Ensure a 2.C.Create a 2.E. Develop
Provided system of personalized and assessment and
accountability motivating accountability
for every learning systems to
student’s environment for monitor student
academic and students progress.
social success
2.H. Promote the
use of the most
effective and
appropriate
technologies to
support teaching
and learning
Student 3.C. Promote 2.A. Nurture and 2.A. Nurture and
Climate and protect the || sustain a culture of sustain a culture of
Sustained welfare and collaboration, collaboration,
safety of trust, learning, and trust, learning, and
students and high expectations high expectations
staff
5.B. Model
principles of
self-awareness,
reflective
practice,
transparency,
and ethical
behavior
Related
Services
Provided
Resources 3.B. Obtain,
Mobilized allocate, align,
and efficiently
utilize human,
fiscal, and
technological
resources
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2.G. Maximize

School time spent on 1.C. Create and
Operations quality instruction implement plans
Organized and to achieve goals
Supported 3.E. Ensure
teacher and 3.A. Monitor and
organizational evaluate the
time is focused to management and
support quality operational
instruction and systems
student learning
3.B. Obtain,
allocate, align
and efficiently
utilize human,
fiscal, and
technological
resources
Staff 3.C. Promote 2.D. Supervise 3.D. Develop the
Supported and protectthe || instruction capacity for
welfare and distributed
safety of 2.F. Develop the leadership
students and instructional and
staff leadership
capacity of staff
5.B. Model
principles of
self-awareness,
reflective
practice,
transparency,
and ethical
behavior
School 2.1. Monitor and 1A. 1.B. Collect and 1.D. Promote
Renewal evaluate the Collaboratively use data to continuous and
Supported impact of the develop and identify goals, sustainable
instructional implement a assess improvement
program shared vision and organizational
mission. effectiveness, and || 4.A. Collect and
promote analyze data and
organizational information
learning pertinent to the
educational
1.E. Monitor and environment
evaluate
progress and
revise plans
Family and 4.C. Build and
Community sustain positive
Partnerships relationships with
Sustained families and
caregivers
4.D. Build and
sustain productive
relationships with
community
partners
Leadership 5.C. Safeguard 5.D. Consider and | 6.C. Assess, 4.B. Promote
Domain the values of evaluate the analyze, and understanding,
across All democracy, potential moral anticipate appreciation, and
Accomplish- || oqjity and and legal emerging trends use of the
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ments diversity consequences of and initiatives in community’s
decision-making order to adapt diverse cultural,
5.E. Promote leadership social, and
social justice 6.A. Advocate for strategies intellectual
and ensure that children, families, resources
individual and caregivers
student needs
inform all 6.B. Act to
aspects of influence local,
schooling district, state, and
national decisions
affecting student
learning
. (E) Acting with A) Facilitating the (A) Facilitating B) Advocating, (D)
Washington integrity, development, the development, nurturing, and Collaborating with
State fairness, and in articulation, articulation, sustaining a families and
Standards an ethical implementation, implementation, school culture community
manner and stewardship of || and stewardship and instructional members,
a vision of of a vision of program responding to
learning that is learning that is conducive to diverse community
shared and shared and student learning interests and
supported by the supported by the and staff needs, and
school school professional mobilizing
community; community; growth community
resources;

(B) Advocating,
nurturing, and
sustaining a
school culture and
instructional
program
conducive to

(D) Collaborating
with families and
community
members,
responding to
diverse community
interests and

(C) Ensuring
management of

the organization,

operations, and
resources for a
safe, efficient,
and effective

(F) Understanding,
responding to, and
influencing the
larger political,
social, economic,
legal and cultural

student learning needs, and learning context
and staff mobilizing environment
professional community
growth resources;
(F)

Understanding,
responding to,
and influencing
the larger
political, social,
economic, legal
and cultural
context

Program structure. The program is structured in two parts, with the curriculum organized
around five domains of principal leadership listed above. This structure supports flexibility and
partnering. Part 1 involves self-paced on-the-job learning by teacher-leaders. Part 2 is a capstone
experience delivered in a hybrid format and is also self-paced..

In Part 1, a university-school district-community partnership helps teacher instructional
leaders develop their skills in working with other teachers to improve instruction while providing
coursework, clinical experience, and performance assessments associated with two leadership
domains, (a) leadership for teaching and learning and (b) personal leadership. Part 1 begins with
two 2-credit courses that introduce these two domains and launch the related performance
assessments. Students then progress at their own pace, taking advantage of related elective
courses at UW Bothell and other institutions. Candidates will be able to apply up to 12 credits
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from approved graduate UW coursework, including approved extended studies credit from this
phase of the program toward the requirements of the M.Ed. degree (Following Graduate School
policies, no more than six of these credits can be from other institutions. These credits may not
have been used to satisfy requirements for another degree.) Students complete Part 1 of the
program when they have documented at least 300 hours of supervised instructional leadership
experience and made substantial progress on the five performance tasks associated with these
two content domains (See list of performance tasks in Appendix B.).

Part 2 of the program is a three-quarter cohort-based capstone in which an integrated 8-
credit seminar (which includes in-class, on-line, and clinical practice components) addresses
each of the three remaining domains of principal leadership: (a) leadership for schools as
renewing organizations (strategic focus); (b) Leadership for schools as inclusive communities
(social capital), and (c) leadership for schools as public institutions (sustainable goals). Seven
additional performance tasks are initiated in this phase of the program, and these are completed
with support from assigned readings, class work, and the simultaneous internship.

Organizationally, the program is operated in partnership with the APPL Collaborative,
formed through an agreement among regional school districts, UW Bothell, and the Center for
Strengthening the Teaching Profession, a Washington not-for profit organization. Working
together at both the executive and action levels, this group coordinates support for teacher
instructional leaders in Part 1, helps integrate class work and internship requirements in Part 2,
and coordinates support for graduates as they prepare for and enter principal positions.

Delivery model. The EDL program includes in-class, on-line, and supervised leadership
practice components in approximately equal amounts. Each of the five program components
(associated with the five leadership domains listed above) will involve a face-to-face class that is
supplemented by on-line learning using the Blackboard course management system and other
programs that support development of scattered professional learning communities, and by
supervised clinical leadership practice in which major concepts are applied. The combination of
on-line and in-class instruction is designed to make the program more accessible to educators
who work at a distance from university programs.

Student assessment. The primary program assignments are twelve performance tasks,
providing an opportunity for candidates to apply their developing knowledge, receive feedback
on progress, and demonstrate proficiency related to the program’s goals and the state’s
certification standards. The tasks are designed to assess knowledge, document candidate
performance, and show impact on P-12 schools and students. The performance tasks are
developed cumulatively throughout the program, reviewed quarterly for faculty and student
feedback, and assessed again at the end of the program as a complete dossier in relation to
graduation and certification requirements. Appendix C shows how the twelve performance
tasks are related to Washington’s standards for Residency Principal Certification.

Admissions Requirements. The same standards apply to admission to the principal
certification program and the Master of Arts in Educational Leadership. Since it is expected that
admission will occur after significant successful teaching experience in PK-12 schools,
requirements are based more on measures of professional success than traditional academic
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measures. Admission to the program is based on the collective judgment of the faculty regarding
likelihood of success in the program and readiness to assume a principal position. To meet
minimum requirements, an applicant must be a Washington educator who:

e Has a minimum of three years successful teaching experience with documentation of
teaching excellence

e Has current job responsibilities that include instructional leadership (assigned
responsibility for improving instruction by assisting other teachers)

e Holds a Washington professional teaching certificate

e Grade point average of at least 3.0 in prior academic coursework or 3.75 in graduate
coursework since provisional admission to the program.

e Positive recommendations from three individuals, at least one of whom is school or
district administrator who has worked directly with the individual in a leadership role.

e The Graduate Record Examination is not required for admission to this program.

Upon admission to the program, candidates may take courses associated with the program’s
Personal Leadership and Instructional Leadership domains, begin meeting clinical experience
requirements associated with these portions of the program, and initiate work on the performance
tasks associated with Part 1. Candidates will normally begin Part 2 as soon as they have
completed the required coursework, internship requirements, and made satisfactory progress on
the performance tasks. In some cases, entry may be delayed if there is insufficient space in the
capstone cohort. When space limitations do exist, priority entry into Part 2 will be determined
by review of the quality of the performance tasks completed during Part 1.

Degree Requirements. Completion of the EDL program involves meeting both the
established degree requirements and the requirements for residency principal certification in
Washington. Requirements include:

1. Completion of required coursework with Grades of 3.0 or above in each course and an
overall average of at least 3.25. Required courses are:

A. B EDUC 5XX: Personal Leadership for School Communities (2 credits)

B. B EDUC 5XX: Personal Leadership for School Communities Labs (at least 6 credits
from lab sections, which may be transferred in from extended studies programs)?

C. BEDUC 5XX: Leadership for Teaching and Learning in School Communities (2
credits)

D. B EDUC 5XX: Leadership for Teaching and Learning in School Communities Lab
(at least 6 credits from lab sections, which may be transferred in from extended
studies programs)

E. BEDUC 5XX: Leadership for Schools as Responsive Public Institutions (with
integrated clinical experiences) (8 credits)

F. B EDUC 5XX: Leadership for Schools as Renewing Organizations (with integrated
clinical experiences) (8 credits)

2 Up to six credit hours that are transferred into the program may be applied to the Masters degree requirement under
Graduate School policies. As is the case with existing UWB graduate programs, the EDL program allows up to
twelve credits to be transferred from other UW campuses.
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G. B EDUC 5XX: Leadership for Schools as Inclusive Communities (with integrated
clinical experiences) (8 credits)

2. Completion of all program performance tasks. See Appendix C for a listing and brief
description of required tasks. The products from all these tasks form a professional dossier.
Review of this dossier serves as the comprehensive examination for the M.Ed. program and as a
requirement for completion of the principal residency certification program. Review of the
dossier ensures that each student’s cumulative accomplishments meet professional and state
standards for certification as a principal as well as the program’s academic expectations for the
M.Ed. degree.

3. Time to Degree. Students progress at their own pace through the requirements associated
with the first two leadership domains. Once they are formally admitted to the program, students
are expected to complete their work in three academic quarters. Continuous enrollment is
required after full admission. So that candidates needing additional time must sign up for at least
two credit hours of B EDUC XXX (School Leadership Lab) each quarter until successful review
of their professional dossier. Because the first two domains of the program are intended to be
integrated with district support for teacher instructional leadership development, the overall time
to degree in the program may be slightly longer than programs that are self-contained within the
university (which normally take one to two years). Once candidates attain full admission to the
program, however, time to completion is expected to occur in three academic quarters.

VII. Infrastructure Requirements

Support for on-line instruction. The program’s mixed model of on-line and classroom
instruction will be supported primarily by two software applications: Blackboard Academic Suite
course management system and Catalyst Web Tools developed by UW Computing. We also
expect to incorporate other professional networking and net-meeting programs to support
learning with distributed cohorts. Additional data base applications will be needed to store,
manage, and evaluate the program tasks and to organize data on student learning in the program.
While we do not anticipate needing to purchase program-specific software, we do expect that
management of these computing resources will require ongoing support from the university’s
academic computing office.

Facilities. Although classroom space has become scarce on the UW Bothell campus, we do
not anticipate additional costs. First, the in-class portion of the program will be offered
primarily during evening hours when classroom space is more available. Second, the program’s
cohort structure minimizes the number of different classes—Only one classroom will be needed
for a single evening each week during the Part 2 program. The two, 2-hour classes required for
Part 1 will typically be offered during weekends when classrooms are also typically available.

Library Resources. The UW Libraries already supports two principal certification
programs with their associated Master’s degrees, so no substantial expenditure is required to
initiate the program. Further, since the program proposed here is primarily on line, it is not
necessary to create a large separate collection located at the UW Bothell Library. Nevertheless,
our program budget includes a small allocation for ongoing annual updating of library resources.
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Travel support. Since a large portion of the program involves clinical practice in regional
schools, supervision and support will require a larger-than-normal allocation for faculty travel
within the region.

VIIIl. Faculty

The program is designed with a deliberate combination of university tenure line faculty and
clinical faculty with practical expertise in school leadership. The full time faculty includes two
faculty members with significant contribution to the program and other Education Program
faculty members who will contribute in specific areas of expertise. These include:

e Professor Thomas Bellamy will serve as faculty coordinator of the program with
direct involvement in leadership domains related to personal leadership, leadership on
the school as a responsive public institution and leadership for the school as an
effective organization. His recent related books include: Principal
Accomplishments: How School Leaders Succeed (2007) and Countdown to the
Principalship (2007). Along with several recent articles on principal leadership for
schools and principal preparation programs, Dr. Bellamy is the Principal Investigator
of a U. S. Department of Education grant that supports and studies principals of
professional development schools in high-needs districts.

e A second full time faculty member with academic specialization and professional
experience in educational leadership will be recruited in conjunction with initiation of
the program.

e Cherry A. McGee Banks, Professor of Education. Widely recognized for her
scholarship on multicultural education, Dr. Banks’ contributions to the program will
be primarily in the domains of leadership for schools as responsive public institutions
and personal leadership for school as an inclusive community.

e Dr. Jean Eisele, Senior Lecturer. As a former principal and teacher educator, Dr.
Eisele will provide support in the program domains of leadership for the school as a
renewing organization and personal leadership for schools.

e Dr. Jane Van Galen, Professor of Education. Recent books and scholarship address
socioeconomic disparities in education and technology applications in schools. She
will contribute to the domain on leadership for the school as a responsive public
institution.

Several other Education Program faculty members focus their teaching and scholarship on
PK-12 teacher development and will contribute to the program’s domain on leadership for
curriculum and teaching. These include: Associate professors Nancy Place and Carole Kubota;
Assistant Professors Karen Gourd, Antony Smith, and Robin Angotti; and Senior Lecturer
Pamela Joseph.

An extended clinical faculty will be formed, primarily from current administrators in

districts who have joined the APPL Consortium. These individuals will support all aspects of the
program, with primary roles in supervising clinical practice, assisting with assessment of
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candidate dossiers, and providing in-class and on-line support in areas of specific individual
expertise.

IX. Administration

As an integrated part of the UW Bothell Education Program, the EDL degree and
certification program will benefit from the overall set of office supports in the program,
including reception, budget management, clinical faculty appointments, and coordination of
course scheduling. We project that an additional .50 FTE professional staff member and a .25
classified staff member will be needed to take responsibility for program admissions, advising,
student assessment data management, coordination with the OSPI certification office, and
organizing required state and federal reports.

X. Students

Student Enrollment. The program will serve regional teachers who are in positions that
involve providing instructional leadership for other teachers in their schools. Recruitment will
be conducted in conjunction with district partners in the APPL consortium and in partnership
with the Center for Advancement of the Teaching Profession’s programs for teacher leaders.

Because the program involves a partnership with school districts to support teacher leaders
in the early stages of preparation for the principalship, phase-in to full enrollment will require
three years. As Table 2 suggests, the first year of the program will focus exclusively on Part 1
classes and programs; Part 2 will be initiated on a pilot basis in year 2, with full enroliment
expected in year 3. At full capacity, the program will enroll cohorts of 18-22 students in a three-
quarter cohort program, while an estimated 50 teacher leaders will be enrolled in Part 1 classes
or labs. Our intent is to keep the program at a small and stable size in order to ensure highest
quality. If demand were to increase beyond expectation, growth would occur only by adding
full cohorts of students with the additional faculty FTE to support the growth.

Table 2. Projected Headcount and FTE in EDL Program by Year

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
(2009- (2010- (2011- (2012- (2013-
2010) 2011) 2012) 2013) 2014)
Part 1 Classes
e Headcount |20 40 50 50 50
e FTE 3.3 5 6 6 6
Part 2 Classes
e Headcount |O 20 20 20 20
e FTE 0 16 16 16 16
Total
e Headcount |20 60 70 70 70
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o FTE 3.3 | 21 | 22 | 22 | 22

Table 3: Enrollment Projections by Course after the Initial Three Years

Course Credit Hours Annual Annualized
Enrollments Graduate FTE
Personal leadership 2 25 1.67
Leadership for 2 25 1.67
Curriculum and
Teaching
Lab sections 2 75 5.0

associated with
personal and
instructional
leadership

Leadership for 8 20 5.33
Schools as
Responsive Public
Institutions (with
associated clinical
experience)

Leadership for the 8 20 5.33
school as a
renewing
organization (with
associated clinical
experience).

Leadership for the 8 20 5.33
school as an
inclusive
community (with
associated clinical
experience)

TOTAL 24.33

Program Diversity Since all students in the program will be teachers in regional school
districts who also serve in instructional leadership roles, our efforts to recruit a diverse group of
candidates will center on developing and sustaining partnership with school districts that serve a
wide range of economic, ethnic, and cultural groups. Districts who have initially joined the
APPL consortium include those with high concentrations of immigrant, Native American, and
low income students who are themselves making strong efforts to diversify the teaching force
from which our candidates are selected. For example, only 59 percent of staff and 38 % of
students in the Bremerton School district are identified as white, and in Renton, 36 percent of
staff and 38% of students are identified as white. Our commitment to an inclusive program that
serves qualified candidates from all backgrounds will be emphasized in all program materials
and in our collaboration with districts to support early leadership development programs.

HECB Proposal for EDL Program 20 February 19, 2009



Student Support. While financial aid for students in educational leadership is typically quite
limited, we expect to compete for grant projects that could make the program affordable to
individuals who might not otherwise pursue education for the principalship. If successful, this
effort will increase our ability to recruit teacher leaders from underrepresented groups.

Xl. Accreditation

Like all other programs that prepare students for Washington educator certifications, the EDL
program will require review and approval by Office of the State Superintendent of Public
Instruction and the Professional Educator Standards Board. Specialized national accreditation
may be pursued at a later date from the National Council on Accreditation of Teacher Education.

Xll. Program Assessment

Assessment purposes. The EDL Program Assessment system accomplishes four major
objectives:

e To provide aggregated information across candidates regarding program progress and
satisfaction, in order to support evidence-based decision making about in-progress
adjustments for each cohort.

e To provide evidence of the success and impact of program graduates that supports regular
reviews of the overall program design and responsiveness to needs of schools in the
region.

e To provide information about program operations that supports decision making by the
consortium of districts and organizations that collaborate with the program

e To document and enhance the program’s academic contributions to the university and
profession.

To address these evaluation objectives, the program will develop a program dashboard
comprised of data related to each objective. The program dashboard will be reviewed in each bi-
annual meeting of the administrative leaders of the APPL Consortium and during meetings of
the Professional Education Advisory Board. A written cumulative list of recommendations
resulting from these meetings will be maintained and addressed by the faculty as program
improvements are considered. While this dashboard will no doubt develop over time, our initial
plan is to include following measures of the following program features and impacts:

e Success in attracting students in to the program (number of participants in Part 1 each
year; number of students accepted into Part 2 each year)

e Students’ progress through the program and on-time program completion

e Impact on regional needs for qualified principal candidates (percent of graduates
interviewed for and hired for school leadership positions within three years of program
completion)
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e Student satisfaction with the program (course, internship, and advising evaluations)

e Faculty scholarship and grants (Cumulative record of publications, professional
presentations, and funded grant projects related to Educational Leadership

e Stability and continuity of the APPL Consortium (annual measures of the number of
participating districts and their satisfaction with the program’s operation )

XIll. Student Assessment

Ongoing assessment of student learning, using both performance and impact measures, is a
central feature of the EDL program. Assessment of student learning is designed to meet two
objectives:

1. To provide frequent information on candidates’ learning in order to support
conversations among the candidate, mentors, and faculty members regarding
emerging knowledge for the principalship and the conceptual frameworks that are
being used to structure that knowledge.

2. To document that candidates meet program goals and certification standards in
conjunction with decisions regarding grading, awarding degrees, and
recommendation for certification.

To provide a foundation for this assessment system, the learning goals for the EDL program
have been translated into a set of integrated performance tasks that are accompanied by rubrics
for assessment as each is developed over the course of the program. Structured around realistic
challenges that school leaders face, the EDL performance tasks allow principal candidates to
demonstrate their emerging knowledge and skills and enable faculty members and district
mentors to observe candidates’ problem-solving as it occurs and provide timely feedback. Most
of these performance tasks are cumulative across the entire program and thus serve to link course
content with clinical experiences and to support students’ integration knowledge across courses.
An outline of the program’s initial list of performance tasks is provided in Attachment C.

Quarterly review of the collection of products from these performance tasks will document
the extent to which each candidate is meeting expectations for their stage in the program. These
quarterly reviews will serve as the basis for individual advising, course grades, and
comprehensive evaluation for graduation and the institutional recommendation regarding
certification.

Critical points in the student learning assessment process are:

e Program admission. At admission to Part 1 of the program, candidates document that
they have a valid Washington teaching credential, at least three years of successful
teaching experience, and are currently in a position that allows them to exercise
instructional leadership in their work with other teachers. A leadership resume, goal
statement, and statement of beliefs about school leadership provide a baseline for future
assessments.
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e Quarterly during Part 1. Progress on performance tasks associated with teacher
instructional leadership are reviewed with small groups of colleagues; use of the
information is primarily to provide support for candidates and advice regarding additional
development opportunities.

e Entry into Part 2. Admission to Part 2 occurs after candidates have documented at least
300 hours of teacher instructional leadership experience. Reflections on these teacher
experiences, reading logs, progress on other performance tasks, and a revised goal
statement provide a basis for evaluating progress in Part 1 of the program.

e Quarterly during Part 2: Progress on all performance tasks is reviewed with individual
feedback from a program faculty member and, when possible, the individual’s internship
mentor. Faculty then meet as a group to identify strengths and weaknesses across student
dossiers and to make any needed adjustments in learning experiences planned for the
cohort. Results of these discussions are shared with the partnership’s governing board.

e At conclusion of Part 2. Each candidate’s dossier of completed products is reviewed by
faculty and school partners to ensure that program goals and certification standards have
been met.

e Annually after program completion. Graduates will be asked to complete a brief annual
survey of their employment status and accomplishments in order to support ongoing
assessment of the program’s impact.

XIV. Budget

The resource requirements are based on serving a cohort of twenty candidates in the program’s
capstone cohort program each year, with a somewhat larger number participating in Part 1
courses.

Resources Needed for Program Operation
A. Faculty $85,000

A total of 1.5 FTE faculty are needed to implement the program; .50 will be
reallocated from other activities, leaving one new full-time faculty member to be
hired in conjunction with program initiation. Budget for one faculty member is
projected at $75000 , reflecting typical salaries in educational leadership positions.
Budget for temporary lecturers to replace reallocated faculty time is $10,000.

B. Professional Staff $40,000 (estimated total annual cost of salary and benefits)
.50 FTE Internship, Evaluation, and Recruitment Coordinator. This individual is
responsible for supporting candidates as they locate and perform clinical practice
responsibilities; coordinating various aspects of the district university partnership, and
providing advising and admissions advising to prospective and current students.

C. Classified Staff $12,500

HECB Proposal for EDL Program 23 February 19, 2009



.25 FTE support staff. While the education program office is fully staffed to serve
faculty and students, the additional requirements of state program approval and
certification for the principalship will create additional demands on office support
within the program.

D. Fringe Benefits ($37,165)

Benefits are computed at 24.1% for faculty, 30.5% for auxiliary faculty, 29.5% for
professional staff, and 32% for classified staff.

C. Library Resources ($5000)

The UW Libraries already supports two principal certification programs with their
associated Master’s degrees, so substantial expenditure is not required to initiate the
program. Further, since the program proposed here is primarily on line, it is not
necessary to create a large separate collection located at the UW Bothell Library.
Nevertheless, ongoing updating of library resources is necessary, and the program
will provide a permanent annual allocation of $5,000 for related books and journals.

D. Technical Support for Distance Learning and Evaluation ($5000)

The program’s mixed model of on-line and classroom instruction will be supported
by the Blackboard course management system and by the Catalyst resources
developed by UW Computing. While we do not anticipate needing costly program-
specific software, we do expect extensive use of data management software for
program evaluation and reporting and ongoing need for student support in using the
program’s electronic portfolio frameworks. To help support the ongoing demand for
services from the academic computing office, the program includes a permanent
allocation of $5000 for staff and/or student worker assistance.

E. Travel ($7500)

Because the program expects to serve candidates from widely dispersed communities,
we anticipate larger-than-normal travel costs to sustain district partnerships and
oversee internships, and recruit students at district events and in-state conferences.
We have budgeted $6500 in permanent funds for in-state travel for this purpose. In
addition, the program is required to maintain and support meetings of a program-
specific Professional Education Advisory Board. Travel and meeting costs for this
group is estimated at $1000 annually.

F. Office and Program Supplies ($6000)

Other program and office costs associated with recruitment, program delivery,
evaluation, and state program approval are estimated at $6000 per year.
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G. Total Permanent Budget per Year is $198,165
H. Temporary (Start-up) Support

Only classes associated with Part 1 of the program will be offered during the first year of the
program. Nevertheless, this initial year is critical for recruiting students, finalizing details of
courses and internships, establishing data systems for program and student-learning
evaluation, and initiating collaborative programming with districts and other organizations in
the APPL Collaborative. In order to complete this work, the program full staffing for the
program will need to occur in the first year, even though full implementation(and enrollment)
will be delayed until year 2.

Source of Campus Funding to Implement the Program

Based on the enrollment projections after the initial phase-in period, the program will generate
approximately $125,977 in state funds (estimated at an average of $7000 per FTE), $168,710 in
academic year tuition and $49,650 in Summer Session tuition, for a total revenue to the campus
of $344,337.

The program is designed to operate within the faculty-to-student-FTE ratios that have
traditionally been used at UW Bothell to determine program funding. As is the case with other
graduate programs on the campus, funding for staff and travel is slightly above the allocation
typically provided through the formula. In this program, these additional expenses are needed to
provide adequate student support in clinical practice settings that are expected to be dispersed
throughout a large region and to sustain partnerships with a new group of school districts and
community agencies.

Budget Impact on Other Campus Programs
By meeting enrollment projections the program should generate an annual contribution of
$99,815 to campus overhead, which represents 23% of the total revenue generated by the

program. Consequently, the program should have no negative budget impact on other campus
programs.

XV. External Evaluation of Proposal

External Evaluation will be arranged by the University of Washington Graduate School
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Appendix A

Major Topics and Resources in the Five Leadership Domains
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Domain 1: Personal Leadership for Schools

Organized around a set of 2-credit courses and workshops, this program component focuses on
the personal qualities and commitments associated with success in school leadership. Students
explore how their own skills map on various models of leadership, articulate their own values as
school leaders, explore how others perceive their leadership, and focus on how their own
knowledge is organized to support reflection and continued learning. Topics include:

(1) Understanding and developing personal/ emotional skills for school leadership. Resources
include:

Goleman, D., Boyatzis, R., & McKee, A. (2002). Primal leadership: Realizing the power
of emotional intelligence. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Business School Press.

Van Velsor, E., & Drath, W. (2004). A lifelong developmental perspective on leader
development. In C. McCauley, E. Van Velsor (Eds.), The Center for Creative
Leadership Handbook of Leadership Development (pp. 383-414). San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Campbell, D. (2002). Campbell Leadership Descriptor. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.
(2) Personal and professional ethics for school leadership. Resources include:

Bull, B., & McCarthy, M. (1995). Reflections on the knowledge base in law and ethics
for educational leaders. Educational Administration Quarterly, 31(4), 613-631.

Goodlad, J. (1990). The occupation of teaching in schools. InJ. Goodlad, R. Soder, &
K. Sirotnik (Eds.), The moral dimension of teaching (pp. 3-34). San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass.

Greenfield, W. (1987). Moral imagination and interpersonal competence: Antecedents to
instructional leadership. In W. Greenfield (Ed.), Instructional leadership: Concepts,
issues, and controversies (pp. 56-73). Newton, MA: Allyn and Bacon.

Shapiro, J., & Stefkovich, J. (2001). Ethical leadership and decision making in
education: Applying theoretical perspectives to complex dilemmas. Mahwah, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum.

Strike, K. A. (2007). Ethical Leadership: Creating community in an environment of
accountability. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin.

(3) Creating foundations for continuous professional learning (reflection, organized knowledge,
developmental responsibilities. Resources include:
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Donmoyer, R. (1996). The concept of a knowledge base. In F. Murray (Ed.), The
teacher educator’s handbook: Building an knowledge base for the preparation of
teachers. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Lombardo, M. M., & Eichinger, R. W. (1989). Eighty-eight assignments for development
in place. Greensboro, NC: Center for Creative Leadership.

McCall. M., Lombardo, M., & Morrison, A. (1988). The lessons of experience: How
successful executives develop on the job. New York: Free Press.

Schon, D. (1990). The reflective practitioner: How professionals think in action. New
York: Basic Books.

(4) Enhancing communication and relationship-building skills. Resources include:
McDonald, J. P., Mohr, N., Dichter, A., & McDonald, E. (2007). The power of
protocols: An educator’s guide to better practice (2nd ed.). New York: Teachers
College Press.

Soder, R. (2001). The language of leadership. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Scott, S. (2004). Fierce conversations: Achieving success at work and in life, one
conversation at a time. New York: Berkley Books.

Tschannen-Moran, M. (2004). Trust matters. Leadership for successful schools. San
Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Domain 2: Leadership for Teaching and Learning
The second program component, also organized around a set of 2-credit courses and workshops,
focuses on the core of school work—the curriculum, instruction, and student engagement with
learning, all taken from the perspective of the principal’s role in supporting teachers and other
staff. Major topics include:

(1) Development of curriculum goals that are responsive to the requirements of law and policy,
the values of the profession, and the priorities of local communities. Resources include:

Eisner, E. (1992). Curriculum ideologies. In P. Jackson (Ed.), Handbook of research on
curriculum (pp. 302-326). New York: Macmillan

Reid, W. (1978). Thinking about the curriculum. London: Routlege and Kegan Paul.

Wiggins, G., & McTighe, J. (1998). Understanding by design. Alexandria, VA:
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.
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Jackson, P. (1992). Conceptions of Curriculum and Curriculum Specialists. In P. Jackson
(Ed.), Handbook of research on curriculum (pp. 3-40). New York: Maxwell McMillan.

(2) Understanding and supporting high-quality instruction. Resources include:

Bransford, J., Brown, A., & Cocking, R. (Eds.). (2001). How people learn: Brain, mind,
experience, and school. Washington, DC: National Academy Press.

Gersten, R., & Baker, S. (2000). What we know about effective instructional practices for
English language learners. Exceptional Children, 66(4), 454-471.

Marzano, R. (1998). A theory based meta-analysis of research on instruction. Aurora,
CO: Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 427 087)

Marzano, R., Pickering, D., & Pollock, J. (2001). Classroom instruction that works.
Research-based strategies for increasing student achievement. Alexandria, VA:
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.

Zelman, S., Daniels, H., & Hyde, A. (1998). Best Practices: New standards for teaching
and learning in America’s schools (2nd ed.). Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.

(3) Organizing the school to focus on teaching and learning. Resources include:

Elmore, R. (2000). Building a new structure for school leadership. Washington, DC:
Albert Shanker Institute, American Federation of Teachers.

Hoy, A., & Hoy, W. (2003). Instructional leadership: A learning-centered guide. Boston:
Allyn & Bacon.

Halverson, R. (2003). Systems of practice: How leaders use artifacts to create
professional community in schools. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 11(37).
Retrieved January 15, 2004, from http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v11n37/

Scheurich, J., & Skrla, L. (2003). Leadership for equity and excellence: Creating high
achieving classrooms, schools, and districts. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin.

Robinson, V., Loyd,C., & Rowe, C. (in press). The impact of leadership on student
outcomes: An analysis of the differential effects of leadership types. Educational
Administration Quarterly.

(4) Supervision, evaluation, and professional development of teachers. Resources include:

Acheson, K. A., & Gall, M. D. (2003). Clinical supervision and teacher development:
Preservice and inservice applications (5. ed.). New York: Wiley and Sons.
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Blase, J., & Blase, J. (2000). Effective instructional leadership: teachers’ perspectives on
how principals promote teaching and learning in schools. Journal of Educational
Administration, 38(2), 130-141.

Glickmam, C., Gordon, S., & Ross-Gordon, J. (2001). Supervision and instructional
leadership: A developmental approach (5th ed.). Needham Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon.

Katzenmeyer, M. & Moller, G. (2001). Awakening the sleeping giant: Helping teachers
develop as leaders. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin.

Loucks-Horsley, S., Hewson, P., Love, N., & Stiles, K. (1998). Designing professional
development for teachers of science and mathematics. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin.

McLaughlin, M. (1993). What matters most in teachers’ workplace context? In J. Little
& M. McLaughlin (Eds.), Teachers’ work: Individuals, colleagues, and context (pp. 79-
103). New York: Teachers College Press.

National Staff Development Council. (1995). Standards for staff development. Oxford,
OH: Author.

(5) Leadership to confront achievement gaps and disparities. Resources include:

Oakes, J., Quartz, K., Ryan, S., & Lipton, M. (2000). The struggle for civic virtue in
education reform. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Cole, R. W. (1995). Educating everybody's children: Diverse teaching strategies for
diverse learners. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development.

Johnson, R.S. (2002). Using data to close the achievement gap: How to measure equity
in our schools. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

(6) Leadership for programs serving exceptional learners

McLaughlin, M. (2003) What every principal needs to know about special education.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin.

Miramontes, O., Nadeau, A., & Commins, N. (1997). Restructuring schools for

linguistic diversity. New York: Teachers College Press.

Domain 3: Leadership for the School as a Responsive Public Institution
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The third program component is organized as a seminar with integrated internship experiences.
The focus in this seminar is on the principal’s responsibility to provide leadership to develop and
steward the school’s vision and goals. Doing this requires an understanding of what values and
priorities compete for school attention and resources, how these conflicts can be handled in the
context of public school leadership, and what leadership skills and strategies help principals
articulate and support school visions that are just and sustainable. Key topics include:

(1) Understanding of values and conflicts associated with articulation of school goals, including
various interpretations of how public values associated with quality, equity, liberty, and
efficiency influence school priorities. Resources for this aspect of the seminar include:

Banks, J. et al. (2001). Diversity within unity: Essential principles for teaching and
learning in a multicultural society. Seattle, WA: UW Center for Multicultural
Education.

Bellamy, G. T., Fulmer, C. L., Murphy, M. J., & Muth, R., (2007). Principal
Accomplishments: How school leaders succeed (Chapters 1&2). New York: Teachers
College Press.

Cuban, L., & Shipps, D. (Eds.). (2000). Reconstructing the common good in education.
Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Furman, G. C., & Starratt, R. J. (2002). Leadership for democratic community in schools.
In J. Murphy (Ed.), The educational leadership challenge: Redefining leadership for the
21st century (pp. 105-133). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Gaddy, B., Hall, W., & Marzano, R. (1996). School wars: Resolving our conflicts over
religion and values. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Goodlad, J. (1996). Democracy, education, and community. In R. Soder (Ed.),
Democracy, education, and the schools. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Grubb, N., & Lazerson, M. (2004). The education gospel: The economic power of
schooling. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. (Introduction, pp. 1-28, and
Chapter 9, pp. 245-269).

Labaree, D. (2000). No exit. Public education as an inescapably public good. In L.
Cuban & D. Shipps (Eds.), Reconstructing the common good in education (pp. 110-123).
Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Larson, C., & Murtadha, K. (2002). Leadership for social justice. In J. Murphy (Ed.),
The educational leadership challenge: Redefining leadership for the 21st century (pp.
134-161). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Stone, D. (1997). Policy Paradox: The art of political decision making. New York:
Norton.
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Tyack, D. B. (1974). The one best system: A history of American urban education.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

(2) Knowledge of how responsibility for developing school goals is shared among formal
political and legal institutions, the education profession, and informal local pressures, and the
implications of this responsibility-sharing for the role of principals in developing and stewarding
a school’s vision and goals. Resources include:

Alexander, K. & Alexander, M. David. (2001). American public school law. Fifth
Edition. West/Wadsworth Publishing Co: Belmont, CA.

Frederickson, G. (1991). Toward a theory of the public for public administration.
Administration and Society, 22(4), 395-417.

Furman, G. C., & Starratt, R. J. (2002). Leadership for democratic community in schools.
In J. Murphy (Ed.), The educational leadership challenge: Redefining leadership for the
21st century (pp. 105-133). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Mathews, D. (2006). Reclaiming public education by reclaiming our democracy.
Dayton, OH: Kettering Foundation Press.

McDonrell, L., & Elmore, R. (1987). Getting the job done. Alternative policy
instruments. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 9, 133-152.

Shapiro, J., & Stefkovich, J. (2001). Ethical leadership and decision making in
education: Applying theoretical perspectives to complex dilemmas. Mahwah, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum.

Strike, K. A. (2007). Ethical Leadership: Creating community in an environment of
accountability. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin.

Sullivan, W. (2005). Work and integrity: The crisis and promise of professionalism in
America. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

(3) Leadership strategies for helping professional and local communities transcend
disagreements to reach just and sustainable school goals. Resources include:

Chrislip, D. (2002). The collaborative leadership fieldbook. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Gutmann, A. (2001). Democratic education in difficult times. In S. Goodlad (Ed.), The
last best hope: A democratic reader (pp. 216-230). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Heifetz, R. A. (1994). Leadership without easy answers. Cambridge, MA: Belknap
Press, Harvard University Press.
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Soder, R. (2001). The language of leadership. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

(4) Understandings and leadership strategies for making espoused values count in daily school
operations as school communities seek to understand their current functioning, set and work
toward goals, and act ethically in relation to all children and families. Resources include:

Bull, B., & McCarthy, M. (1995). Reflections on the knowledge base in law and ethics
for educational leaders. Educational Administration Quarterly, 31(4), 613-631.

Riehl, C. (2000). The principal’s role in creating inclusive schools for diverse students:
A review of normative, empirical, and critical literature on the practice of educational
administration. Review of Educational Research, 70(1), 55-81.

Robinson, V., & Lai, M. K. (2006). Practitioner research for educators: A guide to
improving classrooms and schools. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin.

Bellamy, G. T., Fulmer, C. L., Murphy, M. J., & Muth, R., (2007). Principal
Accomplishments: How school leaders succeed (Chapter 6). New York: Teachers
College Press.

Domain 4: Leadership for the School as an Continuously Renewing Organization.

Also organized as a seminar with integrated internship experiences, the fourth program
component focuses on the responsibility of the principal to lead an effective and continually
improving organization. School leaders do this by fostering conditions in their schools that
support student learning while also responding to legal, professional, and political contexts. This
responsibility includes managerial functions associated with keeping school (schedule, finance,
facility, etc.) as well as more complex issues of assessing school needs and developing plans for
renewal. In this seminar, students develop and articulate theories of action that link daily
leadership actions with desired school outcomes. Major topics include:

(1) Understanding of organizational theories and research that inform work in complex
organizations. Resources include:

Cameron, K. (1986). Effectiveness as paradox: Consensus and conflict in conceptions of
organizational effectiveness. Management Science, 32(5), 539-553.

Cohen, D., & Prusak, L. (2000). In good company. How social capital makes
organizations work. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Business School Press.

Bolman, L., & Deal, T. E. (2003). Reframing organizations: Artistry choice, and
leadership (3rd ed.). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
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Gharahedaghi, J., & Ackoff, R. (1994). Mechanisms, organisms, and social systems. In
H. Tsouke (Ed.), New thinking in organizational behavior (pp. 188-208). Oxford:
Butterworth-Heineman.

Hargreaves, A., & Fink, D. (2006). Sustainable leadership. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Leithwood, K., & Duke, D. (1999). A century’s quest for a knowledge base. In J.
Murphy & K. Louis (Eds.), Handbook of research on educational administration (2nd
ed., pp. 45-72). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Northhouse, P. G. (2003). Leadership: Theory and practice. Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage Publications.

Weick, K., & Sutcliffe, K. (2001). Managing the unexpected: Assuring high performance
in an age of complexity. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

(2) Developing theories of action that link principals’ work to school goals (with a focus on how
school-level factors support student learning). Resources include:

Bellamy, G. T., Fulmer, C. L., Murphy, M. J., & Muth, R., (2007). Principal
Accomplishments: How school leaders succeed (Chapters 3 &7). New York: Teachers
College Press.

Fullan, M. (2003). Change forces with a vengeance. London: Routledge-Falmer.
Knapp, M., & McLaughlin, M. (2003). Leading for learning sourcebook: Concepts and
examples. Seattle: University of Washington Center for the Study of Teaching and
Policy.
Portin, B., Schneider, P., DeArmond, M., & Gundlach, L. (2003). Making sense of
leading schools: A study of the school principalship. Seattle, WA: University of
Washington, Center on Reinventing Public Education. Retrieved October 1, 2003, from
http://crpe.org/pubs.shtml#leadership
Sergiovanani, T. J. (2001). The principalship: A reflective practice. Needham Heights:
MA: Allyn & Bacon.

(3) Understandings and skills to lead continuous school renewal

Fullan, M. (2001). Leading in a culture of change. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Evans, R. (1996). The human side of school change: Reform, resistance, and the real-life
problems of innovation. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
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Levine, D., & Lezotte, L. (1990). Unusually effective schools: A review and analysis of
research and practice. Madison, WI: National Center for Effective Schools Research
and Development.

Senge, P., Cambron-McCabe, N., Lucas, T, Smith, B., Dutton, J., & Kleiner, A. (2000).
Schools that learn: A fifth discipline fieldbook for educators, parents, and everyone who
cares about education. A Fifth Discipline Resource. New York: Currency.

Spillane J., & Louis, K. (2002). School improvement processes and practices:
Professional learning for building instructional capacity. InJ. Murphy, (Ed.), The
educational leadership challenge: Redefining leadership for the 21 century. One
Hundred and First Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of Education, Part |
(pp. 83-104). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Waters, T., Marzano, R., & McNulty, B. (2003). Balanced leadership: What 30 years of
research tells us about the effect of leadership on student achievement. Aurora, CO: Mid-
continent Research for Education and Learning.

Domain 5: Leadership for the School as an Inclusive Community

This seminar and its accompanying internship experiences addresses the relationships among the
many groups on whom the school depends for success. This includes how schools can work
effectively with families, community agencies, and community leaders and how school leaders
creating strong social capital among and between school staff, families, and community
members. The seminar explores how principals can strengthen relationships, steward norms, and
create work structures, and initiate conversations that foster collaborative action among the
school’s many constituencies. The cultural competence needed to lead in typically diverse
school communities will be a special focus in this seminar. Key topic areas include:

(1) How social capital helps schools support student learning and what principals can do to
enhance social capital. Resources include:

Bellamy, G. T., Fulmer, C. L., Murphy, M. J., & Muth, R., (2007). Principal
Accomplishments: How school leaders succeed (Chapters 5 & 9). New York: Teachers
College Press.

Cohen, D., & Prusak, L. (2000). In good company. How social capital makes
organizations work. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Business School Press.

Coleman, J. (1998). Social capital and the creation of human capital. American Journal
of Sociology, 94. Supplement, S95-S120.

Putnam, R., & Feldstein, L. (2003). Better together: Restoring the American community.
New York: Simon & Schuster.
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Smylie, M., & Hart, A. (1999). School leadership for teacher learning and change: A
human and social capital development perspective. InJ. Murphy & K. Louis (Eds.),
Handbook of research on educational administration (2nd ed., pp. 421-443). San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

(2) Engaging families in supporting student effort and school performance. Resources include:

Epstein, J. (2001). School, family, and community partnerships: Preparing educators and
improving schools. Boulder, CO: Westview.

Epstein, J. L., Sanders, M. B., Simon, B. S., Salinas, K. C., Jansorn, N. R., & Van
Voorhis, F. L. (2002). School, family, and community partnerships: Your handbook for
action. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

Lynch, E., & Hanson, M. (1998). Developing cross-cultural competence (2nd ed.).
Baltimore: Paul H. Brookes.

National Parent Teacher Association. (1998). National standards for parent/family
involvement programs. Washington, DC: Author.

Onikama, D., Hammond, O.,& Koki, S. (1998). Family involvement in education: A
synthesis of research for pacific educators. Honolulu, HI: Pacific Resources for
Education and Learning.

(3) The principal’s role in shaping school norms and inclusive cultures. Resources include:

Deal, T. E., & Peterson, K. D. (1999). Shaping school culture: The heart of leadership.
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Evans, R. (1996). The human side of school change: Reform, resistance, and the real-life
problems of innovation. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Firestone, W., & Louis, K. (1999). Schools as cultures. In J. Murphy & K. Louis (Eds.),
Handbook of research on educational administration (2nd ed., pp. 297-322). San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Noddings, N. (1999). Care, justice, and equity. In M. Katz, N. Noddings, & K. Strike
(Eds.), Justice and caring: The search for common ground in education (pp. 7-20). New
York: Teachers College Press.

Schein, E. (1992). Organizational culture and leadership (2nd ed.). San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

(4) Understanding and influencing out-of-school factors that affect student learning. Resources
include:
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Casella, R. (2002). Where policy meets the pavement: Stages of public involvement in
the prevention of school violence. International Journal of Qualitative Studies in
Education, 15, 349-373.

Eilers, A. (2002). School-linked collaborative services and systems change: Linking
public agencies with public schools. Administration and Society, 34, 285-309.

McLaughlin, M. (2000). Community counts. Washington, DC: Public Education
Network.

Steinberg, L. (1996). Beyond the classroom: Why school reform has failed and what
parents need to do. New York: Simon and Schuster.
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Appendix B
List of Performance Tasks
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Performance Tasks Initiated in Part 1

Task 1: Knowledge and Beliefs about
Schooling

Task 2: Reading Log and Reflections

Task 3: Leadership Practice Log and
Reflections

Task 4: Professional Growth Plans

Task 5: Documentation of Instructional
Leadership

1.A. Summary Statement/Application
Letter

1.B. Accomplishment Framework
Assessment

4.A. Leadership Resume

4.B. Leadership Assessments and
Reflections

4.C. Leadership Development Plan

5.A. Observations and Assessment

5.B. Instructional Conversation Protocols
5.C. Instructional Leadership Work-sample

5.d. Teacher Supervision and Evaluation

Performance Tasks Initiated in Part 2

Task 6: Curriculum Audit and Data
Analysis

Task 7: Analysis and Benchmarking of
School Functioning

HECB Proposal for EDL Program

6.A. The Intended Curriculum Audit
6.B. Analysis of Results of Curriculum
Implementation

7.A. Data Collection Plan with
Identification and Justification of Measures

7.2. Data Analysis and Benchmarking
Report
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Task 8: School Improvement Plan

Task 9: Annual Case Analyses

Task 10: Family Community Engagement

Task 11: Community Priorities and Issue
Analysis

Task 12: School Law Audit

8.A. School Improvement Plan
8.B. School Action Plan

8.C. Resource Alignment Plan
9.A. School Comparison

9.B. Case Critique

9.C. Entry Plan

10.A. Analysis of Current Theory of
Action and Results

10.B. Enhancement Plan

11.A. Artifact-Based Report of Priorities

11.B. Issue Analysis
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Appendix C
Relationship between Performance Tasks and Washington’s

Standards for Residency Certification for Princpals
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Schedule and Focus of EDL Program Assessments*

Perform- Task Standard 1.0: Candidates Standard 2.0: Candidates Standard 3.0: Candidates Standard 4.0: Candidates Standard 5.0: Candidates Standard 6.0: Candidates
ance Component | who complete the program who complete the program who complete the program who complete the program who complete the program who complete the program
Task are educational leaders who | are educational leaders who | are educational leaders who | are educational leaders who | are educational leaders who | are educational leaders who
have the knowledge and have the knowledge and have the knowledge and have the knowledge and have the knowledge and have the knowledge and
ability to facilitate the ability to promote the ability to promote the ability to promote the ability to promote the ability to promote the
development, articulation, success of all students by success of all students by success of all students by success of all students by success of all students by
implementation, and advocating, nurturing, and ensuring management of collaborating with families acting with integrity, fairness, | understanding, responding
stewardship of a vision of sustaining a school culture the organization, and community members, and in an ethical manner to, and influencing the larger
learning that is shared and and instructional program operations, and resources responding to diverse political, social, economic,
supported by the school conducive to student for a safe, efficient, and community interests and legal, and cultural contexts.
community learning and staff effective learning needs, and mobilizing
professional growth environment community resources.
sla|lglal8 | qglalgla|S oozl qgla|lz|x|S]g|lalz|x|S |z z|a]2
w Ll (@4 (@4 L Ll L (@4 (@4 L w w (@4 (@4 w Ll L (@4 (@4 L L w (@4 (@4 w L w (@4 (@4 w
1. 1A.
Knowledge | Summary C
and Beliefs | Statement/ P CP
about Application
Schooling Letter
1B.
gﬁmp"sr"ssssspsssssssssssssssppppP
P|P|P|P p|P|P|P|P|P|{P|P|P|P|P|P|P]|P]|P
Framework
Assessment
2. Reading clc|lc|c|c|c|c|c|]c|c|lc|lc|c|c|c|lc|c|lclc|c|lc|lclclclclclclclc]c
Log and plp|P|P|P|P|P|P|P|P|P|P|P|P|P|P|P|P|P|P|P|P|P|P|P|P|P|P|P|P
Reflections
3. s{s|s|s sls SIS S s|s|[S]|S53|s|s|S3|3|S|s|s|s]|s s|s|s|s
Leadership plrlp | |SPlple | PIP P le|P|[P|PIPlrlp|P|P|IPlr|r|P|P|SP|P|pP|P|P|SP
Practice log | | | | | | | | |
4.
Professional | 4.A. S| S| S S S S S S S S|
Growth Leadership | | | | | | |
Plans Resume
48. S S
Leadership P P P P P p p P P P P P
Assessments
4.C.
Leadership p P p p p p P P
development
Plan
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PT5.
Documentati| 5.A. s s
on of Observations
Instructional | and
Leadership | Assessment
5.B.
Instrucnon_al s s s
Conversation
Protocols
5.C. S S|
Worksample |
5.D.
Teacher
Supervision S| S|S
and
Evaluation
PT6.
Curriculum | 6.A. The c c
Audit and Intended S s
Data Curriculum
Analysis Audit
6.B.
Analysis of
Results of C C
Curriculum S S
Implementa
tion
7.A. Data
Collection
PT7. Plan with
Analysis and| Identificatio C C C cs
Benchmark- | nand S S S
ing of Justification
School of
Functioning | Measures
7.B. Data
Analysis
and CS g (S: (S: Cs
Benchmarki
ng Report
PT8.
School 8.A. School cs C C C
Improve- Improve- S S S
ment Plan ment Plan
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8.B. School S S S
Action Plan
8.C.
Resource S
Alignment
Plan
PT9. Annual
Case 9.A. School P
Analyses comparison
9.B. Case p
Critique
9.C. Entry
Plan S
10.A.
Analysis of
PT10. Current cs
Family Theory of
Community | Action and
Engagement| Results
10.B.
Enhance- Cs Cs
ment Plan
PT 11. 11A.
Community | Artifact-
Priorities Based SC SC SC
and Issues | Report of
Analysis Priorities
11.B. Issue PS PS PS
Analysis C C C
PT 12.
School Law SC SC SC
Audit

*Focus of Assessment: S= Strategic and Practical Knowledge; C=Conceptual and descriptive Knowledge; P=Personal knowledge and
commitments; I= Impact on schools and students.

Time Periods: E-1=At entry to Phase 1; E-2=Entry to Phase 2; Q-1= End of first Quarter of Phase 2; Q-2= End of second Quarter of Phase 2;
END=End of program and recommendation for certification.
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Appendix D
Higher Education Coordinating Board Forms
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FORM 4
REQUIRED COURSE WORK
Part |

Include this form with new degree program proposals. Staff will post this information and the program
proposal on the HECB Web site during the public comment period.

Prerequisite Courses

Course Number Course Title Credits

Total Credits

Program Requirements

Course Number Course Title Credits
Personal Leadership for
B EDUC 5XX School Communities 2
Personal Leadership for
B EDUC 5XX School Communities Labs Minimum 6

Leadership for Teaching
and Learning in School
B EDUC 5XX Communities 2

Leadership for Teaching
and Learning in School
B EDUC 5XX Communities Labs Minimum 6

Leadership for Schools as
Responsive Public
Institutions (with integrated
B EDUC 5XX clinical experiences) 8

Leadership for Schools as
Renewing Organizations
(with integrated clinical
B EDUC 5XX experiences) 8

Leadership for Schools as
Inclusive Communities
(with integrated clinical
B EDUC 5XX experiences) 8

Total Credits | 40
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FORM 5
ENROLLMENT AND GRADUATION TARGETS
Part |

Include this form with a new degree program proposal or a Notification of Intent to extend an existing
program. Staff will post this information to the HECB Web site during the comment period.

1 2 3 4 5
Year 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
Headcount 20 60 70 70 70
FTE 3.3 21 22 22 22
Program
Graduates 20 20 20 20
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MEd in Educational Leadership—UW Bothell 3
Proposal Review by Tricia Browne-Ferrigno 5/18/09

prepare them to be teacher leaders who can assist and support their principals in leading
schoolwide initiatives.

Teacher leadership is perceived in current literature as a critical component of effective school
leadership because principals can no longer address single handedly the myriad challenges in
today’s P-12 schools. Universities and colleges across the nation are developing teacher
leadership preparation programs to complement their principal preparation programs.

Program and Student Assessment

The UW Bothell proposal outlines several purposes and strategies for program assessment as well
as student assessment. It is evident that program designers gave considerable attention to
developing a system that incorporates multiple assessments of student progress with data from
diverse sources for use in assuring continuous program improvement. Major objectives for both
types of assessments are presented in the proposal narrative (pp. 21-23).

Appendix B includes a matrix titled Schedule and Focus of EDL Program Assessments (p. 41)
that displays the scope and sequence of student assessments across the program and their linkage
to educational leadership standards and the required twelve performance tasks. The five time
periods for administering the assessments (bottom of page 43) provide baseline data about
participants’ performance at program entry points (both Part 1 and Part 2), data for formative
assessment purposes at multiple times during the intensive phase (Part 2), and data for summative
assessment at program end. Assessment foci align with program elements (i.e., strategic and
practical knowledge, conceptual and descriptive knowledge, personal knowledge and
commitments, impact on schools and students). Final assessment of candidates’ performance is
through review of the comprehensive dossiers they present at program end, which are also used to
satisfy state certification and university academic requirements.

The breadth and depth of student assessments and multiple program assessments produce an
integrated system of evaluation. The inclusion of both qualitative and quantitative data mirrors
expectations for program evaluations used by the U.S. Department of Education School
Leadership Development Program. Few university-based programs conduct this type of program
and student assessment, making the UW Bothell system exemplary.

Appropriaté Resources

The plan to use the first year after approval for further program development and recruitment of
clinical faculty and students evidences program designers’ tacit knowledge of time and effort
needed to implement effectively a new program. Current faculty members listed on page 18 have
the requisite expertise; hopefully, the full-time faculty whose distribution of effort is 100% within
this program has been hired. The remaining resources appear adequate for the program.

Program Strengths and Review Reflections

Having the opportunity to review the UW Bothell proposal has been a refreshing, energizing
experience for me. The program designers’ conceptual framework—nine essential school
conditions that support student learning coupled with five essential leadership domains—
represents an innovative approach for a university-based principal preparation program. I have
read portions of Principal Accomplishments: How School Leaders Success for ideas to improve
our program. I truly appreciate having the chance to see how ideas in that book can become the
foundation for a novel preparation program.



MEd in Educational Leadership—UW Bothell 4
Proposal Review by Tricia Browne-Ferrigno 5/18/09

The UW Bothell proposal has been carefully constructed, informed by the contextual conditions
within the State of Washington and by an impressive bibliography spanning from classics to
contemporary resources about educational leadership. I commend Professor Thomas Bellamy and
his colieagues for their creation of a program notable for its strengths and no weaknesses that [
can discern.

Our department recently convened a team of professors and practitioners charged with
redesigning our principal preparation program. Because Kentucky was one of the first states to
adopt without modification the original Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium
Standards for School Leaders as the framework for preparation and practice of school leaders, my
teammates insist that national standards serve as the conceptual framework for our redesign. If
permissible, [ would like to share portions of the UW Bothell proposal as an exemplar of an
innovative program that is aligned with national and state standards, but more importantly uses a
novel approach for developing school leaders who understand the school conditions that support
student learning.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to serve as an external evaluator for the proposed UW
Bothell program leading to a MEd in Educational Leadership. Please feel free to contact me if
you have any further questions about my review.

Sincerely,

Tricia Browne-Ferrigno, PhD

Associate Professor/Director of Graduate Studies
Department of Educational Leadership Studies
University of Kentucky

tricia.ferrigno@uky.edu-

c Augustine McCaffery, Senior Academic Program Specialist, The Graduate School



MEMORANDUM

June 1, 2009

TO: Augustine McCaffery, Senior Academic Program Specialist, The Graduate School

FROM: Tom Bellamy, Professor UW Bothell Education Program

SUBJECT: Response to the External Review of UW Bothell’s Proposed M.Ed Program in Educational

Leadership

While the two external reviews provided very positive general evaluations of the program, some quite

helpful suggestions were included as well. In particular, the comments of Professor Scribner point to

useful improvements in the program while also giving opportunities to clarify some aspects of the

proposal. Recommendations and responses follow.

1.

One set of observations related to the curriculum, with the general conclusion that the
program attempted to cover too much. While recognizing that the responsibilities of principals
require such breadth, the recommendation to focus in depth on a smaller number of critical
issues is quite reasonable. So is the reviewer’s contrasting recommendation that additional
areas of emphasis might be considered, including greater focus on principals’ understanding and
use of student-learning data, more attention to the difficult conversations that principals must
lead, particularly those concerned with matters of educational equity, and general leadership
theory.

In a broad sense, we agree with all these recommendations. Certainly, the description of
content to be addressed in each of the five major domains in the program is both too narrow to
address all the responsibilities of practicing principals and at the same time too broad for in-
depth engagement during the relatively short preparation program (the program length reflects
the norm in principal licensing programs). We do note, however, that our proposal was
apparently not clear enough for Professor Scribner to understand that each of the five domains
is addressed in an 8-credit-hour combination of academic coursework, professional
development programs, and clinical practice.

With regard to the suggestions regarding addition of material related to difficult conversations
and leadership theory, we note that these are already included in the “personal leadership”
domain. While it will be possible to add additional references to our program proposal to
emphasize these areas, we believe that they fall within the broad goals of this program domain.
It is possible, of course, that our plan for addressing the competencies in this domain through a
combination of UW Bothell courses and district professional development programs will not
prove sufficient to develop the depth of expertise that we seek. However, we believe that the
effort to build effective coverage of these issues through completion of a combination of
university courses and other professional development opportunities will extremely helpful in
sustaining the district partnerships which we and the reviewer see as critically important. We



trust the continuous improvement process that we have structured with partners to stimulate
necessary and timely adjustments.

With regard to the suggestions that greater emphasis be placed on data collection and use, we
note that this is already included as an element of the proposed program’s “leadership for
effective instruction” domain, and that practical skills in using relevant data are imbedded in all
five program domains. Since each partner school district uses its own unique data management
system, we have chosen to emphasize this aspect of principal leadership in a domain in which
we expect some district professional development program to be included in the coursework
requirements.

With regard to recommendations that democratic and distributed leadership be given more
emphasis in the program, we note that these issues fall in the topics to be addressed in the
program’s “leadership for inclusive community” and “leadership for renewing organizations”
domains. Additional resources will be added to the program design document to make it clear
that these concepts are included.

With regard to the recommendation to emphasize depth of coverage of critical concepts rather
than the breadth suggested by the program proposal, we note that the emphasis given to the
various topics in each domain will naturally evolve over time in response to academic priorities
of individual instructors and the continuous improvement process we have constructed in our
partnership with school districts. While we are in agreement with the reviewer that some
specialization and in-depth treatment will be required in each area, we also believe that the
selection of these areas of specialization is best left to the ongoing process of syllabus
construction and course design.

A second set of suggestions related to the assessment system through which the program would
document that candidates had met program goals and state certification standards. Specifically,
Professor Scribner noted that the version of the proposal he received did not include Appendix
C, in which the performance assessments are described. He also recommended that we include
more flexibility in these performance requirements in order to respond to the priorities and
needs of partner districts.

Again, we find these comments both insightful and consistent with our original intent. While
the program proposal describes quite specific assessment tasks, we also include a partnership
governing structure that gives district representatives strong voice in the continuing refinement
of the performance assessment tasks. We fully expect that this will shape the program toward
greater responsiveness to specific district needs as we and our partners gain experience with
the performance assessments. We do plan to develop and sustain a common set of rubrics for
performance assessments. In this way, we will be able to accommodate the specific needs of
partner districts while also having consistent conceptual and procedural goals for all students.
This, in turn, allows us to recommend graduates for principal certification with assurance that
they have demonstrated capabilities related to the required certification standards.



Brief descriptions of each of the performance tasks are available, and we expect to refine these
with district partners in conjunction with pilot implementation of the program.





