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Preface	
  
The	
  Bill	
  &	
  Melinda	
  Gates	
  Foundation	
  (BMGF)	
  launched	
  the	
  Intensive	
  Partnerships	
  (IP)	
  for	
  

Effective	
  Teaching	
  in	
  2009–2010.	
  After	
  careful	
  screening,	
  the	
  foundation	
  identified	
  seven	
  Intensive	
  
Partnership	
  (IP)	
  sites—three	
  school	
  districts	
  and	
  four	
  charter	
  management	
  organizations	
  (CMOs)—
to	
  implement	
  strategic	
  human	
  capital	
  reforms	
  over	
  a	
  six-­‐year	
  period.	
  BMGF	
  also	
  selected	
  the	
  
RAND	
  Corporation	
  and	
  its	
  partner	
  the	
  American	
  Institutes	
  for	
  Research	
  (AIR)	
  to	
  evaluate	
  the	
  IP	
  
efforts.	
  The	
  RAND/AIR	
  team	
  is	
  conducting	
  three	
  interrelated	
  studies	
  examining	
  the	
  
implementation	
  of	
  the	
  reforms,	
  the	
  reforms’	
  impact	
  on	
  student	
  outcomes,	
  and	
  the	
  extent	
  to	
  
which	
  the	
  reforms	
  are	
  replicated	
  in	
  other	
  districts.	
  	
  

The	
  evaluation	
  began	
  in	
  July	
  2010	
  and	
  collected	
  its	
  first	
  wave	
  of	
  data	
  during	
  the	
  2010–2011	
  
school	
  year;	
  it	
  will	
  continue	
  through	
  the	
  2015-­‐16	
  school	
  year	
  and	
  produce	
  a	
  final	
  report	
  in	
  2017.	
  
During	
  this	
  time	
  period,	
  the	
  RAND/AIR	
  team	
  is	
  producing	
  a	
  series	
  of	
  internal	
  Progress	
  Reports	
  for	
  
BMGF	
  and	
  the	
  IP	
  sites	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  interim	
  Working	
  Papers	
  for	
  selected	
  research	
  audiences.	
  The	
  
Project	
  Reports	
  and	
  Working	
  Papers	
  contain	
  preliminary	
  findings	
  that	
  have	
  not	
  been	
  formally	
  
reviewed	
  or	
  edited.	
  Nevertheless,	
  they	
  should	
  be	
  of	
  interest	
  to	
  BMGF	
  as	
  it	
  monitors	
  the	
  project	
  
and	
  to	
  the	
  IP	
  sites	
  as	
  they	
  implement	
  their	
  reforms.	
  The	
  reports	
  are	
  designed	
  to	
  foster	
  internal	
  
conversations	
  and	
  feedback	
  to	
  the	
  evaluation	
  team	
  and	
  to	
  solicit	
  informal	
  peer	
  review	
  to	
  help	
  
focus	
  future	
  data	
  collection,	
  analysis,	
  and	
  reporting.	
  	
  

The	
  present	
  report	
  focuses	
  on	
  how	
  school	
  leaders	
  and	
  teachers	
  have	
  changed	
  the	
  way	
  they	
  
allocate	
  their	
  time	
  among	
  various	
  activities	
  across	
  the	
  three	
  years	
  since	
  implementation	
  began	
  
(2010–11	
  through	
  2012–13)	
  across	
  the	
  seven	
  sites.	
  Relevant	
  working	
  papers	
  and	
  project	
  reports	
  
include	
  the	
  following:	
  

Working	
  Papers	
  
Using	
  Teacher	
  Evaluation	
  Data	
  to	
  Inform	
  Professional	
  Development	
  in	
  the	
  Intensive	
  Partnership	
  Sites.	
  WR-­‐

1033-­‐BMGF.	
  (Laura	
  S.	
  Hamilton,	
  Elizabeth	
  D.	
  Steiner,	
  Deborah	
  Holtzman,	
  Eleanor	
  S.	
  Fulbeck,	
  Abby	
  
Robyn,	
  Jeffrey	
  Poirier,	
  Caitlin	
  O’Neil).	
  Santa	
  Monica:	
  RAND,	
  May	
  2014.	
  	
  

How	
  Are	
  School	
  Leaders	
  and	
  Teachers	
  Allocating	
  Their	
  Time	
  Under	
  the	
  Partnership	
  Sites	
  to	
  Empower	
  
Effective	
  Teaching	
  Initiative?	
  WR-­‐1041-­‐BMGF.	
  (Jay	
  Chambers,	
  Iliana	
  Brodziak	
  de	
  los	
  Reyes,	
  Antonia	
  
Wang,	
  and	
  Caitlin	
  O’Neil).	
  Santa	
  Monica:	
  RAND,	
  March	
  2014.	
  

Project	
  Reports	
  
Implementation	
  of	
  the	
  Intensive	
  Partnerships	
  for	
  Effective	
  Teaching	
  Initiative	
  through	
  Fall	
  2012:	
  Progress	
  

Report.	
  PR-­‐461-­‐BMGF.	
  (Hamilton,	
  L.S.,	
  Steiner,	
  E.D.,	
  Robyn,	
  A.,	
  Holtzman,	
  D.,	
  Poirier,	
  J.,	
  Stecher,	
  
B.M.,	
  &	
  Garet,	
  M.S.).	
  Santa	
  Monica:	
  RAND,	
  June	
  2013.	
  	
  

How	
  much	
  are	
  districts	
  spending	
  to	
  implement	
  teacher	
  evaluation	
  systems?	
  Case	
  studies	
  of	
  Hillsborough	
  
County	
  Public	
  Schools,	
  Memphis	
  City	
  Schools,	
  and	
  Pittsburgh	
  Public	
  Schools.	
  WR-­‐989-­‐BMGF.	
  
(Chambers,	
  J.,	
  Brodziak	
  de	
  los	
  Reyes,	
  I.,	
  &	
  O’Neil,	
  C.)	
  Santa	
  Monica:	
  RAND,	
  May	
  2013.	
  	
  

Distribution	
  of	
  Teacher	
  Effectiveness	
  in	
  the	
  Intensive	
  Partnership	
  for	
  Effective	
  Teaching:	
  Pre-­‐Intervention	
  
Trends,	
  2008-­‐2010.	
  PR-­‐421-­‐BMGF.	
  (Steele,	
  J.,	
  Engberg,	
  J.,	
  and	
  Hunter,	
  G.)	
  Santa	
  Monica:	
  RAND,	
  
February	
  2013.	
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Executive	
  Summary	
  

The	
  goal	
  of	
  the	
  Intensive	
  Partnership	
  (IP)	
  initiative	
  is	
  to	
  improve	
  student	
  success	
  by	
  transforming	
  
how	
  teachers	
  are	
  recruited,	
  developed,	
  assigned,	
  rewarded,	
  and	
  retained.	
  RAND	
  and	
  AIR	
  have	
  
been	
  studying	
  the	
  seven	
  IP	
  sites	
  (including	
  three	
  districts	
  and	
  four	
  charter	
  management	
  
organizations—CMOs)	
  since	
  the	
  2010–11	
  school	
  year	
  to	
  understand	
  which	
  strategies	
  for	
  improving	
  
the	
  teaching	
  workforce	
  are	
  successful.	
  This	
  report	
  summarizes	
  key	
  findings	
  about	
  how	
  school	
  
leaders	
  and	
  teachers	
  have	
  changed	
  the	
  way	
  they	
  allocate	
  their	
  time	
  among	
  various	
  activities	
  
across	
  the	
  three	
  years	
  since	
  implementation	
  began	
  (2010–11	
  through	
  2012–13).	
  

Using	
  data	
  collected	
  on	
  time	
  allocation	
  from	
  school	
  leaders	
  and	
  teachers	
  in	
  the	
  spring	
  of	
  each	
  
year,	
  we	
  observed	
  the	
  following	
  patterns	
  and	
  trends:	
  

For	
  school	
  leaders:	
  

• Between	
  the	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2011–12,	
  school	
  leaders	
  reported	
  a	
  significant	
  decline	
  in	
  the	
  
proportion	
  of	
  time	
  spent	
  on	
  administrative	
  activities	
  (from	
  about	
  70	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  weekly	
  
working	
  hours	
  to	
  between	
  42	
  and	
  45	
  percent	
  in	
  both	
  districts	
  and	
  CMOs),	
  accompanied	
  by	
  a	
  
significant	
  increase	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  devoted	
  to	
  teacher	
  evaluation	
  (from	
  14	
  to	
  28	
  percent	
  for	
  
district	
  leaders	
  and	
  from	
  11	
  to	
  21	
  percent	
  for	
  CMO	
  leaders)	
  and	
  professional	
  development	
  
activities	
  (14	
  to	
  27	
  percent	
  for	
  district	
  leaders	
  and	
  17	
  to	
  26	
  percent	
  for	
  CMO	
  leaders)	
  (see	
  
Figure	
  A).	
  	
  

• The	
  main	
  declines	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  spent	
  on	
  administration	
  were	
  changes	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  
staff	
  supervision	
  and	
  interaction	
  with	
  the	
  school	
  district	
  central	
  administration	
  and	
  state	
  
offices.	
  The	
  increase	
  in	
  time	
  spent	
  on	
  evaluation	
  was	
  due	
  to	
  allocating	
  more	
  time	
  to	
  observing	
  
classroom	
  instruction	
  and	
  to	
  providing	
  feedback	
  to	
  teachers	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  their	
  evaluation.	
  For	
  
professional	
  development,	
  there	
  is	
  an	
  increase	
  in	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  interschool	
  collaboration	
  
and	
  attending	
  other	
  types	
  of	
  professional	
  development	
  (e.g.	
  attending	
  institutes	
  or	
  taking	
  
external	
  courses),	
  and	
  providing	
  professional	
  development	
  to	
  individual	
  groups	
  of	
  teachers	
  
and	
  non-­‐teacher	
  staff.	
  

• The	
  central	
  office	
  leaders	
  we	
  spoke	
  to	
  about	
  these	
  changes	
  reported	
  that	
  these	
  patterns	
  were	
  
consistent	
  with	
  their	
  expectations,	
  and	
  that	
  they	
  had	
  made	
  efforts	
  to	
  redistribute	
  
administrative	
  responsibilities	
  between	
  principals	
  and	
  other	
  staff—in	
  some	
  cases	
  hiring	
  
additional	
  assistant	
  principals	
  or	
  assigning	
  these	
  administrative	
  responsibilities	
  to	
  central	
  office	
  
staff.	
  

For	
  teachers:	
  

• During	
  the	
  two	
  years	
  (2010–11	
  and	
  2012–13)	
  for	
  which	
  we	
  have	
  teacher	
  time	
  allocation	
  
data,	
  teachers	
  reduced	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  their	
  weekly	
  working	
  hours	
  spent	
  on	
  instruction	
  
from	
  about	
  80	
  percent	
  to	
  68	
  percent	
  in	
  districts	
  and	
  from	
  about	
  83	
  percent	
  to	
  72	
  percent	
  
in	
  CMOs).	
  At	
  the	
  same	
  time,	
  teachers	
  increased	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  their	
  time	
  they	
  spent	
  on	
  
professional	
  development,	
  mentoring,	
  and	
  evaluation	
  (PDME)	
  from	
  about	
  4	
  to	
  17	
  percent	
  
for	
  district	
  teachers	
  and	
  5	
  to	
  17	
  percent	
  for	
  CMO	
  teachers	
  (see	
  Figure	
  B).	
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Figure	
  A.	
  Overall	
  school	
  leader	
  time	
  allocation	
  

	
  
Exhibit	
  reads:	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  14	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  weekly	
  
working	
  hours	
  to	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  evaluation.	
  In	
  2011–12,	
  this	
  rose	
  to	
  28	
  percent.	
  In	
  2013,	
  this	
  fell	
  to	
  27	
  
percent.	
  In	
  comparison,	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  allocated	
  11	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  working	
  
hours	
  to	
  evaluation	
  in	
  2010–11,	
  21	
  percent	
  in	
  2011–12,	
  and	
  23	
  percent	
  in	
  2012–13.	
  
Notes:	
  (1)	
  From	
  2010–11	
  to	
  2011–12,	
  for	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  district,	
  there	
  were	
  statistically	
  
significant	
  changes	
  in	
  the	
  allocation	
  of	
  time	
  in	
  all	
  categories	
  except	
  instruction.	
  For	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  
leader	
  in	
  a	
  CMO,	
  there	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  changes	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  allocations	
  in	
  all	
  categories.	
  (2)	
  
From	
  2011–12	
  to	
  2012–13,	
  for	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  district,	
  all	
  changes	
  were	
  statistically	
  
significant	
  except	
  those	
  in	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  receiving	
  professional	
  development	
  and	
  recruitment	
  
activities.	
  For	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  CMO,	
  the	
  statistically	
  significant	
  changes	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  allocation	
  
were	
  only	
  for	
  those	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  recruitment	
  activities.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
• The	
  changes	
  in	
  the	
  allocations	
  of	
  teachers’	
  time	
  on	
  instruction	
  were	
  due	
  to	
  a	
  reduction	
  in	
  time	
  

spent	
  on	
  teaching	
  during	
  the	
  regular	
  school	
  day	
  and	
  in	
  time	
  spent	
  individually	
  planning,	
  
preparing	
  or	
  reviewing	
  student	
  data	
  during	
  the	
  regular	
  school	
  day.	
  The	
  increase	
  in	
  professional	
  
development	
  was	
  due	
  to	
  an	
  increase	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  teachers	
  participated	
  in	
  training	
  or	
  other	
  
professional	
  development	
  activities	
  sponsored	
  by	
  the	
  district,	
  taking	
  courses	
  and	
  engaging	
  in	
  
informal	
  professional	
  development.	
  

• Based	
  on	
  conversations	
  with	
  central	
  office	
  staff	
  who	
  reviewed	
  our	
  results,	
  the	
  increases	
  in	
  
professional	
  development	
  for	
  both	
  school	
  leaders	
  and	
  teachers	
  seemed	
  to	
  be	
  driven	
  by	
  the	
  
rollout	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  classroom	
  observation	
  systems,	
  which	
  required	
  training	
  to	
  help	
  staff	
  gain	
  a	
  
common	
  understanding	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  vision	
  for	
  teaching	
  and	
  learning	
  articulated	
  by	
  the	
  
classroom	
  observation	
  rubrics.	
  Furthermore,	
  the	
  concurrent	
  rollout	
  of	
  the	
  Common	
  Core	
  State	
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Standards	
  likely	
  also	
  necessitated	
  more	
  professional	
  development	
  for	
  teachers	
  and	
  school	
  
leaders.	
  

• The	
  changes	
  in	
  time	
  spent	
  on	
  evaluation	
  and	
  professional	
  development	
  seemed	
  to	
  be	
  
associated	
  with	
  new	
  ways	
  of	
  work	
  brought	
  about	
  by	
  the	
  IP	
  initiative,	
  requiring	
  school	
  leaders	
  
to	
  devote	
  more	
  time	
  to	
  mentoring	
  and	
  evaluating	
  teachers.	
  	
  

To	
  understand	
  these	
  trends	
  in	
  time	
  allocation,	
  we	
  investigated	
  whether	
  the	
  patterns	
  varied	
  across	
  
schools	
  classified	
  by	
  grade	
  level	
  (i.e.,	
  elementary	
  versus	
  secondary)	
  or	
  the	
  percentage	
  of	
  low-­‐
income	
  and	
  minority	
  students.	
  For	
  teachers	
  we	
  also	
  investigated	
  whether	
  these	
  patterns	
  varied	
  
between	
  core	
  and	
  non-­‐core	
  subject	
  teachers,	
  and	
  between	
  novice	
  and	
  experienced	
  teachers.	
  In	
  
general,	
  the	
  time	
  allocation	
  patterns	
  for	
  both	
  school	
  leaders	
  and	
  teachers	
  disaggregated	
  by	
  the	
  
mentioned	
  characteristics	
  followed	
  the	
  same	
  overall	
  patterns,	
  but	
  there	
  were	
  some	
  relatively	
  
small	
  differences	
  across	
  sites	
  based	
  on	
  these	
  characteristics.	
  

Figure	
  B.	
  Overall	
  teacher	
  time	
  allocation	
  

	
   	
  
Exhibit	
  reads:	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  average	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  80	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  weekly	
  
working	
  hours	
  to	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  instruction.	
  In	
  2012–13,	
  this	
  was	
  reduced	
  to	
  68	
  percent.	
  In	
  
comparison,	
  the	
  average	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  allocated	
  83	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  working	
  hours	
  to	
  evaluation	
  in	
  
2010–11	
  and	
  72	
  percent	
  in	
  2012–13.	
  
Notes:	
  	
  PDME=	
  Professional	
  development,	
  mentoring	
  and	
  evaluation	
  	
  	
  
(1)	
  From	
  2010–11	
  to	
  2012–13,	
  for	
  the	
  average	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  district,	
  there	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  
differences	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level	
  in	
  the	
  share	
  of	
  weekly	
  working	
  hours	
  allocated	
  to	
  administration,	
  
instruction,	
  contact	
  with	
  student	
  and	
  families,	
  PDME,	
  and	
  reform.	
  (2)	
  Teachers	
  in	
  CMOs	
  displayed	
  
statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  during	
  this	
  time	
  frame	
  in	
  the	
  share	
  of	
  weekly	
  working	
  hours	
  allocated	
  to	
  
administration,	
  instruction,	
  contact	
  with	
  student	
  and	
  families,	
  and	
  PDME.	
  	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
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I.	
  Introduction	
  	
  
School	
  districts	
  across	
  the	
  nation	
  are	
  implementing	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  strategies	
  to	
  reform	
  the	
  
management	
  of	
  human	
  capital.	
  The	
  goal	
  of	
  these	
  reforms	
  is	
  to	
  improve	
  the	
  quality	
  of	
  teaching	
  
available	
  to	
  all	
  students	
  by	
  strengthening	
  and	
  aligning	
  teacher	
  recruitment,	
  induction,	
  professional	
  
development,	
  evaluation,	
  and	
  compensation	
  systems	
  to	
  attract,	
  develop,	
  and	
  retain	
  the	
  most	
  
effective	
  teachers,	
  particularly	
  in	
  high-­‐needs	
  settings.	
  	
  Through	
  the	
  Intensive	
  Partnerships	
  for	
  
Effective	
  Teaching	
  (IP),	
  the	
  Bill	
  &	
  Melinda	
  Gates	
  Foundation	
  (BMGF)	
  is	
  funding	
  these	
  reforms	
  in	
  
three	
  districts—Hillsborough	
  County	
  Public	
  Schools	
  (HCPS),	
  Memphis	
  City	
  Schools	
  (MCS),1	
  and	
  
Pittsburgh	
  Public	
  Schools	
  (PPS)—and	
  four	
  charter	
  management	
  organizations	
  (CMOs)—Alliance	
  for	
  
College-­‐Ready	
  Public	
  Schools,	
  Aspire	
  Public	
  Schools,	
  Green	
  Dot	
  Schools,	
  and	
  Partnerships	
  to	
  Uplift	
  
Communities	
  (PUC).	
  

The	
  work	
  reported	
  here	
  is	
  part	
  of	
  a	
  large,	
  comprehensive,	
  and	
  ongoing	
  evaluation	
  of	
  the	
  IP	
  
initiative,	
  which	
  is	
  examining	
  the	
  impact	
  on	
  student	
  achievement,	
  the	
  patterns	
  of	
  resource	
  
allocation,	
  and	
  the	
  factors	
  affecting	
  implementation.	
  This	
  report	
  focuses	
  on	
  how	
  school	
  leaders	
  
and	
  teachers	
  allocated	
  their	
  time	
  across	
  categories	
  of	
  activities	
  during	
  the	
  initial	
  years	
  (2010–11,	
  
2011–12,	
  and	
  2012–13)	
  of	
  the	
  initiative.	
  	
  

This	
  report	
  explores	
  four	
  primary	
  research	
  questions:	
  

1. How	
  much	
  time	
  did	
  school	
  leaders	
  spend	
  on	
  general	
  administration,	
  teacher	
  
evaluation,	
  recruiting,	
  and	
  professional	
  development	
  from	
  2010—11	
  to	
  2012—13?	
  Did	
  
principals	
  and	
  assistant	
  principals	
  divide	
  their	
  time	
  differently	
  among	
  these	
  activities?	
  	
  	
  	
  

2. How	
  much	
  time	
  did	
  teachers	
  spend	
  on	
  instruction,	
  administrative	
  tasks,	
  contact	
  with	
  
students	
  and	
  families,	
  professional	
  development,	
  and	
  reform	
  activities	
  from	
  2010–11	
  
to	
  2012–13?	
  	
  Did	
  novice	
  and	
  experienced	
  teachers	
  divide	
  their	
  time	
  differently?	
  Did	
  
core	
  subject	
  and	
  non-­‐core	
  subject	
  teachers	
  allocate	
  their	
  time	
  differently	
  among	
  these	
  
activities?	
  

3. Did	
  the	
  patterns	
  of	
  time	
  allocation	
  of	
  school	
  leaders	
  and	
  teachers	
  change	
  from	
  2010–11	
  
to	
  2012–13?	
  	
  	
  

4. Did	
  the	
  changes	
  in	
  the	
  patterns	
  of	
  time	
  allocation	
  of	
  school	
  leaders	
  and	
  teachers	
  differ	
  
for	
  elementary	
  or	
  secondary	
  schools,	
  or	
  for	
  schools	
  serving	
  high	
  and	
  low	
  proportions	
  of	
  
low-­‐income	
  and	
  minority	
  (LIM)	
  students?	
  	
  

Focusing	
  on	
  school	
  leaders’	
  time	
  use	
  is	
  critical	
  because	
  principals	
  and	
  assistant	
  principals	
  play	
  a	
  
critical	
  role	
  in	
  the	
  evaluation	
  and	
  professional	
  development	
  of	
  their	
  teachers;	
  examining	
  the	
  
patterns	
  of	
  time	
  allocation	
  of	
  school	
  leaders	
  provides	
  insight	
  into	
  the	
  implementation	
  of	
  the	
  IP	
  
initiative.	
  Focusing	
  on	
  teachers	
  is	
  essential	
  for	
  a	
  couple	
  of	
  reasons.	
  One,	
  the	
  IP	
  initiative	
  is	
  
predicated	
  on	
  the	
  idea	
  that	
  effective	
  teachers	
  are	
  the	
  single	
  most	
  important	
  input	
  to	
  a	
  quality	
  
education,	
  and	
  the	
  initiative	
  attempts	
  to	
  use	
  human	
  capital	
  management	
  as	
  a	
  lever	
  to	
  raise	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
1	
  On	
  July	
  1,	
  2013,	
  Memphis	
  City	
  Schools	
  merged	
  with	
  Shelby	
  County	
  Schools,	
  creating	
  the	
  unified	
  district	
  called	
  Shelby	
  
County	
  Schools.	
  Because	
  all	
  data	
  in	
  this	
  report	
  were	
  collected	
  prior	
  to	
  the	
  merger,	
  this	
  analysis	
  pertains	
  to	
  Memphis	
  
City	
  Schools.	
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student	
  achievement.	
  Two,	
  teachers	
  represent	
  the	
  largest	
  single	
  component	
  of	
  total	
  spending	
  for	
  
local	
  educational	
  agencies,	
  teacher	
  compensation	
  (including	
  salaries	
  and	
  benefits)	
  represents	
  35	
  
to	
  45	
  percent	
  of	
  overall	
  district	
  expenditures	
  in	
  HCPS,	
  MCS,	
  and	
  PPS	
  and	
  the	
  CMOs.2	
  	
  Thus,	
  analysis	
  
of	
  how	
  school	
  leaders	
  and	
  teachers	
  have	
  changed	
  the	
  allocation	
  of	
  their	
  time	
  can	
  provide	
  insight	
  
into	
  the	
  ways,	
  both	
  intended	
  and	
  unintended,	
  in	
  which	
  these	
  reforms	
  may	
  affect	
  the	
  allocation	
  of	
  
school	
  systems’	
  human	
  capital	
  resources.	
  	
  

Based	
  on	
  the	
  analysis	
  of	
  surveys	
  of	
  school	
  leaders	
  and	
  teachers,	
  we	
  reached	
  several	
  conclusions	
  
about	
  the	
  ways	
  leaders	
  and	
  teachers	
  allocated	
  their	
  time	
  during	
  the	
  study	
  period.	
  	
  	
  

• Administrative	
  activities	
  represented	
  the	
  largest	
  single	
  component	
  of	
  time	
  for	
  school	
  
leaders,	
  followed	
  by	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  professional	
  development	
  (both	
  providing	
  and	
  
receiving	
  it)	
  and	
  teacher	
  evaluation.	
  	
  

• Over	
  the	
  course	
  of	
  the	
  implementation	
  of	
  the	
  initiative,	
  school	
  leaders	
  spent	
  relatively	
  less	
  
time	
  on	
  administrative	
  activities	
  and	
  more	
  time	
  in	
  evaluation	
  and	
  professional	
  
development.	
  Our	
  conversations	
  with	
  district	
  and	
  CMO	
  leaders	
  in	
  reviewing	
  our	
  results	
  
revealed	
  that	
  leaders	
  have	
  delegated	
  some	
  administrative	
  activities	
  to	
  other	
  staff	
  as	
  a	
  
result	
  of	
  the	
  IP	
  implementation.	
  

• Instruction	
  activities	
  represented	
  the	
  largest	
  component	
  of	
  time	
  for	
  teachers.	
  Since	
  the	
  
implementation	
  of	
  the	
  IP	
  initiative,	
  teachers	
  have	
  spent	
  more	
  time	
  on	
  professional	
  
development	
  and	
  on	
  mentoring	
  and	
  evaluation,	
  and	
  less	
  time	
  on	
  instruction,	
  including	
  
class	
  time	
  and	
  time	
  spent	
  outside	
  of	
  class	
  in	
  preparation	
  and	
  other	
  related	
  class	
  activities.	
  

• Both	
  school	
  leaders	
  and	
  teachers	
  exhibited	
  similar	
  patterns	
  of	
  change	
  over	
  time	
  in	
  the	
  
districts	
  and	
  CMOs,	
  in	
  elementary	
  and	
  secondary	
  schools,	
  and	
  across	
  schools	
  serving	
  high	
  
and	
  low	
  proportions	
  of	
  low-­‐income	
  and	
  minority	
  (LIM)	
  students.	
  	
  

In	
  the	
  next	
  section,	
  we	
  provide	
  a	
  brief	
  summary	
  of	
  the	
  reforms.	
  This	
  is	
  followed	
  by	
  a	
  brief	
  
overview	
  of	
  the	
  data	
  collection	
  and	
  methodology	
  underlying	
  this	
  report.	
  We	
  then	
  proceed	
  to	
  
describe	
  the	
  findings	
  for	
  school	
  leaders	
  followed	
  by	
  the	
  findings	
  for	
  teachers.	
  Finally,	
  we	
  present	
  a	
  
summary	
  of	
  our	
  findings	
  along	
  with	
  some	
  concluding	
  remarks.	
  

The	
  reforms	
   	
  
After	
  receiving	
  grants	
  from	
  the	
  Gates	
  Foundation	
  in	
  November	
  or	
  December	
  of	
  2009,	
  the	
  sites	
  
spent	
  the	
  spring	
  of	
  and	
  the	
  summer	
  after	
  the	
  2009–10	
  school	
  year	
  primarily	
  engaged	
  in	
  planning	
  
and	
  negotiation	
  activities.	
  During	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2011–12,	
  the	
  sites	
  were	
  implementing	
  their	
  new	
  
teacher	
  evaluation	
  systems	
  and	
  beginning	
  to	
  link	
  them	
  to	
  their	
  professional	
  development	
  
offerings.	
  The	
  student	
  achievement	
  measures	
  and	
  student	
  survey	
  components	
  of	
  the	
  evaluation	
  
require	
  school	
  staff	
  to	
  participate	
  in	
  record-­‐keeping	
  activities	
  such	
  as	
  roster	
  verification	
  and	
  to	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
2	
  Interim	
  report	
  on	
  the	
  evaluation	
  of	
  the	
  Intensive	
  Partnership	
  for	
  Effective	
  Teaching,	
  2010–11.	
  Unpublished	
  report	
  to	
  
BMGF.	
  (Stecher,	
  B.,	
  Garet,	
  M.S.,	
  Hamilton,	
  L.S.,	
  Holtzman,	
  D.,	
  Engberg,	
  J.	
  Chambers,	
  J.,	
  McCombs,	
  J.,	
  &	
  Levin,	
  J.)	
  Santa	
  
Monica:	
  RAND.	
  January,	
  2012.	
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administer	
  surveys	
  periodically,	
  but	
  these	
  activities	
  are	
  less	
  time-­‐intensive	
  than	
  the	
  observation	
  
component.	
  The	
  implementation	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  teacher	
  evaluation	
  system	
  also	
  required	
  a	
  substantial	
  
effort	
  on	
  the	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  IP	
  sites	
  in	
  training	
  central	
  office	
  staff,	
  school	
  administrators	
  and	
  teachers	
  
in	
  the	
  new	
  measures,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  in	
  training	
  observers.	
  	
  

By	
  2011-­‐12,	
  most	
  of	
  the	
  sites	
  have	
  focused	
  on	
  hiring	
  teachers	
  strategically	
  and	
  are	
  working	
  on	
  
strategic	
  placement.	
  They	
  have	
  focused	
  on	
  improving	
  the	
  skills	
  of	
  existing	
  teachers	
  and	
  placing	
  
teachers	
  in	
  schools	
  where	
  they	
  could	
  be	
  successful.	
  	
  All	
  three	
  districts	
  and	
  one	
  CMO	
  (Aspire)	
  were	
  
providing	
  incentives	
  to	
  work	
  in	
  high-­‐need	
  schools.	
  The	
  IP	
  sites	
  have	
  emphasized	
  the	
  need	
  to	
  
develop	
  existing	
  teacher	
  talent	
  rather	
  than	
  removing	
  and	
  replacing	
  less-­‐effective	
  teachers.	
  

By	
  2012–13,	
  all	
  seven	
  IP	
  sites	
  (the	
  three	
  districts	
  and	
  four	
  CMOs)	
  have	
  developed	
  measures	
  of	
  
teacher	
  effectiveness,	
  which	
  include	
  structured	
  classroom	
  observations	
  and	
  student	
  outcomes	
  
data.	
  Effectiveness	
  measures	
  in	
  six	
  of	
  the	
  seven	
  sites	
  (MCS,	
  PPS,	
  and	
  the	
  four	
  CMOs)	
  also	
  include	
  
surveys	
  of	
  student	
  perceptions	
  tied	
  directly	
  to	
  individual	
  teachers.	
  The	
  seven	
  IP	
  sites	
  have	
  
implemented	
  measures	
  of	
  student	
  outcomes	
  for	
  teachers.	
  The	
  districts	
  use	
  value-­‐added	
  models	
  
(VAMs)	
  and	
  the	
  CMOs	
  use	
  student	
  growth	
  percentiles	
  (SGPs).	
  	
  

By	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  2012–13,	
  all	
  sites	
  were	
  beginning	
  to	
  use	
  teacher	
  evaluation	
  results	
  –	
  based	
  primarily	
  
on	
  classroom	
  observations	
  –	
  to	
  recommend	
  targeted	
  professional	
  development	
  opportunities	
  for	
  
teachers	
  and	
  to	
  implement	
  career	
  ladders	
  and	
  compensation	
  systems	
  based	
  on	
  teacher	
  
performance.	
  	
  

Other	
  components	
  of	
  the	
  initiatives	
  such	
  as	
  the	
  enhanced	
  career	
  ladders	
  and	
  performance-­‐based	
  
compensation	
  were	
  still	
  largely	
  in	
  the	
  planning	
  or	
  pilot	
  phases	
  between	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2012–13.	
  	
  

	
  

Further	
  information	
  about	
  these	
  reforms	
  is	
  available	
  in	
  Improving	
  Teacher	
  Human	
  Capital	
  
Management:	
  Interim	
  Findings	
  from	
  the	
  Evaluation	
  of	
  the	
  Intensive	
  Partnership	
  Sites	
  (Stecher	
  &	
  
Garet,	
  2014)	
  and	
  Implementation	
  of	
  the	
  Intensive	
  Partnerships	
  for	
  Effective	
  Teaching	
  Initiative	
  
through	
  Fall	
  2012:	
  Progress	
  Report.	
  PR-­‐461-­‐BMGF.	
  (Hamilton,	
  L.S.,	
  Steiner,	
  E.D.,	
  Robyn,	
  A.,	
  
Holtzman,	
  D.,	
  Poirier,	
  J.,	
  Stecher,	
  B.M.,	
  &	
  Garet,	
  M.S.).	
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II.	
  Methodology	
  

Time	
  allocation	
  data	
  were	
  obtained	
  from	
  surveys	
  administered	
  to	
  all	
  school	
  leaders	
  in	
  the	
  spring	
  of	
  
the	
  2010–11,	
  2011–12,	
  and	
  2012–13	
  school	
  years	
  and	
  to	
  a	
  stratified	
  random	
  sample	
  of	
  teachers	
  in	
  
the	
  spring	
  of	
  the	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2012–13	
  school	
  years.	
  Single-­‐year	
  abbreviations	
  used	
  in	
  the	
  
graphics	
  in	
  this	
  report	
  refer	
  to	
  the	
  spring	
  of	
  the	
  school	
  year	
  in	
  which	
  the	
  survey	
  was	
  administered	
  
(e.g.	
  “2011”	
  refers	
  to	
  the	
  2010–11	
  school	
  year).	
  	
  

In	
  each	
  survey	
  administration,	
  we	
  surveyed	
  school	
  leaders	
  and	
  teachers	
  from	
  approximately	
  550	
  
schools.	
  The	
  survey	
  response	
  rates	
  were	
  generally	
  high	
  for	
  both	
  school	
  leaders	
  and	
  teachers.3	
  On	
  
average,	
  approximately	
  840	
  school	
  leaders	
  and	
  3,500	
  teachers	
  responded	
  to	
  the	
  survey	
  in	
  each	
  
year.	
  

In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  and	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  had	
  two	
  sections	
  devoted	
  to	
  gathering	
  time	
  
allocation	
  data.	
  One	
  section	
  gathered	
  data	
  on	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  regular	
  weekly	
  activities	
  (e.g.,	
  daily	
  
instruction	
  and	
  administrative	
  duties,	
  weekly	
  meetings),	
  while	
  the	
  other	
  section	
  collected	
  data	
  on	
  
time	
  allocated	
  to	
  “non-­‐regular”	
  activities	
  (e.g.,	
  annual	
  meetings	
  or	
  conferences,	
  activities	
  that	
  only	
  
occur	
  during	
  the	
  summer).	
  In	
  each	
  section,	
  respondents	
  were	
  asked	
  to	
  allocate	
  their	
  time	
  among	
  
very	
  specific,	
  granular	
  categories	
  of	
  activities.	
  We	
  asked	
  respondents	
  to	
  include	
  all	
  work-­‐related	
  
time,	
  both	
  on	
  and	
  off	
  campus	
  and	
  during	
  and	
  after	
  school	
  hours	
  (including	
  the	
  weekend)	
  as	
  
appropriate.	
  

Upon	
  processing	
  the	
  first	
  year	
  of	
  survey	
  data,	
  we	
  discovered	
  that	
  some	
  respondents’	
  total	
  
reported	
  weekly	
  hours	
  worked	
  were	
  quite	
  high.	
  	
  For	
  example,	
  almost	
  3	
  percent	
  of	
  the	
  sample	
  
reported	
  hours	
  above	
  200.	
  	
  We	
  suspect	
  the	
  survey’s	
  division	
  between	
  regular	
  and	
  non-­‐regular	
  
activities	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  the	
  high	
  level	
  of	
  detail	
  may	
  have	
  caused	
  some	
  participants	
  to	
  double-­‐count	
  
their	
  time,	
  resulting	
  in	
  inflated	
  overall	
  hours.4	
  Despite	
  the	
  high	
  overall	
  hours,	
  we	
  believe	
  our	
  time	
  
allocation	
  analysis	
  is	
  still	
  valid	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  method	
  of	
  analysis,	
  discussed	
  later	
  in	
  this	
  section,	
  and	
  
our	
  conversations	
  with	
  central	
  office	
  leaders	
  at	
  the	
  sites,	
  which	
  we	
  present	
  in	
  the	
  Teacher	
  Time	
  
Allocation	
  Findings	
  section.	
  

To	
  minimize	
  double-­‐counting,	
  we	
  modified	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  survey	
  before	
  its	
  second	
  
administration	
  in	
  2011–12	
  and	
  the	
  teacher	
  time	
  allocation	
  survey	
  before	
  its	
  second	
  administration	
  
in	
  2012–13.	
  In	
  both	
  surveys,	
  we	
  consolidated	
  the	
  separate	
  sections	
  asking	
  about	
  regular	
  weekly	
  
and	
  non-­‐regular	
  activities	
  and	
  permitted	
  respondents	
  to	
  report	
  their	
  work	
  hours	
  either	
  as	
  weekly	
  
or	
  annual	
  hours.	
  We	
  also	
  collapsed	
  many	
  items	
  to	
  reduce	
  the	
  overall	
  number	
  of	
  questions	
  and	
  the	
  
detail	
  with	
  which	
  we	
  were	
  asking	
  individuals	
  to	
  report	
  their	
  time.	
  We	
  believe	
  this	
  new	
  design	
  
helped	
  to	
  reduce	
  double-­‐counting	
  of	
  work	
  hours	
  and	
  reduce	
  the	
  burden	
  on	
  respondents.	
  A	
  full	
  list	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
3	
  All	
  sites	
  except	
  two	
  CMOs	
  (Alliance	
  and	
  Green	
  Dot)	
  had	
  response	
  rates	
  above	
  70	
  percent	
  each	
  year.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  B	
  
for	
  site-­‐specific	
  response	
  rates.	
  
4	
  The	
  2010–11	
  surveys	
  instructed	
  respondents	
  to	
  report	
  their	
  hours	
  only	
  once	
  in	
  the	
  category	
  that	
  best	
  described	
  how	
  
they	
  used	
  their	
  time.	
  Despite	
  this	
  instruction,	
  it	
  was	
  still	
  apparent	
  to	
  us	
  that	
  double-­‐counting	
  was	
  an	
  issue	
  that	
  we	
  
needed	
  to	
  address.	
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of	
  instructions	
  and	
  questions	
  asked	
  in	
  each	
  survey	
  before	
  and	
  after	
  the	
  revisions	
  can	
  be	
  found	
  in	
  
Appendix	
  E.	
  

Regular	
  and	
  weekly	
  hours	
  were	
  summed	
  as	
  reported,	
  while	
  non-­‐regular	
  and	
  yearly	
  hours	
  were	
  
converted	
  to	
  weekly	
  hours,	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  contracted	
  work	
  days	
  in	
  the	
  school	
  year	
  (for	
  teachers)	
  or	
  
calendar	
  year	
  (for	
  school	
  leaders).	
  Weekly	
  hours	
  were	
  then	
  summed	
  by	
  activity	
  category.	
  A	
  full	
  list	
  
of	
  each	
  year’s	
  questions	
  and	
  their	
  categorization	
  by	
  category	
  can	
  be	
  found	
  in	
  Appendix	
  F.	
  

For	
  school	
  leaders,	
  activities	
  were	
  divided	
  among	
  seven	
  categories:	
  

• Administration:	
  General	
  administration	
  activities	
  (e.g.,	
  management,	
  meetings)	
  
• Instruction:	
  Time	
  associated	
  with	
  teaching	
  classes,	
  only	
  for	
  school	
  leaders	
  who	
  also	
  

formally	
  instruct	
  a	
  course	
  
• Evaluating	
  teachers:	
  Activities	
  related	
  to	
  the	
  formal	
  evaluation	
  of	
  teachers	
  
• Receiving	
  professional	
  development:	
  Participating	
  in	
  professional	
  development	
  	
  
• Providing	
  professional	
  development:	
  Leading	
  professional	
  development	
  for	
  teachers	
  and	
  

non-­‐teaching	
  staff	
  
• Recruitment:	
  Hiring	
  of	
  teachers	
  and	
  support	
  staff	
  
• Reform:	
  Other	
  initiative	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  teacher	
  effectiveness	
  

	
  
For	
  teachers,	
  there	
  were	
  five	
  categories:	
  

• Instruction:	
  All	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  teaching	
  and	
  assessing	
  student	
  progress	
  (among	
  others,	
  
these	
  activities	
  include	
  classroom	
  teaching	
  during	
  and	
  outside	
  the	
  regular	
  school	
  day,	
  
planning	
  for	
  class,	
  and	
  reviewing	
  student	
  work	
  and	
  data)	
  

• Administration:	
  Attending	
  meetings,	
  supervising	
  other	
  staff,	
  and	
  similar	
  activities	
  
• Contact	
  with	
  student	
  and	
  families:	
  Dealing	
  with	
  disciplinary	
  issues,	
  monitoring	
  detention	
  

or	
  study	
  hall,	
  sponsoring	
  or	
  coaching	
  afterschool	
  activities,	
  and	
  meetings	
  with	
  parents	
  
• Professional	
  development,	
  mentoring	
  and	
  evaluation:	
  Activities	
  related	
  to	
  professional	
  

development,	
  preparing	
  for	
  one’s	
  own	
  evaluations,	
  and	
  formally	
  evaluating	
  or	
  mentoring	
  
other	
  teachers	
  (for	
  those	
  who	
  are	
  formal	
  evaluators	
  or	
  mentors)	
  

• Reform:	
  Other	
  initiative	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  teacher	
  effectiveness	
  
	
  

Even	
  with	
  the	
  revisions	
  to	
  the	
  survey,	
  we	
  observed	
  that	
  some	
  school	
  leaders	
  and	
  teachers	
  
continued	
  to	
  have	
  extremely	
  high	
  total	
  weekly	
  work	
  hours	
  when	
  the	
  individual	
  activity	
  hours	
  are	
  
summed	
  (see	
  Appendix	
  A,	
  Table	
  A1	
  for	
  the	
  descriptive	
  statistics).	
  Therefore,	
  we	
  decided	
  to	
  analyze	
  
the	
  time	
  allocation	
  results	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  percentage	
  of	
  weekly	
  hours	
  spent	
  on	
  different	
  activities,	
  
rather	
  than	
  absolute	
  hours.	
  

To	
  determine	
  the	
  final	
  sample	
  of	
  teachers	
  and	
  school	
  leaders	
  to	
  use	
  in	
  the	
  analysis,	
  we	
  excluded	
  
respondents	
  who	
  did	
  not	
  answer	
  the	
  time	
  allocation	
  section.	
  We	
  also	
  excluded	
  extreme	
  outliers	
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across	
  all	
  years.5	
  	
  To	
  reduce	
  the	
  impact	
  of	
  double-­‐counting	
  on	
  our	
  results,	
  we	
  analyzed	
  the	
  
proportion	
  of	
  time	
  spent	
  on	
  each	
  activity	
  category	
  (described	
  above),	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  total	
  reported	
  
hours	
  worked.	
  We	
  also	
  conducted	
  a	
  sensitivity	
  analysis	
  to	
  compare	
  how	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  
changed	
  as	
  we	
  included	
  more	
  extreme	
  values	
  of	
  weekly	
  work	
  hours	
  in	
  the	
  sample	
  (for	
  further	
  
detail	
  about	
  how	
  we	
  determined	
  outliers	
  and	
  the	
  sensitivity	
  analysis,	
  see	
  Appendix	
  A).	
  The	
  hours	
  
for	
  each	
  category	
  were	
  averaged	
  by	
  year	
  and	
  site,	
  with	
  the	
  appropriate	
  weights	
  applied	
  to	
  each	
  
observation	
  to	
  account	
  for	
  differential	
  sampling	
  rates	
  and	
  non-­‐response.	
  We	
  also	
  reported	
  results	
  
for	
  the	
  following	
  subgroups:	
  	
  	
  

• Role	
  (school	
  leaders	
  only):	
  Principals	
  and	
  assistant	
  principals	
  
• Schooling	
  level:	
  Elementary	
  schools	
  (generally	
  serving	
  grades	
  K–5)	
  and	
  secondary	
  schools	
  

(serving	
  grades	
  6–12).	
  Schools	
  serving	
  both	
  elementary	
  and	
  secondary	
  grade	
  levels	
  (e.g.	
  K–
8)	
  were	
  classified	
  to	
  either	
  “elementary”	
  or	
  “secondary”	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  majority	
  of	
  students	
  
enrolled.	
  

• School	
  low-­‐income	
  minority	
  status:	
  “High	
  LIM”	
  (80	
  percent	
  or	
  more	
  students	
  are	
  both	
  
low-­‐income	
  and	
  minority)	
  and	
  “low	
  LIM”	
  (less	
  than	
  80	
  percent	
  of	
  students	
  are	
  both	
  low-­‐
income	
  and	
  minority).	
  

• Subject	
  area	
  (teachers	
  only):	
  Core	
  subject	
  areas	
  (general	
  elementary,	
  mathematics,	
  
English-­‐language	
  arts,	
  science,	
  social	
  studies,	
  and	
  foreign	
  language)	
  and	
  non-­‐core	
  (all	
  other	
  
subjects,	
  including	
  special	
  education)	
  

• Experience	
  (teachers	
  only):	
  Novice	
  (three	
  or	
  fewer	
  years	
  of	
  teaching	
  experience)	
  and	
  
experienced	
  (more	
  than	
  three	
  years	
  of	
  teaching	
  experience)	
  
	
  

To	
  investigate	
  whether	
  there	
  was	
  a	
  difference	
  associated	
  with	
  the	
  role	
  of	
  school	
  leaders,	
  we	
  
analyzed	
  the	
  time	
  allocation	
  patterns	
  separately	
  for	
  principals	
  and	
  assistant	
  principals.	
  The	
  
implementation	
  of	
  the	
  IP	
  initiative	
  meant	
  that	
  principals	
  had	
  to	
  focus	
  more	
  extensively	
  on	
  the	
  
evaluation	
  of	
  teachers	
  and	
  reduce	
  the	
  time	
  spent	
  on	
  administrative	
  activities.	
  Therefore,	
  we	
  
wanted	
  to	
  see	
  whether	
  this	
  shift	
  in	
  focus	
  was	
  related	
  to	
  the	
  delegation	
  of	
  some	
  duties	
  (such	
  as	
  
administrative	
  related	
  activities)	
  to	
  the	
  assistant	
  principals	
  and	
  if	
  that	
  shift	
  could	
  be	
  seen	
  in	
  the	
  
allocation	
  of	
  time	
  across	
  years.	
  	
  	
  

Elementary	
  schools	
  and	
  secondary	
  schools	
  are	
  different	
  in	
  their	
  organization	
  and	
  instructional	
  
practices.	
  Therefore,	
  we	
  wanted	
  to	
  see	
  whether	
  there	
  were	
  differences	
  between	
  the	
  schooling	
  
levels	
  in	
  the	
  way	
  the	
  school	
  leaders	
  and	
  teachers	
  allocated	
  their	
  time	
  and	
  whether	
  these	
  patterns	
  
changed	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  implementation	
  of	
  the	
  IP	
  initiative.	
  	
  	
  

School	
  leaders	
  and	
  teachers	
  at	
  schools	
  that	
  have	
  higher	
  proportions	
  of	
  students	
  that	
  are	
  low-­‐
income	
  and	
  minority	
  might	
  receive	
  additional	
  supports	
  that	
  are	
  related	
  to	
  the	
  way	
  they	
  allocated	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
5	
  To	
  carry	
  out	
  our	
  analysis	
  of	
  outliers,	
  we	
  identified	
  the	
  extreme	
  values,	
  calculating	
  the	
  outer	
  fences	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  
interquartile	
  range.	
  For	
  more	
  detail,	
  see	
  Appendix	
  A	
  or	
  http://www.itl.nist.gov/div898/handbook/prc/section1/	
  
prc16.htm	
  for	
  a	
  more	
  complete	
  discussion.	
  	
  	
  	
  

http://www.itl.nist.gov/div898/handbook/prc/section1/prc16.htm
http://www.itl.nist.gov/div898/handbook/prc/section1/prc16.htm
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their	
  time.	
  Therefore,	
  we	
  wanted	
  to	
  investigate	
  whether	
  there	
  were	
  differences	
  between	
  these	
  
two	
  types	
  of	
  schools.	
  

We	
  included	
  the	
  analysis	
  by	
  core	
  and	
  non-­‐core	
  subjects	
  and	
  by	
  experience	
  to	
  explore	
  how	
  the	
  
overall	
  educational	
  circumstances	
  during	
  our	
  analysis	
  years	
  and	
  the	
  implementation	
  of	
  the	
  IPS	
  
initiative	
  brought	
  about.	
  Teachers	
  of	
  core	
  subjects	
  are	
  generally	
  required	
  to	
  follow	
  more	
  rigid	
  
curricula	
  and	
  standards,	
  compared	
  to	
  teachers	
  of	
  non-­‐core	
  subjects.	
  The	
  years	
  of	
  our	
  survey	
  data	
  
coincide	
  with	
  the	
  rollout	
  of	
  the	
  Common	
  Core	
  State	
  Standards,	
  which	
  are	
  more	
  likely	
  to	
  impact	
  
English-­‐language	
  arts	
  and	
  math	
  teachers	
  than	
  teachers	
  of	
  non-­‐core	
  subjects.	
  	
  

We	
  analyzed	
  differences	
  between	
  novice	
  and	
  experienced	
  teachers	
  for	
  two	
  reasons:	
  first,	
  a	
  key	
  
lever	
  of	
  the	
  IP	
  initiative	
  is	
  to	
  directly	
  target	
  supports	
  at	
  new	
  teachers;	
  and	
  second	
  new	
  teachers	
  in	
  
some	
  sites	
  are	
  automatically	
  moved	
  onto	
  new	
  performance-­‐based	
  compensation	
  systems,	
  while	
  
experienced	
  teachers	
  can	
  opt	
  out.	
  Overall,	
  we	
  wanted	
  to	
  see	
  if	
  either	
  of	
  these	
  factors	
  (core	
  subject	
  
standards,	
  and	
  additional	
  support	
  for	
  new	
  teachers/new	
  pay	
  systems)	
  would	
  affect	
  teachers’	
  time	
  
allocation	
  patterns.	
  

We	
  calculated	
  the	
  average	
  time	
  allocation	
  for	
  the	
  three	
  IP	
  districts	
  —HCPS,	
  MCS,	
  and	
  PPS—
separately	
  for	
  each	
  survey	
  year.	
  We	
  also	
  calculated	
  the	
  average	
  for	
  each	
  year	
  for	
  the	
  four	
  CMOs—
Alliance	
  College-­‐Ready	
  Public	
  Schools,	
  Aspire	
  Public	
  Schools,	
  Green	
  Dot	
  Schools,	
  and	
  Partnerships	
  
to	
  Uplift	
  Communities—in	
  California.	
  We	
  examined	
  the	
  statistical	
  significance	
  of	
  the	
  differences	
  in	
  
time	
  allocation	
  across	
  years	
  for	
  school	
  leaders	
  and	
  teachers	
  separately	
  for	
  each	
  IP	
  site.	
  In	
  other	
  
words,	
  we	
  first	
  estimated	
  the	
  mean	
  within	
  each	
  IP	
  site	
  for	
  each	
  category	
  by	
  year,	
  and	
  we	
  tested	
  
the	
  significance	
  of	
  the	
  difference	
  across	
  years.	
  For	
  example,	
  we	
  compared	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  
allocated	
  to	
  administration	
  in	
  HCPS	
  in	
  2010–11	
  versus	
  2011–12.	
  	
  

Finally,	
  to	
  identify	
  the	
  specific	
  activities	
  that	
  were	
  related	
  of	
  the	
  changes	
  in	
  school	
  leader	
  and	
  
teacher	
  time	
  allocation	
  patterns,	
  we	
  analyzed	
  the	
  responses	
  to	
  questions	
  asking	
  about	
  individual	
  
activities	
  within	
  selected	
  categories.	
  We	
  collapsed	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  items	
  from	
  the	
  2010–11	
  
aggregation	
  level	
  to	
  the	
  categories	
  used	
  in	
  the	
  2011–12	
  and	
  2012–13	
  surveys.	
  Please	
  refer	
  to	
  
Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  a	
  detailed	
  crosswalk.	
  	
  

The	
  individual	
  question	
  analysis	
  identified	
  activities	
  on	
  which	
  school	
  leaders	
  and	
  teachers	
  focused	
  
on	
  and	
  activities	
  on	
  which	
  they	
  spent	
  less	
  time.	
  For	
  school	
  leaders,	
  the	
  primary	
  categories	
  of	
  the	
  
individual	
  question	
  analysis	
  were	
  administration,	
  evaluation,	
  and	
  professional	
  development;	
  we	
  
also	
  looked	
  into	
  differences	
  between	
  principals	
  and	
  assistant	
  principals.	
  For	
  teachers,	
  the	
  primary	
  
categories	
  for	
  the	
  individual	
  question	
  analysis	
  were	
  instruction	
  and	
  professional	
  development;	
  we	
  
also	
  examined	
  the	
  differences	
  between	
  novice	
  and	
  experienced	
  teachers.6	
  	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
6	
  We	
  did	
  not	
  conduct	
  an	
  individual	
  question	
  analysis	
  by	
  schooling	
  level	
  or	
  by	
  poverty	
  because	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  sites	
  have	
  
only	
  secondary	
  or	
  only	
  high-­‐LIM	
  schools.	
  We	
  also	
  did	
  not	
  include	
  a	
  detailed	
  question	
  analysis	
  for	
  teachers	
  of	
  core	
  
versus	
  non-­‐core	
  subjects	
  because	
  there	
  were	
  no	
  substantial	
  differences	
  between	
  the	
  two	
  groups.	
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To	
  enrich	
  the	
  narrative,	
  we	
  presented	
  the	
  descriptive	
  results	
  to	
  central	
  office	
  leaders	
  involved	
  in	
  
the	
  IP	
  initiative	
  at	
  each	
  of	
  the	
  seven	
  sites.	
  We	
  hosted	
  a	
  webinar	
  for	
  each	
  IP	
  site.	
  During	
  each	
  of	
  
these	
  webinars,	
  we	
  presented	
  the	
  results	
  in	
  a	
  set	
  of	
  easy-­‐to-­‐understand	
  graphics.	
  We	
  sent	
  these	
  
graphics	
  in	
  advance	
  of	
  the	
  webinar	
  to	
  the	
  designated	
  leaders	
  in	
  each	
  site,	
  and	
  then,	
  during	
  the	
  
webinars,	
  we	
  invited	
  the	
  site	
  leaders	
  to	
  share	
  their	
  thoughts	
  and	
  reactions	
  to	
  the	
  time	
  allocation	
  
results.	
  We	
  provided	
  a	
  brief	
  description	
  of	
  how	
  the	
  data	
  were	
  obtained,	
  and	
  simply	
  asked	
  the	
  
respondents	
  to	
  react	
  to	
  what	
  they	
  were	
  seeing.	
  Our	
  goal	
  was	
  to	
  gain	
  site	
  perspectives	
  on	
  whether	
  
the	
  results	
  exhibited	
  patterns	
  of	
  change	
  that	
  they	
  anticipated	
  and	
  to	
  learn	
  more	
  that	
  might	
  help	
  us	
  
understand	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  patterns	
  of	
  variation	
  and	
  change	
  observed	
  over	
  time.	
  The	
  central	
  office	
  
leaders’	
  reactions	
  are	
  presented	
  throughout	
  the	
  report’s	
  narrative	
  where	
  relevant.	
  In	
  general,	
  
these	
  reactions	
  largely	
  confirmed	
  the	
  survey-­‐based	
  results.	
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III.	
  School	
  Leader	
  Time	
  Allocation	
  Findings	
  	
  

In	
  this	
  section	
  we	
  present	
  the	
  school	
  leaders’	
  time	
  allocation	
  patterns,	
  followed	
  by	
  a	
  discussion	
  of	
  
results	
  for	
  subgroups:	
  principals	
  and	
  assistant	
  principals,	
  elementary	
  and	
  secondary	
  schools,	
  and	
  
high-­‐	
  and	
  low-­‐LIM	
  schools.	
  We	
  discuss	
  the	
  averages	
  of	
  the	
  three	
  districts	
  and	
  the	
  four	
  CMOs,	
  and	
  
we	
  point	
  out	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  for	
  each	
  comparison	
  by	
  subgroup.	
  Site-­‐specific	
  
estimated	
  values	
  and	
  site-­‐level	
  significance	
  results	
  are	
  presented	
  in	
  Appendix	
  D.	
  

In	
  2010-­‐11,	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  reported	
  working	
  62.6	
  hours	
  per	
  week,	
  whereas	
  
the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  reported	
  working	
  60.9	
  hours	
  per	
  week.	
  	
  The	
  average	
  school	
  
leader	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  showed	
  a	
  decrease	
  in	
  the	
  reported	
  hours	
  working	
  per	
  week	
  both	
  in	
  2011–12	
  
and	
  in	
  2012–13.7	
  By	
  2012–13,	
  he	
  or	
  she	
  reported	
  working	
  58.3	
  hours,	
  a	
  4.3	
  hours	
  decrease.	
  Both	
  
of	
  these	
  differences	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant.	
  In	
  the	
  CMOs,	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  also	
  
reported	
  working	
  slightly	
  less	
  but	
  this	
  difference	
  was	
  smaller.	
  By	
  2012–13	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  
leader	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  reported	
  working	
  59.4	
  hours	
  per	
  week,	
  a	
  difference	
  of	
  1.6	
  hours.	
  The	
  difference	
  
between	
  2011-­‐12	
  and	
  2012-­‐13	
  was	
  statistically	
  significant	
  (see	
  Appendix	
  A	
  for	
  site	
  specific	
  
differences).	
  

Overview	
  of	
  school	
  leader	
  time	
  allocation	
  
Across	
  all	
  years,	
  school	
  leaders	
  in	
  all	
  seven	
  sites	
  spent	
  the	
  vast	
  majority	
  of	
  their	
  time	
  on	
  three	
  
main	
  activities:	
  administration,	
  evaluation,	
  and	
  professional	
  development.	
  

In	
  2010–11,	
  school	
  leaders	
  in	
  the	
  three	
  districts	
  allocated	
  most	
  of	
  their	
  time	
  to	
  three	
  activities:	
  
administration	
  (70	
  percent),	
  evaluation	
  (14	
  percent),	
  and	
  providing	
  and	
  receiving	
  professional	
  
development	
  (a	
  total	
  of	
  14	
  percent).	
  The	
  remaining	
  2	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  time	
  was	
  divided	
  among	
  
reform,	
  recruitment,	
  and	
  instructional	
  activities.	
  In	
  2011–12	
  and	
  2012–13,	
  administration,	
  
evaluation,	
  and	
  providing	
  and	
  receiving	
  professional	
  development	
  again	
  accounted	
  for	
  the	
  
majority	
  of	
  school	
  leader	
  time,	
  but	
  there	
  were	
  some	
  significant	
  shifts	
  in	
  how	
  time	
  was	
  divided	
  
among	
  these	
  three	
  primary	
  activities	
  (see	
  Figure	
  1).	
  

These	
  overall	
  patterns	
  observed	
  for	
  the	
  three	
  districts	
  are	
  similar	
  to	
  those	
  observed	
  for	
  the	
  four	
  
CMOs,	
  with	
  the	
  following	
  two	
  exceptions:	
  (1)	
  across	
  the	
  three	
  years,	
  school	
  leaders	
  in	
  the	
  CMOs	
  
allocated	
  a	
  lower	
  percentage	
  of	
  time,	
  on	
  average,	
  to	
  evaluation	
  than	
  did	
  school	
  leaders	
  in	
  the	
  
three	
  districts,	
  with	
  differences	
  ranging	
  from	
  1	
  to	
  3	
  percentage	
  points;	
  and	
  (2)	
  across	
  the	
  three	
  
years,	
  school	
  leaders	
  in	
  the	
  CMOs	
  allocated	
  more	
  time,	
  on	
  average,	
  to	
  providing	
  professional	
  
development	
  activities	
  than	
  did	
  their	
  counterparts	
  in	
  the	
  districts,	
  with	
  differences	
  ranging	
  from	
  2	
  
to	
  5	
  percentage	
  points.	
  

	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
7	
  As	
  noted	
  in	
  the	
  methodology	
  section,	
  we	
  changed	
  the	
  structure	
  of	
  the	
  survey	
  in	
  2011–12	
  	
  for	
  school	
  leaders	
  and	
  in	
  
2012-­‐13	
  for	
  teachers	
  to	
  avoid	
  what	
  we	
  suspected	
  was	
  doubled	
  counting	
  in	
  the	
  first	
  year	
  of	
  the	
  survey,	
  	
  2010–11.	
  See	
  
Appendix	
  A	
  for	
  site	
  specific	
  differences	
  and	
  statistical	
  significance.	
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Figure	
  1.	
  Overall	
  school	
  leader	
  time	
  allocation	
  patterns	
  

	
  
Exhibit	
  reads:	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  14	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  weekly	
  
working	
  hours	
  to	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  evaluation.	
  In	
  2011–12,	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  increased	
  the	
  time	
  
allocated	
  to	
  this	
  category	
  by	
  14	
  percentage	
  points,	
  to	
  28	
  percent.	
  In	
  2013,	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  allocated	
  
to	
  evaluation	
  fell	
  from	
  its	
  2011–12	
  level	
  by	
  1	
  percentage	
  point,	
  to	
  27	
  percent.	
  In	
  comparison,	
  the	
  average	
  
school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  allocated	
  11	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  working	
  hours	
  to	
  evaluation	
  in	
  2010–11,	
  21	
  
percent	
  in	
  2011–12,	
  and	
  23	
  percent	
  in	
  2012–13.	
  
Notes:	
  (1)	
  From	
  2010–11	
  to	
  2011–12,	
  for	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  district,	
  there	
  were	
  statistically	
  
significant	
  changes	
  in	
  the	
  allocation	
  of	
  time	
  in	
  all	
  categories	
  except	
  instruction.	
  For	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  
leader	
  in	
  a	
  CMO,	
  there	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  changes	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  allocations	
  in	
  all	
  categories.	
  (2)	
  
From	
  2011–12	
  to	
  2012–13,	
  for	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  district,	
  all	
  changes	
  were	
  statistically	
  
significant	
  except	
  those	
  in	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  receiving	
  professional	
  development	
  and	
  recruitment	
  
activities.	
  For	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  CMO,	
  the	
  statistically	
  significant	
  changes	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  allocation	
  
were	
  only	
  for	
  those	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  recruitment	
  activities.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
  	
  

Changes	
  over	
  time	
  
Over	
  the	
  three	
  sample	
  years	
  during	
  which	
  the	
  IP	
  initiative	
  was	
  being	
  implemented,	
  we	
  
observed	
  that	
  school	
  leaders	
  increased	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  they	
  spent	
  on	
  evaluation	
  and	
  
professional	
  development	
  related	
  activities,	
  while	
  decreasing	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  spent	
  on	
  
administrative	
  activities.	
  We	
  observed	
  dramatic	
  changes	
  in	
  time	
  allocation	
  between	
  2010–11	
  
and	
  2011–12,	
  while	
  the	
  differences	
  between	
  2011–12	
  and	
  2012–13	
  were	
  relatively	
  small.	
  	
  

Change	
  from	
  2010-­‐11	
  to	
  2011-­‐12	
  

Between	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2011–12,	
  the	
  time	
  allocation	
  patterns	
  of	
  school	
  leaders	
  at	
  all	
  seven	
  sites	
  
exhibited	
  similar	
  changes.	
  The	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  evaluation	
  nearly	
  doubled,	
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increasing	
  from	
  14	
  to	
  28	
  percent	
  for	
  the	
  three	
  districts	
  and	
  from	
  11	
  to	
  21	
  percent	
  for	
  the	
  four	
  
CMOs	
  (see	
  Figure	
  1).	
  	
  

The	
  main	
  increases	
  for	
  the	
  change	
  in	
  evaluation	
  were	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  observing	
  classroom	
  
instruction	
  (question	
  71b)	
  and	
  to	
  preparing	
  and	
  providing	
  feedback	
  to	
  teachers	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  their	
  
evaluation	
  (question	
  71c).	
  The	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  doubled	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  time,	
  from	
  6	
  to	
  
12	
  percent,	
  in	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  classroom	
  observation	
  between	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2011–12,	
  while	
  
the	
  time	
  increase	
  for	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  increased	
  from	
  almost	
  4	
  percent	
  to	
  9	
  
percent,	
  during	
  the	
  same	
  period.	
  The	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  increased	
  the	
  time	
  
allocated	
  to	
  providing	
  feedback	
  by	
  5	
  percentage	
  points,	
  from	
  3	
  to	
  8	
  percent;	
  in	
  CMOs,	
  this	
  
increase	
  was	
  slightly	
  lower—2	
  percentage	
  points,	
  from	
  4	
  to	
  6	
  percent	
  between	
  2010–11	
  and	
  
2012–13	
  (see	
  Figure	
  2).	
  

Over	
  the	
  same	
  period,	
  the	
  average	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  professional	
  development	
  increased	
  by	
  about	
  
50	
  percent,	
  from	
  14	
  to	
  22	
  percent	
  for	
  districts	
  and	
  from	
  17	
  to	
  26	
  percent	
  for	
  CMOs.	
  This	
  change	
  in	
  
time	
  spent	
  on	
  professional	
  development	
  was	
  a	
  result	
  of	
  an	
  increase	
  in	
  the	
  percentage	
  of	
  hours	
  
spent	
  on	
  the	
  following	
  activities:	
  interschool	
  collaboration	
  (question	
  69d);	
  receiving	
  other	
  
professional	
  development,	
  e.g.,	
  attending	
  institutes	
  or	
  taking	
  external	
  courses,	
  (question	
  69f);	
  and	
  
providing	
  professional	
  development	
  to	
  individual	
  or	
  small	
  groups	
  of	
  teachers	
  and	
  non-­‐teaching	
  
staff8	
  (questions	
  70a	
  and	
  70c).	
  For	
  both	
  districts	
  and	
  CMOs,	
  the	
  increase	
  in	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  
interschool	
  collaboration	
  was	
  about	
  2	
  percentage	
  points,	
  from	
  less	
  than	
  1	
  percent	
  to	
  3	
  percent.	
  
The	
  time	
  spent	
  on	
  providing	
  professional	
  development	
  to	
  teachers	
  and	
  non-­‐teaching	
  staff	
  
increased	
  from	
  almost	
  3	
  percent	
  to	
  5	
  percent	
  in	
  districts,	
  and	
  from	
  4	
  to	
  9	
  percent	
  in	
  the	
  CMOs	
  (see	
  
Figure	
  3).	
  

There	
  were	
  also	
  slight	
  increases	
  in	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  reform	
  activities	
  (participating	
  in	
  reforms	
  
related	
  to	
  teacher	
  effectiveness	
  and	
  participating	
  in	
  other	
  district	
  reform	
  activities),	
  and	
  
recruitment	
  activities	
  (hiring	
  of	
  teachers	
  and	
  recruitment	
  of	
  pupil	
  and	
  instructional	
  support	
  staff).	
  
Conversely,	
  the	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  administration	
  decreased	
  substantially,	
  by	
  almost	
  30	
  percentage	
  
points	
  (from	
  70	
  to	
  42	
  percent	
  on	
  average	
  in	
  the	
  districts	
  and	
  from	
  69	
  to	
  45	
  percent	
  on	
  average	
  in	
  
the	
  CMOs)	
  between	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2011–12	
  (see	
  Figure	
  1).	
  	
  

	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
8	
  The	
  distinction	
  between	
  teaching	
  and	
  non-­‐teaching	
  staff	
  was	
  only	
  introduced	
  in	
  the	
  2011–12	
  survey.	
  Therefore,	
  we	
  
are	
  unable	
  to	
  distinguish	
  how	
  much	
  time	
  school	
  leaders	
  spent	
  providing	
  professional	
  development	
  to	
  teachers	
  in	
  
2010–11.	
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Figure	
  2.	
  Proportion	
  of	
  total	
  weekly	
  hours	
  spent	
  on	
  evaluation-­‐related	
  items	
  of	
  school	
  leaders	
  from	
  
2010–11	
  to	
  2012–13	
  

	
  
Exhibit	
  Reads:	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  12.2	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  total	
  
weekly	
  work	
  hours	
  to	
  tasks	
  related	
  to	
  Classroom	
  Observation	
  (q71b).	
  By	
  2011–12,	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  
allocated	
  to	
  these	
  tasks	
  increased	
  by	
  almost	
  6	
  percentage	
  points	
  (from	
  6.4	
  to	
  12.2).	
  Between	
  2011–12	
  and	
  
2012–13	
  there	
  was	
  a	
  slight	
  decrease	
  of	
  half	
  a	
  percentage	
  point	
  (from	
  12.2	
  to	
  11.7).	
  In	
  comparison,	
  the	
  
average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  allocated	
  3.7	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  working	
  hours	
  to	
  classroom	
  observation	
  in	
  
2010–11,	
  9	
  percent	
  in	
  2011–12,	
  and	
  8.4	
  percent	
  in	
  2012–13.	
  
Notes:	
  1	
  indicates	
  a	
  statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level	
  for	
  a	
  given	
  category	
  between	
  
2011	
  and	
  2012;	
  2	
  indicates	
  a	
  statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level	
  for	
  a	
  given	
  category	
  
between	
  2012	
  and	
  2013.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013 	
  
	
  

The	
  main	
  decrease	
  in	
  administration	
  overall	
  was	
  due	
  to	
  changes	
  in	
  the	
  percentage	
  of	
  hours	
  
allocated	
  to	
  staff	
  supervision	
  (question	
  72a),	
  interaction	
  with	
  the	
  district	
  and	
  state	
  to	
  fulfill	
  
requests	
  or	
  serve	
  on	
  a	
  district-­‐level	
  taskforce	
  (question	
  72f),	
  and	
  managing	
  operations	
  and	
  
finances	
  (question	
  72b).	
  For	
  both	
  districts	
  and	
  CMOs,	
  staff	
  supervision	
  decreased	
  from	
  22	
  percent	
  
to	
  about	
  6	
  percent	
  between	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2011–12.	
  The	
  second	
  driver	
  was	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  the	
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interaction	
  between	
  district	
  and	
  state,	
  which	
  decreased	
  by	
  5	
  percentage	
  points	
  on	
  average:	
  from	
  7	
  
to	
  2	
  percent	
  for	
  districts,	
  and	
  from	
  almost	
  5	
  percent	
  to	
  1	
  percent	
  for	
  CMOs.	
  The	
  activities	
  related	
  
to	
  managing	
  operations	
  and	
  finances	
  decreased	
  slightly,	
  by	
  about	
  1	
  percentage	
  point	
  for	
  both	
  
districts	
  and	
  CMOS—from	
  6	
  to	
  5	
  percent	
  for	
  the	
  districts,	
  and	
  from	
  7	
  to	
  6	
  percent	
  for	
  CMOs	
  (see	
  
Figure	
  4).	
  

All	
  of	
  these	
  changes	
  in	
  time	
  allocation	
  described	
  above	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  for	
  each	
  of	
  the	
  
seven	
  sites.9	
  (See	
  Table	
  D1	
  in	
  Appendix	
  D	
  for	
  site-­‐specific	
  differences	
  and	
  Appendix	
  I	
  for	
  question-­‐
specific	
  differences.)	
  

Changes	
  from	
  2011-­‐12	
  to	
  2012-­‐13	
  

Between	
  2011–12	
  and	
  2012–13,	
  we	
  observed	
  small	
  changes	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  allocation	
  patterns,	
  but	
  
overall	
  the	
  patterns	
  remained	
  relatively	
  constant	
  in	
  comparison	
  with	
  the	
  dramatic	
  changes	
  
observed	
  between	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2011–12.	
  On	
  average,	
  there	
  was	
  a	
  1	
  percentage	
  point	
  decrease	
  
(from	
  28	
  to	
  27	
  percent)	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  school	
  leaders	
  in	
  districts	
  allocated	
  to	
  evaluation	
  and	
  a	
  2	
  
percentage	
  point	
  increase	
  (from	
  21	
  to	
  23	
  percent)	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  school	
  leaders	
  in	
  CMOs	
  allocated	
  to	
  
evaluation.	
  On	
  average,	
  school	
  leaders	
  in	
  districts	
  increased	
  their	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  providing	
  and	
  
receiving	
  professional	
  development	
  by	
  2	
  percentage	
  points,	
  from	
  a	
  total	
  of	
  22	
  to	
  24	
  percent,	
  while	
  
school	
  leaders	
  in	
  CMOs	
  decreased	
  their	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  providing	
  and	
  receiving	
  professional	
  
development	
  by	
  2	
  percentage	
  points,	
  from	
  a	
  total	
  of	
  26	
  to	
  24	
  percent	
  (see	
  Figure	
  1).	
  The	
  
magnitude	
  and	
  statistical	
  significance	
  of	
  these	
  differences	
  varied	
  across	
  the	
  sites.	
  The	
  most	
  
noteworthy	
  differences	
  are	
  discussed	
  below.	
  See	
  Table	
  D1	
  in	
  Appendix	
  D	
  for	
  all	
  site-­‐specific	
  
differences.	
  	
  

In	
  evaluation,	
  both	
  districts	
  and	
  CMOs	
  had	
  a	
  slight	
  decrease	
  in	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  
classroom	
  observation—about	
  half	
  a	
  percentage	
  point	
  between	
  2011–12	
  and	
  2012–13.	
  Time	
  
spent	
  preparing	
  and	
  providing	
  feedback	
  regarding	
  to	
  evaluation	
  increased	
  by	
  almost	
  1	
  percentage	
  
point	
  in	
  the	
  CMOs,	
  and	
  remained	
  constant	
  in	
  the	
  districts	
  (see	
  Figure	
  2).	
  	
  

In	
  professional	
  development,	
  between	
  2011–12	
  and	
  2012–13,	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  activities	
  related	
  
to	
  interschool	
  collaboration	
  was	
  almost	
  constant	
  for	
  both	
  districts	
  and	
  CMOs.	
  However,	
  in	
  CMOs,	
  
there	
  was	
  a	
  decrease	
  of	
  slightly	
  less	
  than	
  1	
  percentage	
  point	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  spent	
  on	
  providing	
  
professional	
  development	
  to	
  teachers	
  and	
  non-­‐teaching	
  staff—from	
  9	
  percent	
  to	
  8	
  percent	
  (see	
  
Figure	
  3).	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
9	
  It	
  is	
  difficult	
  to	
  determine	
  the	
  extent	
  to	
  which	
  these	
  differences	
  are	
  real	
  or	
  a	
  result	
  of	
  changes	
  in	
  the	
  structure	
  of	
  the	
  
survey	
  between	
  2010–11	
  and	
  the	
  other	
  two	
  years	
  of	
  the	
  survey.	
  However,	
  as	
  mentioned	
  in	
  our	
  methodology	
  section,	
  
we	
  examined	
  the	
  sensitivity	
  of	
  the	
  results	
  to	
  including	
  or	
  excluding	
  observations	
  with	
  extreme	
  values	
  of	
  total	
  work	
  
hours,	
  and	
  we	
  observed	
  no	
  significant	
  differences	
  in	
  time	
  allocation.	
  Our	
  goal	
  in	
  examining	
  these	
  differences	
  across	
  
subsamples	
  was	
  to	
  assess	
  the	
  extent	
  to	
  which	
  double-­‐counting	
  of	
  hours	
  may	
  have	
  had	
  an	
  impact	
  on	
  the	
  reported	
  
allocations	
  of	
  time	
  among	
  the	
  categories.	
  Moreover,	
  our	
  results	
  were	
  corroborated	
  by	
  the	
  interviews	
  we	
  conducted	
  
with	
  the	
  central	
  office	
  staff	
  with	
  whom	
  we	
  shared	
  our	
  graphic	
  results.	
  These	
  IP	
  site	
  staff	
  were	
  not	
  at	
  all	
  surprised	
  by	
  
the	
  changes	
  in	
  time	
  allocation	
  they	
  observed	
  over	
  the	
  course	
  of	
  the	
  three	
  years	
  for	
  which	
  we	
  gathered	
  these	
  data	
  
(2010–11,	
  2011–12,	
  and	
  2012–13).	
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In	
  administration,	
  between	
  2011–12	
  and	
  2012–13,	
  there	
  was	
  a	
  slight	
  increase	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  the	
  
average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  to	
  supervising	
  staff—about	
  1	
  percentage	
  point,	
  from	
  6	
  
to	
  7	
  percent.	
  The	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  allocated	
  about	
  the	
  same	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  to	
  
supervising	
  staff,	
  about	
  6	
  percent,	
  throughout	
  this	
  period.	
  There	
  was	
  a	
  decrease	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  
allocated	
  to	
  managing	
  operations	
  and	
  finances	
  in	
  both	
  districts	
  and	
  CMOs;	
  in	
  the	
  districts	
  the	
  
decrease	
  was	
  1	
  percentage	
  point,	
  and	
  in	
  CMOs	
  the	
  decrease	
  was	
  2	
  percentage	
  points.	
  School	
  
leaders	
  in	
  both	
  districts	
  and	
  CMOs	
  allocated	
  about	
  4	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  weekly	
  work	
  hours	
  to	
  
management-­‐related	
  activities	
  in	
  2012–13	
  (see	
  Figure	
  4).	
  

Discussion	
  based	
  on	
  our	
  webinars	
  

District	
  and	
  CMO	
  staff	
  who	
  reviewed	
  the	
  results	
  were	
  not	
  surprised	
  by	
  the	
  patterns	
  of	
  change	
  
in	
  the	
  time	
  allocations	
  of	
  school	
  leaders	
  and	
  generally	
  found	
  them	
  consistent	
  with	
  
expectations.	
  	
  IP	
  sites	
  mentioned	
  that	
  these	
  changes	
  also	
  reflect	
  a	
  shift	
  in	
  the	
  role	
  of	
  school	
  
leaders,	
  from	
  a	
  focus	
  on	
  management	
  to	
  a	
  focus	
  on	
  instructional	
  leadership.	
  

The	
  patterns	
  and	
  changes	
  observed	
  between	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2012–13	
  are	
  not	
  surprising,	
  because	
  
during	
  this	
  time	
  school	
  leaders	
  at	
  most	
  sites	
  were	
  heavily	
  engaged	
  in	
  activities	
  required	
  to	
  
implement	
  the	
  initiative,	
  such	
  as	
  conducting	
  teacher	
  evaluations,	
  attending	
  trainings	
  on	
  the	
  
observation	
  and	
  evaluation	
  processes,	
  observing	
  classroom	
  instruction,	
  and	
  preparing	
  and	
  
providing	
  feedback	
  to	
  teachers.	
  School	
  leaders	
  were	
  also	
  engaged	
  in	
  providing	
  more	
  professional	
  
development	
  and	
  communicating	
  with	
  teachers	
  in	
  connection	
  with	
  the	
  new	
  evaluation	
  system.	
  	
  

Central	
  office	
  leaders	
  who	
  participated	
  in	
  our	
  webinars	
  with	
  each	
  IP	
  site	
  were	
  not	
  surprised	
  by	
  our	
  
results.	
  During	
  the	
  webinars	
  with	
  district	
  and	
  CMO	
  staff	
  on	
  the	
  results	
  of	
  this	
  analysis,	
  central	
  
office	
  leaders	
  across	
  all	
  IP	
  sites	
  remarked	
  that	
  the	
  increase	
  in	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  evaluating	
  teachers	
  
and	
  to	
  providing	
  professional	
  development	
  corresponded	
  with	
  the	
  launch	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  evaluation	
  
system,	
  which	
  required	
  increased	
  frequency	
  and	
  duration	
  of	
  classroom	
  observations	
  and	
  a	
  
stronger	
  connection	
  to	
  professional	
  development.	
  	
  

However,	
  Green	
  Dot	
  reported	
  having	
  expected	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  evaluation	
  to	
  
decrease	
  in	
  2012–13	
  (the	
  third	
  year	
  of	
  our	
  survey)	
  since	
  they	
  believed	
  that	
  their	
  school	
  leaders	
  
were	
  becoming	
  more	
  comfortable	
  with	
  the	
  evaluation	
  system.	
  MCS	
  central	
  office	
  leaders	
  
suggested	
  that	
  there	
  might	
  be	
  some	
  variation	
  over	
  time	
  in	
  the	
  way	
  that	
  school	
  leaders	
  perceived	
  
the	
  administration	
  and	
  the	
  evaluation	
  activities.	
  In	
  other	
  words,	
  during	
  initial	
  phases	
  of	
  the	
  
implementation	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  evaluation	
  system,	
  school	
  leaders	
  may	
  have	
  perceived	
  reporting	
  and	
  
record-­‐keeping	
  associated	
  with	
  observations	
  as	
  administrative.	
  Once	
  they	
  became	
  more	
  
comfortable	
  with	
  the	
  new	
  evaluation	
  process,	
  they	
  may	
  have	
  come	
  to	
  see	
  the	
  value	
  in	
  the	
  written	
  
portion	
  of	
  the	
  evaluation	
  and	
  thus	
  categorized	
  it	
  as	
  an	
  evaluation	
  activity.	
  Central	
  office	
  leaders	
  in	
  
MCS	
  and	
  PPS	
  hypothesized	
  that	
  the	
  large	
  reduction	
  in	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  administrative	
  activities	
  
could	
  be	
  associated	
  with	
  additional	
  supports	
  provided	
  by	
  the	
  central	
  office	
  that	
  allowed	
  school	
  
leaders	
  to	
  pass	
  off	
  some	
  administrative	
  duties.	
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Figure	
  3.	
  Proportion	
  of	
  total	
  weekly	
  hours	
  spent	
  on	
  professional	
  development	
  (provided	
  and	
  
received)	
  of	
  school	
  leaders	
  from	
  2010–11	
  to	
  2012–13	
  

	
  
Exhibit	
  Reads:	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  3.3	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  total	
  weekly	
  
work	
  hours	
  to	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  attending	
  district	
  or	
  school	
  wide	
  professional	
  development	
  (q69a).	
  By	
  
2011–12	
  this	
  proportion	
  increased	
  1	
  percentage	
  point,	
  to	
  4.5	
  percent,	
  and	
  remained	
  constant	
  in	
  2012–13.	
  
In	
  comparison,	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  allocated	
  2.4	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  working	
  hours	
  to	
  
attending	
  district	
  or	
  school	
  wide	
  professional	
  development	
  in	
  2010–11,	
  3.2	
  percent	
  in	
  2011–12,	
  and	
  2.8	
  
percent	
  in	
  2012–13.	
  
Notes:	
  1	
  indicates	
  a	
  statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level	
  for	
  a	
  given	
  category	
  between	
  
2011	
  and	
  2012;	
  2	
  indicates	
  a	
  statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level	
  for	
  a	
  given	
  category	
  
between	
  2012	
  and	
  2013.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013 	
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Figure	
  4.	
  Proportion	
  of	
  total	
  weekly	
  hours	
  spent	
  on	
  administration	
  related	
  items	
  of	
  school	
  
leaders	
  from	
  2010–11	
  to	
  2012–13	
  

	
  
Exhibit	
  reads:	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  21.7	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  total	
  weekly	
  
work	
  hours	
  to	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  staff	
  supervision	
  (q72a).	
  In	
  2011–12,	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  
district	
  reduced	
  the	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  this	
  category	
  by	
  15	
  percentage	
  points	
  (from	
  21.7	
  to	
  6.3	
  percent).	
  In	
  
2012–13,	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  staff	
  supervision	
  increased	
  from	
  its	
  2011–12	
  level	
  by	
  about	
  1	
  
percentage	
  point	
  (from	
  6.3	
  to	
  7.5	
  percent).	
  In	
  comparison,	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  allocated	
  
22.5	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  working	
  hours	
  to	
  staff	
  supervision	
  in	
  2010–11,	
  6.6	
  percent	
  in	
  2011–12,	
  and	
  6.4	
  
percent	
  in	
  2012–13.	
  
Notes:	
  1	
  indicates	
  a	
  statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level	
  for	
  a	
  given	
  category	
  between	
  
2011	
  and	
  2012;	
  2	
  indicates	
  a	
  statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level	
  for	
  a	
  given	
  category	
  
between	
  2012	
  and	
  2013.	
  	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013 	
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HCPS,	
  MCS,	
  and	
  Alliance	
  central	
  office	
  leaders	
  also	
  suggested	
  that	
  the	
  observed	
  decrease	
  in	
  time	
  
allocated	
  to	
  administration	
  might	
  be	
  a	
  result	
  of	
  a	
  shift	
  in	
  the	
  role	
  of	
  school	
  leaders,	
  from	
  a	
  focus	
  
on	
  management	
  to	
  a	
  focus	
  on	
  instructional	
  leadership.	
  Aspire,	
  Green	
  Dot,	
  and	
  PUC	
  central	
  office	
  
leaders	
  told	
  us	
  that	
  they	
  added	
  additional	
  assistant	
  principals	
  to	
  help	
  with	
  administrative	
  tasks,	
  
giving	
  principals	
  more	
  time	
  to	
  concentrate	
  on	
  their	
  role	
  as	
  an	
  instructional	
  leader	
  (see	
  Table	
  1).	
  
These	
  additional	
  site	
  leaders	
  presumably	
  require	
  increased	
  district	
  expenditure	
  or	
  a	
  shift	
  in	
  
resource	
  use.	
  Aspire	
  central	
  office	
  staff	
  reported	
  hiring	
  a	
  dean	
  who	
  divided	
  his	
  time	
  between	
  
supporting	
  principals	
  and	
  instructional	
  activities.	
  The	
  data	
  presented	
  in	
  Table	
  1	
  support	
  this	
  
assertion	
  that	
  the	
  CMOs	
  employed	
  additional	
  assistant	
  principals.	
  Indeed,	
  between	
  2010–11	
  and	
  
2011–12,	
  Aspire	
  and	
  PUC	
  more	
  than	
  doubled	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  assistant	
  principals,	
  from	
  7	
  to	
  19	
  and	
  
6	
  to	
  13,	
  respectively.	
  The	
  number	
  of	
  assistant	
  principals	
  at	
  Green	
  Dot	
  increased	
  by	
  more	
  than	
  50	
  
percent	
  from	
  20	
  in	
  2011–12	
  to	
  33	
  in	
  2012–13,	
  whereas	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  principals	
  remained	
  roughly	
  
constant.	
  In	
  comparison,	
  none	
  of	
  the	
  districts	
  saw	
  any	
  notable	
  changes	
  in	
  the	
  hiring	
  of	
  assistant	
  
principals	
  during	
  the	
  study	
  period.	
  	
  

Table	
  1.	
  Number	
  of	
  assistant	
  principals	
  and	
  principals	
  by	
  site	
  
	
  	
   2010–11	
   2011–12	
   2012–13	
  

Site	
  
Assistant	
  
Principal	
   Principal	
  

Assistant	
  
Principal	
   Principal	
  

Assistant	
  
Principal	
   Principal	
  

Districts	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  
HCPS	
  	
   378	
   229	
   385	
   225	
   371	
   226	
  
MCS	
  	
   148	
   191	
   146	
   191	
   139	
   178	
  
PPS	
  	
   35	
   67	
   33	
   64	
   29	
   57	
  

CMOs	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  
Alliance	
  	
   20	
   19	
   29	
   20	
   27	
   21	
  
Aspire	
  	
   7	
   30	
   19	
   34	
   14	
   34	
  
Green	
  Dot	
  	
   16	
   16	
   20	
   18	
   33	
   18	
  
PUC	
  	
   6	
   12	
   13	
   12	
   12	
   13	
  

Total	
  	
   610	
   564	
   645	
   564	
   625	
   547	
  
Source:	
  School	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013.	
  

	
  

Differences	
  by	
  leader	
  role	
  
Across	
  the	
  three	
  years,	
  assistant	
  principals	
  allocated	
  more	
  time	
  to	
  administration	
  and	
  slightly	
  
less	
  time	
  to	
  evaluation	
  than	
  principal.	
  Assistant	
  principals	
  and	
  principals	
  allocated	
  similar	
  
percentages	
  of	
  their	
  time	
  to	
  professional	
  development	
  across	
  the	
  three	
  years.	
  	
  	
  

Both	
  principals	
  and	
  assistant	
  principals	
  in	
  the	
  district	
  and	
  CMO	
  IP	
  sites	
  displayed	
  a	
  similar	
  pattern	
  
of	
  change	
  in	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  administration,	
  evaluation,	
  and	
  professional	
  
development	
  activities—a	
  decrease	
  in	
  administration	
  combined	
  with	
  an	
  increase	
  in	
  evaluation	
  and	
  
professional	
  development	
  time.	
  However,	
  there	
  were	
  some	
  differences	
  between	
  districts	
  and	
  
CMOs,	
  on	
  average,	
  in	
  the	
  increase	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  spent	
  by	
  assistant	
  principals	
  relative	
  to	
  principals	
  on	
  
administrative	
  activities	
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On	
  average,	
  assistant	
  principals	
  in	
  the	
  IP	
  districts	
  spent	
  relatively	
  more	
  time	
  on	
  administration	
  in	
  
all	
  three	
  years	
  than	
  principals.	
  For	
  example,	
  in	
  2010–11,	
  assistant	
  principals	
  in	
  the	
  three	
  district	
  
sites	
  spent	
  about	
  77	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  time	
  on	
  administration,	
  compared	
  with	
  65	
  percent	
  for	
  
principals	
  (a	
  difference	
  of	
  12	
  percentage	
  points).	
  In	
  2011–12	
  and	
  2012–2013,	
  assistant	
  principals	
  
spent	
  46	
  and	
  52	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  time,	
  respectively,	
  on	
  administration	
  while	
  principals	
  spent	
  39	
  
percent	
  of	
  their	
  time	
  on	
  administration	
  in	
  both	
  years	
  (see	
  Figure	
  5).	
  

In	
  contrast,	
  we	
  observed	
  that,	
  on	
  average,	
  assistant	
  principals	
  and	
  principals	
  in	
  the	
  CMOs	
  spent	
  
roughly	
  similar	
  proportions	
  of	
  time	
  on	
  administration.	
  For	
  example,	
  in	
  2011–12	
  and	
  2012–2013,	
  
both	
  assistant	
  principals	
  and	
  principals	
  spent	
  between	
  45	
  and	
  48	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  time	
  on	
  
administration.	
  	
  	
  

Looking	
  at	
  the	
  individual	
  items	
  for	
  the	
  administration	
  category,	
  we	
  
observe	
  that	
  principals	
  tend	
  to	
  spent	
  more	
  time	
  than	
  assistant	
  principals	
  
on	
  supervising	
  staff	
  (question	
  72a)	
  in	
  2010–11,	
  but	
  this	
  difference	
  almost	
  
disappears	
  in	
  2011–12	
  and	
  2012–13.	
  In	
  the	
  first	
  year	
  of	
  the	
  study,	
  assistant	
  
principals	
  spent	
  substantially	
  more	
  time	
  than	
  principals	
  interacting	
  with	
  
students	
  and	
  families	
  (question	
  72g),	
  about	
  16	
  percentage	
  points	
  more	
  in	
  

districts	
  and	
  6	
  percentage	
  points	
  in	
  CMOs.	
  However,	
  the	
  difference	
  
diminishes	
  in	
  the	
  following	
  years	
  to	
  8	
  percentage	
  points	
  for	
  districts	
  and	
  2	
  

percentage	
  points	
  for	
  CMOs	
  (see	
  	
  

Table	
  G1	
  –	
  Individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  school	
  leader	
  categories	
  at	
  HCPS	
  

Site Category 

2012/2013 
Question 

Item 
2011 
Mean 

2012 
Mean 

2013 
Mean 

2011-2012 
Difference 

2012-2013 
Difference 

HCPS 

Administration 

q72a 23% 8% 8% 15%* 0% 
q72b 6% 5% 5% 1%* 1%* 
q72c 5% 7% 7% -2%* 0% 
q72d 1% 4% 3% -3%* 1%* 
q72e 0% 2% 2% -1%* 0%* 
q72f 7% 2% 2% 5%* 0%* 
q72g 24% 14% 14% 9%* 1% 
q72h 2% 2% 2% 0% 0%* 
q72i 6% 7% 8% 0% -1%* 

PD Received 

q69a 3% 4% 5% -1%* -1%* 
q69b 0% 1% 1% 0%* -1%* 
q69c 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 
q69d 0% 4% 3% -4%* 1%* 
q69e 2% 3% 3% 0%* 0% 
q69f 0% 2% 2% -1%* 0% 

PD Provided q70a_q70c 2% 5% 4% -2%* 0% 
q70b 2% 2% 2% 0% 0%* 

Evaluation q71a 1% 1% 1% -1%* 0%* 
q71b 6% 10% 10% -4%* -1%* 
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q71c 3% 7% 7% -4%* 0% 
q71d 5% 4% 4% 1%* 0% 
q71e 0% 2% 2% -2%* 0% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  G2	
  –	
  Individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  school	
  leader	
  categories	
  at	
  MCS	
  

Site Category 

2012/2013 
Question 

Item 
2011 
Mean 

2012 
Mean 

2013 
Mean 

2011-2012 
Difference 

2012-2013 
Difference 

MCS 

Administration 

q72a 21% 5% 7% 16%* -2%* 
q72b 7% 4% 4% 2%* 1%* 
q72c 6% 5% 5% 0%* 0% 
q72d 1% 2% 2% -2%* 0% 
q72e 1% 4% 4% -3%* 0% 
q72f 6% 2% 2% 5%* 0% 
q72g 23% 9% 9% 14%* 0% 
q72h 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 
q72i 5% 5% 5% 0% -1% 

PD Received 

q69a 4% 5% 4% -1%* 1%* 
q69b 0% 1% 1% -1%* 0% 
q69c 2% 2% 2% 0%* 0% 
q69d 0% 4% 4% -4%* 0% 
q69e 3% 4% 4% -1%* 1%* 
q69f 0% 3% 3% -3%* 0% 

PD Provided q70a_q70c 3% 6% 6% -3%* 0% 
q70b 3% 2% 3% 1%* 0% 

Evaluation 

q71a 0% 3% 2% -2%* 0%* 
q71b 6% 13% 12% -6%* 0% 
q71c 3% 7% 8% -4%* -1%* 
q71d 4% 6% 5% -2%* 1%* 
q71e 0% 2% 2% -2%* 0% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  G3	
  –	
  Individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  school	
  leader	
  categories	
  at	
  PPS	
  

Site Category 

2012/2013 
Question 

Item 
2011 
Mean 

2012 
Mean 

2013 
Mean 

2011-2012 
Difference 

2012-2013 
Difference 

PPS 

Administration 

q72a 21% 6% 8% 15%* -2% 
q72b 4% 4% 3% 0% 2%* 
q72c 5% 4% 3% 1%* 1%* 
q72d 1% 2% 1% -2%* 1%* 
q72e 0% 2% 3% -2%* 0% 
q72f 7% 1% 3% 5%* -1% 
q72g 25% 12% 15% 13%* -3%* 
q72h 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 
q72i 4% 7% 7% -3%* -1% 

PD Received 

q69a 5% 5% 4% 0% 1% 
q69b 0% 1% 0% 0%* 0%* 
q69c 1% 1% 2% 0% -1%* 
q69d 0% 2% 3% -2%* -1%* 
q69e 3% 3% 4% -1%* -1%* 
q69f 0% 1% 2% -1%* 0% 

PD Provided q70a_q70c 2% 5% 5% -3%* 0% 
q70b 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 

Evaluation 

q71a 1% 2% 2% -2%* 0%* 
q71b 7% 15% 13% -8%* 2%* 
q71c 3% 9% 9% -7%* 1% 
q71d 6% 5% 5% 0% 1% 
q71e 0% 2% 2% -2%* 0% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  G4	
  –	
  Individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  school	
  leader	
  categories	
  at	
  Alliance	
  

Site Category 

2012/2013 
Question 

Item 
2011 
Mean 

2012 
Mean 

2013 
Mean 

2011-2012 
Difference 

2012-2013 
Difference 

Alliance 

Administration 

q72a 18% 7% 5% 11%* 2%* 
q72b 7% 6% 4% 1% 3%* 
q72c 6% 6% 6% 0% 0% 
q72d 1% 3% 2% -2%* 1%* 
q72e 1% 2% 2% -1%* 0% 
q72f 3% 1% 2% 2%* -1%* 
q72g 24% 12% 18% 12%* -6%* 
q72h 2% 2% 3% 0% -1%* 
q72i 7% 8% 8% 0% 0% 

PD Received 

q69a 2% 3% 4% -1%* -1% 
q69b 0% 1% 1% -1%* 0% 
q69c 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 
q69d 0% 2% 1% -2%* 1%* 
q69e 3% 5% 4% -1%* 1%* 
q69f 0% 2% 2% -2%* 0% 

PD Provided q70a_q70c 5% 10% 7% -5%* 3%* 
q70b 3% 3% 3% 0% 1% 

Evaluation 

q71a 1% 2% 2% -2%* 0% 
q71b 4% 9% 8% -5%* 1% 
q71c 4% 5% 6% -1%* -1%* 
q71d 5% 4% 5% 2% -1%* 
q71e 0% 1% 1% -1%* 0%* 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  G5	
  –	
  Individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  school	
  leader	
  categories	
  at	
  Aspire	
  

Site Category 

2012/2013 
Question 

Item 
2011 
Mean 

2012 
Mean 

2013 
Mean 

2011-2012 
Difference 

2012-2013 
Difference 

Aspire 

Administration 

q72a 29% 6% 7% 23%* -1% 
q72b 6% 4% 3% 1%* 1%* 
q72c 5% 4% 4% 1%* -1% 
q72d 1% 2% 2% -2%* 0% 
q72e 1% 4% 4% -2%* -1% 
q72f 5% 2% 1% 3%* 0% 
q72g 19% 13% 15% 7%* -3% 
q72h 2% 1% 1% 1%* 0% 
q72i 6% 10% 8% -4%* 2% 

PD Received 

q69a 3% 5% 2% -2%* 2%* 
q69b 0% 0% 1% 0% -1%* 
q69c 2% 3% 2% -1% 1%* 
q69d 0% 2% 4% -2%* -2%* 
q69e 3% 3% 2% 0% 1%* 
q69f 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 

PD Provided q70a_q70c 3% 10% 7% -7%* 4%* 
q70b 2% 3% 2% 0% 0% 

Evaluation 

q71a 1% 1% 1% -1%* 1%* 
q71b 4% 9% 10% -5%* -1% 
q71c 3% 7% 6% -3%* 0% 
q71d 3% 4% 4% -1% 0% 
q71e 0% 2% 2% -2%* 0% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  G6	
  –	
  Individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  school	
  leader	
  categories	
  at	
  Green	
  Dot	
  

Site Category 

2012/2013 
Question 

Item 
2011 
Mean 

2012 
Mean 

2013 
Mean 

2011-2012 
Difference 

2012-2013 
Difference 

Green 
Dot 

Administration 

q72a 21% 7% 8% 14%* 0% 
q72b 8% 5% 3% 3%* 2%* 
q72c 4% 5% 4% 0% 0% 
q72d 1% 2% 2% -1%* 0% 
q72e 1% 3% 3% -2%* 0% 
q72f 4% 1% 1% 3%* 0%* 
q72g 21% 14% 15% 8%* -1% 
q72h 2% 3% 2% -1% 1%* 
q72i 7% 8% 12% -1% -4%* 

PD Received 

q69a 4% 4% 4% 0% 0% 
q69b 0% 1% 1% -1%* 0% 
q69c 4% 5% 4% -1%* 1%* 
q69d 0% 3% 3% -2%* 0% 
q69e 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 
q69f 0% 2% 1% -1%* 1%* 

PD Provided q70a_q70c 4% 7% 6% -3%* 1%* 
q70b 3% 2% 4% 0% -2%* 

Evaluation 

q71a 0% 2% 2% -2%* 1%* 
q71b 4% 6% 7% -3%* 0% 
q71c 5% 7% 7% -2%* 0% 
q71d 3% 4% 5% -2%* -1% 
q71e 0% 2% 2% -2%* 0% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  G7	
  –	
  Individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  school	
  leader	
  categories	
  at	
  PUC	
  

Site Category 

2012/2013 
Question 

Item 
2011 
Mean 

2012 
Mean 

2013 
Mean 

2011-2012 
Difference 

2012-2013 
Difference 

PUC 

Administration 

q72a 22% 6% 6% 16%* 0% 
q72b 7% 7% 5% 0% 1% 
q72c 5% 5% 4% 0% 1% 
q72d 0% 2% 2% -1%* 0% 
q72e 1% 3% 5% -2%* -2%* 
q72f 7% 2% 1% 5%* 1%* 
q72g 20% 15% 10% 5%* 5%* 
q72h 1% 1% 1% 0%* 0% 
q72i 7% 5% 8% 2% -3% 

PD Received 

q69a 5% 5% 5% -1% 0% 
q69b 1% 0% 0% 1%* 0% 
q69c 2% 2% 3% 0% -2%* 
q69d 0% 2% 2% -2%* 0% 
q69e 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 
q69f 1% 2% 1% -1%* 0% 

PD Provided q70a_q70c 5% 10% 13% -5%* -3%* 
q70b 3% 3% 2% 0% 1% 

Evaluation 

q71a 1% 2% 2% -1%* 1%* 
q71b 3% 11% 9% -8%* 2% 
q71c 3% 5% 8% -2%* -3%* 
q71d 3% 2% 4% 1% -2%* 
q71e 0% 1% 1% -1%* -1%* 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Figure	
  16	
  in	
  Appendix	
  G).	
  	
  

For	
  the	
  three	
  district	
  sites,	
  time	
  spent	
  on	
  evaluation	
  activities	
  went	
  from	
  about	
  17	
  percent	
  to	
  over	
  
30	
  percent	
  for	
  principals	
  between	
  the	
  first	
  year	
  (2010–11)	
  and	
  next	
  two	
  years	
  of	
  the	
  study	
  (2011–
12	
  and	
  2012–13).	
  In	
  the	
  meantime,	
  assistant	
  principals	
  went	
  from	
  spending	
  10	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  
time	
  on	
  evaluation	
  in	
  2010–11	
  to	
  28	
  and	
  21	
  percent	
  in	
  the	
  next	
  two	
  years,	
  respectively.	
  Assistant	
  
principals	
  in	
  the	
  CMO	
  sites	
  spent	
  somewhat	
  less	
  time	
  on	
  evaluation	
  than	
  the	
  principals	
  in	
  these	
  
sites	
  in	
  all	
  three	
  years.	
  	
  

Looking	
  at	
  the	
  individual	
  items	
  in	
  evaluation,	
  the	
  average	
  principal	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  spent	
  increasingly	
  
more	
  time	
  on	
  preparing	
  and	
  providing	
  feedback	
  to	
  teachers	
  (question	
  71c)	
  when	
  compared	
  with	
  
assistant	
  principals	
  in	
  districts.	
  In	
  2010–11	
  the	
  difference	
  was	
  slightly	
  higher	
  than	
  1	
  percentage	
  
point,	
  but	
  in	
  2012–13	
  this	
  difference	
  increased	
  to	
  almost	
  5	
  percentage	
  points.	
  On	
  the	
  other	
  hand,	
  
the	
  time	
  that	
  the	
  average	
  principal	
  allocated	
  to	
  participation	
  in	
  other	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  
evaluating	
  teachers	
  (such	
  as	
  record	
  keeping	
  and	
  reviewing	
  data;	
  question	
  71d)	
  diminished	
  
consistently	
  each	
  year	
  in	
  both	
  districts	
  and	
  CMOs.	
  In	
  2010–11	
  the	
  difference	
  between	
  the	
  time	
  the	
  
average	
  principal	
  and	
  the	
  average	
  assistant	
  principal	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  to	
  participating	
  in	
  other	
  
activities	
  related	
  to	
  evaluating	
  teachers	
  (question	
  71d)	
  was	
  about	
  3	
  percentage	
  points	
  higher	
  for	
  
principals;	
  by	
  2012–13,	
  it	
  was	
  only	
  slightly	
  higher	
  than	
  1	
  percentage	
  point.	
  In	
  the	
  CMOs,	
  assistant	
  
principals	
  spent	
  slightly	
  more	
  time,	
  about	
  1	
  percentage	
  point,	
  by	
  2012–13	
  (see	
  Figure	
  17	
  in	
  
Appendix	
  G).	
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Figure	
  5.	
  Time	
  allocation	
  patterns	
  for	
  principals	
  versus	
  assistant	
  principals	
  

	
  
Exhibit	
  reads:	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  average	
  principal	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  17	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  weekly	
  
working	
  hours	
  to	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  evaluation.	
  In	
  2011–12,	
  the	
  average	
  principal	
  increased	
  the	
  time	
  
allocated	
  to	
  this	
  category	
  by	
  14	
  percentage	
  points,	
  to	
  31	
  percent.	
  In	
  2012–13,	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  
allocated	
  to	
  evaluation	
  increased	
  from	
  its	
  2011–12	
  level	
  by	
  1	
  percentage	
  point,	
  to	
  32	
  percent.	
  In	
  
comparison,	
  the	
  average	
  assistant	
  principal	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  10	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  working	
  hours	
  to	
  
evaluation	
  in	
  2010–11,	
  28	
  percent	
  in	
  2011–12,	
  and	
  21	
  percent	
  in	
  2012–13.	
  
Notes:	
  (1)	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  for	
  the	
  three	
  districts,	
  there	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  between	
  
principals	
  and	
  assistant	
  principals	
  in	
  the	
  share	
  of	
  weekly	
  working	
  hours	
  allocated	
  to	
  all	
  categories.	
  During	
  
this	
  period	
  for	
  the	
  CMOs,	
  there	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  allocation	
  patterns	
  
between	
  principals	
  and	
  assistant	
  principals	
  for	
  instruction,	
  evaluation,	
  receiving	
  professional	
  development,	
  
recruitment,	
  and	
  reform	
  activities.	
  	
  (2)	
  In	
  2011–12,	
  for	
  districts,	
  the	
  differences	
  between	
  principals	
  and	
  
assistant	
  principals	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  for	
  all	
  categories	
  except	
  receiving	
  professional	
  
development.	
  During	
  this	
  period	
  for	
  CMOs,	
  the	
  differences	
  in	
  time	
  allocated	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  at	
  
5	
  percent	
  for	
  all	
  categories	
  except	
  administration	
  and	
  receiving	
  professional	
  development.	
  (3)	
  In	
  2012–13,	
  
for	
  the	
  districts,	
  the	
  only	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  between	
  principals	
  and	
  assistant	
  principals	
  were	
  
in	
  administration,	
  evaluating	
  teachers,	
  and	
  receiving	
  professional	
  development.	
  For	
  the	
  CMOs	
  in	
  2012–13,	
  
there	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  in	
  time	
  spent	
  on	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  instruction,	
  receiving	
  
professional	
  development,	
  recruitment,	
  and	
  reform.	
  	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Discussion	
  based	
  on	
  our	
  webinars	
  

District	
  and	
  CMO	
  staff	
  reported	
  that	
  the	
  declines	
  in	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  spent	
  by	
  school	
  
leaders	
  on	
  administration	
  were	
  made	
  possible	
  through	
  delegation	
  of	
  some	
  of	
  these	
  
responsibilities	
  to	
  other	
  staff.	
  

In	
  Alliance,	
  Aspire,	
  and	
  PUC,	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  assistant	
  principals	
  increased	
  by	
  approximately	
  50	
  
percent	
  or	
  more	
  between	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2012–13,	
  whereas	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  principals	
  remained	
  
more	
  or	
  less	
  constant	
  (see	
  Table	
  1).	
  Based	
  on	
  the	
  statements	
  made	
  by	
  the	
  IP	
  site	
  staff	
  during	
  the	
  
webinars,	
  this	
  finding	
  suggests	
  that	
  by	
  taking	
  over	
  some	
  of	
  their	
  administrative	
  tasks,	
  assistant	
  
principals	
  and	
  central	
  staff	
  helped	
  principals	
  focus	
  more	
  on	
  duties	
  related	
  to	
  instructional	
  
leadership,	
  such	
  as	
  evaluating	
  teachers	
  and	
  providing	
  professional	
  development.	
  Additionally,	
  PPS	
  
and	
  Alliance	
  leaders	
  reported	
  that	
  the	
  central	
  office	
  had	
  removed	
  some	
  managerial	
  tasks	
  from	
  the	
  
principals’	
  responsibility,	
  helping	
  them	
  focus	
  on	
  substantive	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  improving	
  the	
  
quality	
  of	
  instruction.	
  Aspire	
  central	
  office	
  leaders	
  also	
  noted	
  that	
  the	
  new	
  assistant	
  principals	
  
helped	
  with	
  student	
  discipline	
  issues	
  and	
  other	
  operational	
  support.	
  They	
  also	
  mentioned	
  that	
  in	
  
the	
  first	
  year	
  principals	
  conducted	
  all	
  the	
  observations,	
  but	
  in	
  the	
  second	
  year,	
  assistant	
  principals	
  
started	
  to	
  take	
  on	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  evaluation	
  load.	
  HCPS	
  central	
  office	
  leaders	
  also	
  said	
  that	
  the	
  role	
  
of	
  the	
  assistant	
  principals	
  had	
  changed	
  and	
  that	
  now	
  they	
  are	
  observing	
  and	
  providing	
  feedback	
  to	
  
teachers.	
  In	
  this	
  case,	
  the	
  district	
  is	
  encouraging	
  principals	
  to	
  train	
  assistant	
  principals	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  
take	
  over	
  more	
  evaluation	
  duties.	
  Conversely,	
  Green	
  Dot	
  and	
  PUC	
  central	
  office	
  leaders	
  indicated	
  
that	
  the	
  roles	
  of	
  their	
  principals	
  and	
  assistant	
  principals	
  are	
  very	
  similar.	
  PUC	
  central	
  office	
  leaders	
  
stated	
  that	
  differences	
  in	
  time	
  allocation	
  might	
  be	
  more	
  tied	
  to	
  differences	
  in	
  the	
  skill	
  sets	
  and	
  
experience	
  levels	
  of	
  individual	
  school	
  leaders.	
  	
  

Moreover,	
  the	
  central	
  office	
  staff	
  from	
  PPS,	
  MCS,	
  and	
  Green	
  Dot	
  explained	
  that	
  there	
  had	
  been	
  a	
  
change	
  in	
  the	
  perception	
  of	
  how	
  to	
  categorize	
  the	
  different	
  tasks	
  and	
  that	
  this	
  categorization	
  had	
  
changed	
  over	
  time.	
  For	
  example,	
  they	
  mentioned	
  that	
  at	
  first	
  the	
  follow-­‐up	
  paperwork	
  that	
  
accompanied	
  the	
  observations	
  was	
  seen	
  as	
  an	
  administrative	
  task,	
  whereas	
  it	
  later	
  became	
  viewed	
  
as	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  evaluation	
  component.	
  PPS	
  central	
  office	
  leaders	
  commented	
  that	
  assistant	
  
principals	
  were	
  all	
  trained	
  in	
  evaluation	
  in	
  2011–12	
  and	
  building	
  management	
  in	
  2012–13.	
  

	
  

Differences	
  by	
  schooling	
  level	
  
Elementary	
  and	
  secondary	
  school	
  leaders	
  exhibited	
  similar	
  time	
  allocation	
  patterns,	
  but	
  
secondary	
  school	
  leaders	
  spent	
  relatively	
  less	
  time	
  than	
  elementary	
  school	
  leaders	
  on	
  
evaluating	
  teachers.	
  

Alliance,	
  Green	
  Dot,	
  and	
  PUC	
  did	
  not	
  have	
  enough	
  secondary	
  schools	
  for	
  us	
  to	
  examine	
  differences	
  
in	
  school	
  leader	
  time	
  allocation	
  patterns	
  by	
  schooling	
  level.	
  Thus,	
  the	
  results	
  discussed	
  in	
  this	
  
section	
  pertain	
  only	
  to	
  four	
  of	
  the	
  seven	
  sites:	
  HCPS,	
  MCS,	
  PPS,	
  and	
  Aspire.	
  Figure	
  6	
  presents	
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averages	
  for	
  the	
  districts	
  and	
  the	
  CMOs,	
  but	
  the	
  site-­‐specific	
  time	
  allocations	
  are	
  presented	
  in	
  
Table	
  C3,	
  Appendix	
  C.	
  

In	
  2010–11,	
  elementary	
  and	
  secondary	
  school	
  leaders	
  of	
  the	
  CMO	
  allocated	
  their	
  time	
  very	
  
similarly.	
  In	
  comparison	
  leaders	
  of	
  secondary	
  schools	
  in	
  the	
  districts	
  allocated	
  statistically	
  
significantly	
  more	
  time	
  to	
  administrative	
  activities	
  than	
  leaders	
  of	
  elementary	
  schools	
  by	
  5	
  
percentage	
  points.	
  These	
  differences	
  within	
  sites	
  ranged	
  from	
  3	
  to	
  7	
  percentage	
  points	
  (see	
  Table	
  
C3,	
  Appendix	
  C).	
  

Across	
  the	
  three	
  years,	
  leaders	
  of	
  secondary	
  schools	
  devoted	
  significantly	
  less	
  time	
  than	
  leaders	
  of	
  
elementary	
  schools	
  to	
  evaluating	
  teachers.	
  Differences	
  ranged	
  from	
  1	
  to	
  6	
  percentage	
  points.	
  	
  	
  

Discussion	
  based	
  on	
  our	
  webinars	
  	
  

Upon	
  reviewing	
  these	
  findings	
  during	
  the	
  webinars,	
  HCPS	
  and	
  MCS	
  central	
  office	
  leaders	
  explained	
  
that	
  secondary	
  schools	
  have	
  more	
  administrative	
  staff	
  to	
  help	
  conduct	
  teacher	
  evaluations,	
  
whereas	
  elementary	
  schools	
  typically	
  only	
  have	
  one	
  or	
  two	
  administrators	
  to	
  share	
  the	
  evaluation	
  
workload.	
  Conversely,	
  PPS	
  staff	
  hypothesized	
  that	
  their	
  secondary	
  school	
  leaders	
  may	
  spend	
  more	
  
time	
  evaluating	
  teachers	
  because	
  PPS	
  typically	
  has	
  more	
  teachers	
  per	
  administrator	
  at	
  the	
  
secondary	
  level.	
  	
  

	
  

Figure	
  6.	
  Time	
  allocation	
  patterns	
  for	
  school	
  leaders	
  by	
  schooling	
  level	
  

	
  
Exhibit	
  reads:	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  average	
  elementary	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  16	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  
her	
  weekly	
  working	
  hours	
  to	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  evaluation.	
  In	
  2011–12,	
  the	
  average	
  elementary	
  school	
  
leader	
  increased	
  the	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  this	
  category	
  by	
  14	
  percentage	
  points	
  (from	
  16	
  to	
  30	
  percent).	
  In	
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2012–13,	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  evaluation	
  remained	
  unchanged	
  at	
  30	
  percent.	
  In	
  comparison,	
  
the	
  average	
  secondary	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  13	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  working	
  hours	
  to	
  
evaluation	
  in	
  2010–11,	
  28	
  percent	
  in	
  2011–12,	
  and	
  24	
  percent	
  in	
  2012–13.	
  
Notes:	
  (1)	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  for	
  a	
  district,	
  there	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  (at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level)	
  differences	
  
between	
  elementary	
  and	
  secondary	
  school	
  leaders	
  in	
  all	
  categories.	
  During	
  this	
  period,	
  for	
  a	
  CMO,	
  there	
  
were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  between	
  elementary	
  and	
  secondary	
  school	
  leaders	
  in	
  the	
  share	
  of	
  
weekly	
  working	
  hours	
  allocated	
  to	
  instruction,	
  evaluation,	
  and	
  providing	
  professional	
  development.	
  (2)	
  In	
  
2011–12	
  and	
  2012–13,	
  for	
  a	
  district,	
  the	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  between	
  the	
  average	
  
elementary	
  school	
  leader	
  and	
  the	
  average	
  secondary	
  school	
  leader	
  were	
  in	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  allocated	
  
in	
  administration,	
  instruction,	
  evaluation,	
  and	
  recruitment.	
  (3)	
  In	
  2011–12,	
  in	
  a	
  CMO,	
  the	
  statistically	
  
significant	
  differences	
  between	
  the	
  average	
  elementary	
  school	
  leader	
  and	
  the	
  average	
  secondary	
  school	
  
leader	
  were	
  in	
  all	
  categories	
  except	
  for	
  evaluation.	
  (4)	
  In	
  2012–13,	
  in	
  a	
  CMO,	
  the	
  statistically	
  significant	
  
differences	
  between	
  the	
  average	
  elementary	
  school	
  leader	
  and	
  the	
  average	
  secondary	
  school	
  leader	
  were	
  
in	
  instruction,	
  providing	
  professional	
  development,	
  recruitment,	
  and	
  reform-­‐related	
  activities.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
  	
  

Differences	
  by	
  LIM	
  status	
  
Leaders	
  of	
  high-­‐LIM	
  schools	
  tended	
  to	
  allocate	
  more	
  time	
  to	
  providing	
  professional	
  
development	
  and	
  less	
  time	
  to	
  administration	
  than	
  leaders	
  of	
  low-­‐LIM	
  schools.	
  	
  	
  

Leaders	
  in	
  high-­‐LIM	
  schools	
  in	
  districts	
  allocated	
  slightly	
  more	
  time	
  to	
  evaluation	
  in	
  2010–11	
  than	
  
leaders	
  of	
  low-­‐LIM	
  schools,	
  but	
  this	
  difference	
  almost	
  disappeared	
  over	
  time.	
  In	
  comparison,	
  
school	
  leaders	
  in	
  low-­‐LIM	
  school	
  in	
  the	
  CMOs	
  allocated	
  slightly	
  more	
  time	
  to	
  evaluation	
  in	
  2010–
11	
  and	
  this	
  differenced	
  increased	
  slightly	
  by	
  2012–13,	
  from	
  1	
  to	
  5	
  percentage	
  points.	
  	
  

In	
  administration,	
  school	
  leaders	
  in	
  high-­‐LIM	
  schools	
  in	
  both	
  districts	
  and	
  CMOs	
  tended	
  to	
  allocate	
  
less	
  time	
  to	
  administration	
  than	
  leaders	
  of	
  low-­‐LIM	
  schools,	
  the	
  difference	
  was	
  between	
  1	
  and	
  6	
  
percentage	
  points.	
  However,	
  the	
  difference	
  almost	
  disappears	
  for	
  school	
  leaders	
  in	
  the	
  CMOs	
  (see	
  
Figure	
  7).	
  

Discussion	
  based	
  on	
  our	
  webinars	
  

Aspire	
  central	
  office	
  leaders	
  noted	
  that	
  the	
  CMO	
  had	
  recently	
  begun	
  delivering	
  PD	
  to	
  build	
  the	
  
cultural	
  proficiency	
  of	
  school	
  staff.	
  This	
  work	
  may	
  have	
  occurred	
  more	
  intensely	
  at	
  high-­‐LIM	
  
schools.	
  	
  

Central	
  office	
  staff	
  explained	
  that	
  PPS	
  increased	
  its	
  supports	
  to	
  low-­‐achieving	
  schools	
  with	
  high-­‐
needs	
  student	
  populations	
  in	
  2012–13.	
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Figure	
  7.	
  Time	
  allocation	
  patterns	
  of	
  school	
  leaders	
  by	
  low-­‐income	
  minority	
  status	
  

	
  

Exhibit	
  reads:	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  high-­‐LIM	
  school	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  15	
  percent	
  
of	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  weekly	
  working	
  hours	
  to	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  evaluation.	
  In	
  2011–12	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  
in	
  a	
  high-­‐LIM	
  school	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  increased	
  the	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  this	
  category	
  by	
  14	
  percentage	
  points	
  (from	
  
15	
  to	
  29	
  percent).	
  In	
  2012–13,	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  evaluation	
  remained	
  unchanged,	
  at	
  28	
  
percent,	
  from	
  its	
  2011–12	
  level.	
  In	
  comparison,	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  high-­‐LIM	
  school	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  
allocated	
  11	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  working	
  hours	
  to	
  evaluation	
  in	
  2010–11,	
  22	
  percent	
  in	
  2011–12,	
  and	
  21	
  
percent	
  in	
  2012–13.	
  
Notes:	
  (1)	
  In	
  2010–11	
  for	
  the	
  districts,	
  there	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level	
  
between	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  high-­‐LIM	
  versus	
  low-­‐LIM	
  school	
  in	
  the	
  share	
  of	
  weekly	
  working	
  
hours	
  allocated	
  to	
  all	
  categories	
  except	
  recruitment.	
  During	
  this	
  period,	
  for	
  the	
  CMOs,	
  the	
  statistically	
  
significant	
  differences	
  between	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  high-­‐LIM	
  school	
  and	
  one	
  in	
  a	
  low-­‐LIM	
  school	
  
were	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  allocation	
  patterns	
  for	
  all	
  categories.	
  (2)	
  In	
  2011–12,	
  for	
  the	
  districts,	
  there	
  were	
  
statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  between	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  high-­‐LIM	
  versus	
  low-­‐LIM	
  school	
  
in	
  the	
  share	
  of	
  weekly	
  working	
  hours	
  allocated	
  to	
  instruction,	
  recruitment,	
  and	
  reform-­‐related	
  activities.	
  
During	
  this	
  period,	
  for	
  the	
  CMOs,	
  there	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  between	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  
leader	
  in	
  a	
  high-­‐LIM	
  versus	
  low-­‐LIM	
  school	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  allocation	
  patterns	
  for	
  all	
  categories	
  except	
  receiving	
  
professional	
  development.	
  (3)	
  In	
  2012–13,	
  for	
  the	
  districts,	
  there	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  
between	
  the	
  average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  high-­‐LIM	
  school	
  versus	
  low-­‐LIM	
  school	
  in	
  the	
  share	
  of	
  weekly	
  
working	
  hours	
  allocated	
  to	
  administration,	
  instruction,	
  providing	
  professional	
  development,	
  and	
  
recruitment.	
  During	
  this	
  period,	
  for	
  the	
  CMOs,	
  the	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  between	
  the	
  average	
  
school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  high-­‐LIM	
  school	
  and	
  one	
  in	
  a	
  low-­‐LIM	
  school	
  were	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  allocation	
  patterns	
  for	
  all	
  
categories	
  except	
  administration	
  and	
  instruction.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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IV.	
  Teacher	
  Time	
  Allocation	
  Findings	
  

In	
  this	
  section	
  we	
  discuss	
  the	
  overall	
  teacher	
  time	
  allocation	
  patterns,	
  then	
  explore	
  differences	
  by	
  
type	
  of	
  subject	
  taught,	
  elementary	
  and	
  secondary	
  schools,	
  and	
  high-­‐	
  and	
  low-­‐LIM	
  schools,	
  and	
  
years	
  of	
  experience.	
  As	
  in	
  the	
  discussion	
  of	
  school	
  leader	
  findings,	
  we	
  discuss	
  the	
  average	
  of	
  the	
  
three	
  districts	
  and	
  the	
  four	
  CMOs,	
  and	
  point	
  out	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences.	
  Site-­‐specific	
  
estimated	
  values	
  and	
  site-­‐level	
  significance	
  results	
  are	
  presented	
  in	
  Appendix	
  E.	
  

In	
  2010-­‐11,	
  the	
  average	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  reported	
  working	
  51.5	
  hours	
  per	
  week,	
  whereas	
  the	
  
average	
  school	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  reported	
  working	
  56.6	
  hours	
  per	
  week.	
  By	
  2012–13	
  an	
  average	
  
teacher	
  of	
  a	
  district	
  increased	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  time	
  reported	
  working	
  by	
  slightly	
  more	
  than	
  2	
  hours.	
  In	
  
the	
  CMOs,	
  the	
  average	
  teacher	
  also	
  reported	
  working	
  slightly	
  more	
  but	
  this	
  difference	
  was	
  a	
  bit	
  
larger.	
  By	
  2012–13	
  the	
  teacher	
  leader	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  reported	
  working	
  59.3	
  hours	
  per	
  week,	
  a	
  
difference	
  of	
  2.7	
  hours.	
  Both	
  of	
  these	
  differences	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  (see	
  Appendix	
  A	
  for	
  
site-­‐specific	
  differences).	
  

Overview	
  of	
  teacher	
  time	
  allocation	
  
Over	
  the	
  study’s	
  three	
  years,	
  teachers	
  reported	
  spending	
  roughly	
  70	
  to	
  80	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  
time	
  engaged	
  in	
  instruction.	
  The	
  remaining	
  time	
  was	
  distributed	
  mostly	
  to	
  administration	
  
and	
  contact	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  families	
  in	
  2011–12;	
  and	
  to	
  professional	
  development,	
  
mentoring,	
  and	
  evaluation	
  (PDME)	
  in	
  2012–13.	
  

In	
  2010–11,	
  teachers	
  in	
  the	
  three	
  districts	
  allocated	
  the	
  majority	
  of	
  their	
  time	
  to	
  three	
  activities:	
  
instruction	
  (80	
  percent),	
  contact	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  families	
  (8	
  percent),	
  and	
  administration	
  (7	
  
percent).	
  In	
  2012–13,	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  professional	
  development,	
  mentoring,	
  and	
  evaluation	
  
(PDME)	
  became	
  the	
  second	
  most	
  time-­‐consuming	
  activity	
  category	
  (17	
  percent)	
  for	
  teachers,	
  
while	
  contact	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  families	
  was	
  third	
  at	
  10	
  percent	
  and	
  administration	
  dropped	
  to	
  4	
  
percent	
  (see	
  Figure	
  8).	
  	
  

These	
  overall	
  patterns	
  observed	
  across	
  the	
  districts	
  are	
  similar	
  to	
  those	
  observed	
  across	
  the	
  four	
  
CMOs,	
  with	
  one	
  exception:	
  on	
  average,	
  teachers	
  at	
  the	
  CMOs	
  allocated	
  a	
  lower	
  percentage	
  of	
  time	
  
to	
  contact	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  families	
  across	
  both	
  years—in	
  2011–12,	
  the	
  difference	
  was	
  2	
  
percentage	
  points	
  (8	
  percent	
  at	
  districts	
  versus	
  6	
  percent	
  at	
  CMOs),	
  and	
  in	
  2012–13,	
  the	
  difference	
  
was	
  4	
  percentage	
  points	
  (10	
  percent	
  at	
  districts	
  and	
  6	
  percent	
  at	
  CMOs).	
  

Changes	
  over	
  time	
  
As	
  the	
  IP	
  initiative	
  was	
  implemented,	
  between	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2012–13,	
  teachers	
  in	
  both	
  the	
  IP	
  
districts	
  and	
  CMOs	
  spent	
  relatively	
  less	
  time	
  on	
  instruction	
  and	
  administrative	
  activities	
  and	
  
more	
  time	
  on	
  professional	
  development.	
  

Between	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2012–13,	
  the	
  percentage	
  of	
  time	
  that	
  teachers	
  in	
  the	
  districts	
  allocated	
  to	
  
PDME	
  increased	
  from	
  4	
  to	
  17	
  percent	
  (an	
  increase	
  of	
  13	
  percentage	
  points),	
  while	
  the	
  proportion	
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of	
  time	
  they	
  spent	
  on	
  instruction	
  (which	
  includes	
  lesson	
  planning	
  and	
  student	
  assessment	
  in	
  
addition	
  to	
  classroom	
  instruction)	
  decreased	
  12	
  percentage	
  points	
  from	
  80	
  to	
  68	
  percent.	
  The	
  
percentage	
  of	
  time	
  spent	
  on	
  administrative	
  activities	
  declined	
  from	
  7	
  percent	
  to	
  4	
  percent.	
  This	
  
same	
  basic	
  pattern	
  can	
  also	
  been	
  seen	
  for	
  the	
  CMOs.	
  The	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  contact	
  with	
  students	
  
and	
  families	
  remained	
  fairly	
  constant	
  at	
  6	
  percent	
  between	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2012–13	
  in	
  the	
  CMOs,	
  
whereas	
  teachers	
  in	
  the	
  districts	
  exhibited	
  a	
  statistically	
  significant	
  increase	
  of	
  2	
  percentage	
  
points,	
  from	
  8	
  percent	
  in	
  2010–11	
  to	
  10	
  percent	
  in	
  2012–13.	
  	
  

Figure	
  8.	
  Overall	
  time	
  allocation	
  patterns	
  for	
  teachers	
  	
  

	
  
	
  
Exhibit	
  reads:	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  average	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  80	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  weekly	
  
working	
  hours	
  to	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  instruction.	
  In	
  2012–13,	
  the	
  average	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  reduced	
  the	
  
share	
  of	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  this	
  category	
  by	
  12	
  percentage	
  points,	
  to	
  68	
  percent.	
  In	
  comparison,	
  the	
  average	
  
teacher	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  allocated	
  83	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  working	
  hours	
  to	
  evaluation	
  in	
  2010–11,	
  and	
  72	
  percent	
  
in	
  2012–13.	
  
Notes:	
  	
  PDME	
  =	
  Professional	
  development,	
  monitoring	
  and	
  evaluation	
  
(1)	
  From	
  2010–11	
  to	
  2012–13,	
  for	
  the	
  average	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  district,	
  there	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  
differences	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level	
  in	
  the	
  share	
  of	
  weekly	
  working	
  hours	
  allocated	
  to	
  administration,	
  
instruction,	
  contact	
  with	
  student	
  and	
  families,	
  PDME,	
  and	
  reform.	
  (2)	
  Teachers	
  in	
  CMOs	
  displayed	
  
statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  during	
  this	
  time	
  frame	
  in	
  the	
  share	
  of	
  weekly	
  working	
  hours	
  allocated	
  to	
  
administration,	
  instruction,	
  contact	
  with	
  student	
  and	
  families,	
  and	
  PDME.	
  	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
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We	
  observe	
  that	
  the	
  main	
  decrease	
  in	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  instruction	
  activities	
  overall	
  is	
  due	
  to	
  a	
  
reduction	
  in	
  time	
  spent	
  teaching	
  during	
  the	
  regular	
  school	
  day	
  (question	
  t4a)	
  and	
  time	
  spent	
  
individually	
  planning,	
  preparing,	
  or	
  reviewing	
  student	
  data	
  during	
  the	
  regular	
  school	
  day	
  (question	
  
t12a)	
  (see	
  Figure	
  9).	
  

	
  
Figure	
  9.	
  Proportion	
  of	
  total	
  weekly	
  hours	
  spent	
  on	
  instruction	
  related	
  items	
  of	
  teachers	
  in	
  
2010–11	
  and	
  2012–13	
  

	
  
Exhibit	
  reads:	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  average	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  52.4	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  weekly	
  work	
  
hours	
  to	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  teaching	
  during	
  the	
  school	
  day	
  (qt4a).	
  By	
  2012–13,	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  
allocated	
  to	
  this	
  activity	
  decreased	
  by	
  almost	
  10	
  percentage	
  points,	
  to	
  42.9	
  percent.	
  In	
  comparison,	
  the	
  
average	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  allocated	
  50.6	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  working	
  hours	
  to	
  teaching	
  in	
  2010–11	
  and	
  
41.5	
  percent	
  in	
  2012–13.	
  
Notes:	
  	
  1	
  indicates	
  a	
  statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level	
  for	
  time	
  spent	
  on	
  a	
  given	
  
category	
  between	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2012–13.	
  	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
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Between	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2012–13	
  in	
  both	
  districts	
  and	
  CMOs,	
  there	
  was	
  a	
  reduction	
  of	
  5	
  percentage	
  
points	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  spent	
  teaching,	
  from	
  30	
  to	
  25	
  percent.	
  For	
  the	
  districts,	
  the	
  decrease	
  in	
  time	
  
allocated	
  to	
  individually	
  planning	
  was	
  about	
  2	
  percentage	
  points,	
  from	
  6	
  to	
  4	
  percent.	
  For	
  CMOs,	
  
the	
  decrease	
  was	
  smaller,	
  about	
  1	
  percentage	
  point,	
  from	
  6	
  to	
  5	
  percent.	
  	
  

On	
  the	
  other	
  hand,	
  we	
  observed	
  that	
  for	
  both	
  districts	
  and	
  CMOs	
  there	
  was	
  a	
  small	
  increase	
  in	
  
activities	
  related	
  to	
  planning	
  outside	
  the	
  school	
  day	
  (question	
  t12c).	
  This	
  increase	
  was	
  about	
  1	
  
percentage	
  point.	
  Additionally,	
  the	
  average	
  teacher	
  in	
  the	
  district	
  also	
  showed	
  a	
  slight	
  increase	
  in	
  
the	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  teaching	
  outside	
  the	
  school	
  day	
  (question	
  t4b)	
  of	
  almost	
  1	
  percentage	
  point.	
  

In	
  professional	
  development,	
  the	
  main	
  increase	
  was	
  driven	
  by	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  participating	
  in	
  
training	
  programs,	
  workshops,	
  professional	
  learning	
  communities,	
  or	
  other	
  activities	
  sponsored	
  by	
  
the	
  district	
  (questions	
  t1b,	
  t1e,	
  t1f,	
  t1i,	
  t6a,	
  t6d,	
  t6e,	
  and	
  t6k);	
  taking	
  courses	
  (questions	
  t6b	
  and	
  
t1c);	
  and	
  engaging	
  in	
  informal,	
  self-­‐directed	
  learning	
  (questions	
  t6j	
  and	
  t1h)	
  during	
  the	
  summer	
  
and	
  during	
  the	
  school	
  year.	
  There	
  was	
  an	
  increase	
  of	
  2	
  percentage	
  points	
  for	
  district-­‐sponsored	
  
professional	
  development	
  activities,	
  from	
  1	
  to	
  3	
  percent,	
  and	
  almost	
  a	
  2	
  percentage	
  point	
  increase	
  
in	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  self-­‐directed	
  learning,	
  from	
  less	
  than	
  1	
  percent	
  to	
  2	
  percent,	
  in	
  both	
  districts	
  
and	
  CMOs	
  (see	
  Figure	
  10).	
  

Discussion	
  based	
  on	
  our	
  webinars	
  

District	
  and	
  CMO	
  central	
  staff	
  found	
  that	
  our	
  findings	
  were	
  consistent	
  with	
  their	
  experiences	
  
and	
  expectations.	
  	
  Some	
  IP	
  sites	
  mentioned	
  that	
  the	
  changes	
  in	
  time	
  allocation	
  could	
  be	
  
related	
  to	
  teachers	
  becoming	
  more	
  efficient	
  in	
  classroom	
  planning	
  as	
  a	
  result	
  of	
  training	
  or	
  
to	
  teachers	
  being	
  able	
  to	
  use	
  professional	
  development	
  time	
  to	
  plan	
  for	
  their	
  courses.	
  

Central	
  office	
  leaders	
  at	
  all	
  seven	
  sites	
  reported	
  during	
  our	
  interviews	
  that	
  the	
  shifts	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  
allocation	
  patterns	
  we	
  observed	
  were	
  consistent	
  with	
  their	
  experiences	
  and	
  expectations.	
  Leaders	
  
at	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  sites	
  reported	
  that	
  they	
  were	
  not	
  surprised	
  that	
  teachers	
  indicated	
  that	
  they	
  were	
  
spending	
  more	
  time	
  on	
  professional	
  development,	
  mentoring,	
  and	
  evaluation	
  activities.	
  Aspire,	
  
HCPS,	
  MCS,	
  and	
  PUC	
  staff	
  suggested,	
  independently,	
  that	
  the	
  decrease	
  in	
  instructional	
  activities	
  
and	
  increase	
  in	
  PDME	
  could	
  be	
  due	
  to	
  teachers	
  becoming	
  more	
  efficient	
  in	
  classroom	
  planning	
  as	
  a	
  
result	
  of	
  training	
  or	
  due	
  to	
  teachers	
  being	
  able	
  to	
  use	
  professional	
  development	
  time	
  to	
  plan	
  for	
  
their	
  courses.	
  The	
  decrease	
  in	
  instruction	
  generated	
  some	
  reactions,	
  given	
  that	
  the	
  actual	
  student	
  
classroom	
  instruction	
  time	
  has	
  not	
  decreased.	
  Through	
  the	
  webinars	
  and	
  site	
  visits,	
  we	
  learned	
  
that	
  teachers	
  often	
  do	
  not	
  have	
  time	
  outside	
  the	
  work	
  day	
  for	
  additional	
  activities	
  regarding	
  the	
  
initiative.	
  Thus,	
  substitute	
  teachers	
  were	
  brought	
  in	
  or	
  other	
  activities	
  for	
  students	
  were	
  planned	
  
to	
  allow	
  teachers	
  to	
  participate	
  in	
  EET	
  activities	
  and	
  training	
  during	
  the	
  regular	
  school	
  day.	
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MCS	
  and	
  Alliance	
  leaders	
  had	
  a	
  positive	
  reaction	
  to	
  the	
  decrease	
  in	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  
allocated	
  to	
  administration.	
  Moreover,	
  MCS	
  leaders	
  reported	
  that	
  their	
  teachers	
  had	
  previously	
  
complained	
  about	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  they	
  spent	
  on	
  administrative	
  activities.	
  MCS’s	
  own	
  
recent	
  surveys	
  and	
  observations	
  indicated	
  that	
  their	
  teachers	
  had	
  experienced	
  a	
  reduction	
  in	
  time	
  
spent	
  on	
  administrative	
  activities,	
  which	
  is	
  consistent	
  with	
  our	
  findings.	
  

Figure	
  10.	
  Proportion	
  of	
  total	
  weekly	
  hours	
  spent	
  on	
  professional	
  development	
  related	
  items	
  of	
  
teachers	
  in	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2012–13	
  

	
  
Exhibit	
  reads:	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  average	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  2.1	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  total	
  weekly	
  work	
  
hours	
  to	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  participating	
  in	
  training	
  programs	
  or	
  other	
  professional	
  development	
  activities	
  
sponsored	
  by	
  the	
  district	
  (qt6X_1X).	
  In	
  comparison,	
  the	
  average	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  allocated	
  1.6	
  percent	
  of	
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their	
  working	
  hours	
  to	
  participating	
  in	
  professional	
  development	
  activities	
  sponsored	
  by	
  the	
  district	
  in	
  
2010–11	
  and	
  4.6	
  percent	
  in	
  2012–13.	
  
Notes:	
  †	
  the	
  question	
  qt6X_1X	
  combines	
  questions	
  qt1b,	
  qt1e,	
  qt1f,	
  qt1i,	
  qt6a,	
  qt6d,	
  qt6e,	
  and	
  qt6k	
  on	
  the	
  
2013	
  survey.	
  	
  1	
  Indicates	
  a	
  statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level	
  for	
  time	
  spent	
  on	
  a	
  given	
  
category	
  between	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2012–13.	
  	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
  	
  

Changes	
  in	
  professional	
  development,	
  mentoring,	
  and	
  evaluation	
  (PDME)	
  
The	
  main	
  increase	
  on	
  professional	
  development,	
  mentoring	
  and	
  evaluation	
  category	
  was	
  the	
  
share	
  of	
  time	
  teachers	
  allocated	
  to	
  professional	
  development	
  activities.	
  

Upon	
  further	
  investigation	
  of	
  the	
  change	
  in	
  PDME,	
  we	
  observe	
  that	
  the	
  main	
  component	
  of	
  the	
  
increase	
  in	
  time	
  dedicated	
  to	
  this	
  activity	
  was	
  specifically	
  attributed	
  to	
  the	
  professional	
  
development	
  activities	
  (see	
  Figure	
  11).	
  All	
  seven	
  sites	
  shared	
  a	
  fairly	
  consistent	
  story	
  with	
  regard	
  
to	
  professional	
  development.	
  One	
  important	
  caveat	
  is	
  that	
  in	
  the	
  2010–11	
  survey	
  we	
  did	
  not	
  ask	
  
teachers	
  about	
  time	
  they	
  spent	
  on	
  their	
  own	
  evaluation,	
  so	
  we	
  do	
  not	
  have	
  baseline	
  data	
  on	
  time	
  
allocated	
  to	
  that	
  activity.	
  	
  

	
  
Figure	
  11.	
  Time	
  allocation	
  patterns	
  for	
  teachers:	
  professional	
  development,	
  mentoring,	
  and	
  
evaluation	
  (PDME)	
  breakout	
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Exhibit	
  reads:	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  average	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  4	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  weekly	
  working	
  
hours	
  to	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  professional	
  development,	
  mentoring,	
  and	
  evaluation	
  (PDME).	
  In	
  2012–13,	
  the	
  
proportion	
  of	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  PDME	
  increased	
  by	
  9	
  percentage	
  points,	
  to	
  13	
  percent.	
  The	
  same	
  was	
  true	
  
in	
  both	
  years	
  for	
  the	
  average	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  CMO.	
  
Notes:	
  	
  (1)	
  From	
  2010–11	
  to	
  2012–13,	
  in	
  both	
  districts	
  and	
  CMOs,	
  there	
  was	
  a	
  statistically	
  significant	
  
change	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level	
  in	
  the	
  share	
  of	
  weekly	
  working	
  hours	
  the	
  average	
  teacher	
  allocated	
  to	
  
professional	
  development,	
  mentoring	
  other	
  teachers	
  and	
  evaluating	
  other	
  teachers.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
  	
  
	
  

In	
  2010–11,	
  teachers	
  in	
  both	
  districts	
  and	
  CMOs	
  allocated	
  4	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  time	
  to	
  professional	
  
development.	
  By	
  2012–13,	
  the	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  professional	
  development	
  increased	
  by	
  9	
  
percentage	
  points,	
  to	
  13percent	
  of	
  total	
  time.	
  	
  

	
  

Discussion	
  based	
  on	
  our	
  webinars	
  

The	
  central	
  office	
  leaders	
  at	
  the	
  seven	
  sites	
  were	
  pleased	
  to	
  see	
  the	
  increase	
  in	
  PDME	
  and	
  
mentioned	
  that	
  this	
  was	
  likely	
  related,	
  at	
  least	
  in	
  part,	
  to	
  implementation	
  of	
  the	
  IP	
  initiative.	
  For	
  
example,	
  sites	
  had	
  offered	
  professional	
  development	
  sessions	
  about	
  the	
  new	
  classroom	
  
observation	
  rubrics	
  to	
  prepare	
  teachers	
  for	
  the	
  new	
  classroom	
  observation	
  system.	
  MCS	
  and	
  
Alliance	
  attributed	
  the	
  increase	
  to	
  the	
  implementation	
  of	
  the	
  Common	
  Core	
  State	
  Standards,	
  
about	
  which	
  sites	
  held	
  intensive	
  trainings	
  for	
  teachers	
  in	
  2011–12	
  and	
  2012–13.	
  The	
  seven	
  sites	
  
also	
  thought	
  that	
  the	
  increase	
  in	
  peer	
  mentoring	
  was	
  a	
  positive	
  change.	
  Alliance	
  central	
  office	
  
leaders	
  explained	
  that	
  the	
  increase	
  of	
  mentoring	
  was	
  a	
  result	
  of	
  teachers	
  participating	
  in	
  career	
  
ladder	
  activities.	
  	
  

	
  

Differences	
  by	
  core	
  subject	
  and	
  non-­‐core	
  subject	
  teachers	
  
In	
  both	
  districts	
  and	
  CMOs	
  core	
  subject	
  teachers	
  allocated	
  slightly	
  more	
  time	
  to	
  instruction-­‐
related	
  activities,	
  slightly	
  less	
  time	
  to	
  contact	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  families,	
  and	
  about	
  the	
  same	
  
time	
  to	
  PDME	
  related	
  activities.	
  	
  
	
  

Both	
  core	
  subject	
  and	
  non-­‐core	
  subject	
  teachers10	
  in	
  districts	
  and	
  CMO	
  IP	
  sites	
  appear	
  to	
  display	
  
similar	
  patterns	
  of	
  change	
  in	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  the	
  different	
  categories:	
  a	
  
decrease	
  in	
  administration	
  and	
  instruction	
  combined	
  with	
  an	
  increase	
  in	
  contact	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  
families	
  and	
  PDME	
  related	
  activities	
  (see	
  Figure	
  12).	
  

In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  average	
  core	
  subject	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  81	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  time	
  to	
  
instruction,	
  4	
  percentage	
  points	
  more	
  than	
  an	
  average	
  non-­‐core	
  subject	
  teacher.	
  This	
  difference	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
10	
  As	
  defined	
  in	
  the	
  methodology	
  section	
  core	
  subject	
  areas	
  are	
  general	
  elementary,	
  mathematics,	
  English-­‐language	
  
arts,	
  science,	
  social	
  studies,	
  and	
  foreign	
  language;	
  	
  and	
  non-­‐core	
  subjects	
  are	
  all	
  other	
  subjects,	
  including	
  special	
  
education.	
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was	
  slightly	
  smaller	
  in	
  2012–13,	
  by	
  1	
  percentage	
  point.	
  In	
  comparison,	
  the	
  difference	
  between	
  the	
  
average	
  core	
  subject	
  and	
  non-­‐subject	
  teacher	
  of	
  a	
  CMO	
  was	
  slightly	
  larger,	
  6	
  percentage	
  points	
  in	
  
2010–11,	
  and	
  4	
  percentage	
  points	
  in	
  2012–13.	
  The	
  average	
  core	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  spent	
  72	
  
percent	
  of	
  their	
  working	
  weekly	
  hours	
  to	
  instruction	
  whereas	
  the	
  non-­‐core	
  teacher	
  spent	
  68	
  
percent	
  in	
  2012–13.	
  	
  

The	
  average	
  core	
  teacher	
  of	
  both	
  districts	
  and	
  CMOs	
  spent	
  less	
  time	
  on	
  contact	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  
families	
  than	
  one	
  non-­‐core	
  teacher	
  in	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2012–13.	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  differences	
  was	
  
about	
  4	
  percentage	
  points,	
  by	
  2012–13	
  this	
  difference	
  was	
  almost	
  3	
  percentage	
  points.	
  

Figure	
  12.	
  Teachers’	
  time	
  allocation	
  patterns	
  by	
  core	
  and	
  non-­‐core	
  subjects	
  	
  

	
  
Exhibit	
  reads:	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  average	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  81percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  weekly	
  working	
  
hours	
  to	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  instruction.	
  In	
  2012–13,	
  the	
  average	
  teacher	
  reduced	
  the	
  share	
  of	
  time	
  
allocated	
  to	
  this	
  category	
  by	
  12	
  percentage	
  points,	
  from	
  81	
  to	
  69	
  percent.	
  In	
  comparison,	
  the	
  average	
  
teacher	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  allocated	
  84	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  working	
  hours	
  to	
  evaluation	
  in	
  2010–11,	
  and	
  72	
  percent	
  
in	
  2012–13.	
  
Notes:	
  (1)	
  In	
  districts,	
  in	
  2010–11	
  there	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level	
  
between	
  teachers	
  of	
  core	
  and	
  non-­‐core	
  subjects	
  in	
  the	
  share	
  of	
  weekly	
  hours	
  worked	
  in	
  the	
  categories	
  of	
  
instruction,	
  administration,	
  and	
  contact	
  with	
  student	
  and	
  families.	
  In	
  2012–13,	
  the	
  differences	
  in	
  time	
  
between	
  teachers	
  of	
  core	
  and	
  non-­‐core	
  subjects	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  for	
  all	
  categories.	
  (2)	
  In	
  CMOs,	
  
in	
  2010–11	
  there	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level	
  between	
  teachers	
  of	
  core	
  
and	
  non-­‐core	
  subjects	
  in	
  the	
  share	
  of	
  weekly	
  hours	
  worked	
  in	
  the	
  categories	
  of	
  instruction,	
  and	
  contact	
  
with	
  student	
  and	
  families.	
  In	
  2012–13	
  the	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  between	
  teachers	
  of	
  core	
  and	
  
non-­‐core	
  subjects	
  in	
  time	
  were	
  for	
  instruction,	
  administration,	
  and	
  contact	
  with	
  student	
  and	
  families.	
  	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
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Discussion	
  based	
  on	
  our	
  webinars	
  

None	
  of	
  the	
  sites	
  gave	
  definitive	
  reasons	
  for	
  the	
  differences	
  between	
  core	
  and	
  non-­‐core	
  subject	
  
teachers,	
  but	
  a	
  few	
  offered	
  some	
  possibilities.	
  All	
  seven	
  sites	
  saw	
  a	
  higher	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  
allocated	
  to	
  instruction	
  amongst	
  core	
  teachers	
  compared	
  to	
  non-­‐core	
  teachers.	
  MCS,	
  Green	
  Dot,	
  
and	
  PUC	
  central	
  office	
  leaders	
  believed	
  that	
  core	
  subject	
  courses	
  are	
  subjected	
  to	
  more	
  detailed	
  
standards	
  and	
  assessments,	
  especially	
  with	
  implementation	
  of	
  Common	
  Core	
  State	
  Standards,	
  and	
  
that	
  as	
  a	
  result,	
  those	
  teachers	
  would	
  need	
  to	
  spend	
  more	
  time	
  on	
  instructional	
  planning.	
  HCPS	
  
leaders	
  noted	
  that	
  while	
  most	
  of	
  their	
  teachers	
  were	
  required	
  to	
  participate	
  in	
  the	
  new	
  evaluation	
  
system	
  in	
  2010–11,	
  a	
  small	
  group	
  of	
  non-­‐core	
  subject	
  teachers	
  did	
  not	
  participate	
  until	
  later.	
  
Regarding	
  contact	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  families,	
  Alliance	
  and	
  PUC	
  leaders	
  speculated	
  that	
  the	
  higher	
  
rate	
  of	
  contact	
  amongst	
  non-­‐core	
  teachers	
  could	
  be	
  the	
  result	
  of	
  special	
  education	
  teachers	
  
(considered	
  non-­‐core)	
  having	
  more	
  contact	
  with	
  parents	
  to	
  develop	
  individualized	
  education	
  plans	
  
(IEPs)	
  for	
  special	
  education	
  students.	
  

	
  

Difference	
  by	
  schooling	
  level	
  
In	
  both	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2012–13,	
  there	
  were	
  small	
  (less	
  than	
  3	
  percentage	
  points)	
  but	
  
statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  between	
  elementary	
  and	
  secondary	
  teachers	
  in	
  instruction	
  
and	
  contact	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  families	
  in	
  the	
  districts.	
  

	
  
This	
  analysis	
  only	
  applies	
  to	
  four	
  of	
  the	
  seven	
  sites	
  (HCPS,	
  MCS,	
  PPS,	
  and	
  Aspire),	
  as	
  Alliance	
  and	
  
Green	
  Dot	
  do	
  not	
  have	
  elementary	
  schools,	
  and	
  PUC	
  only	
  had	
  one	
  elementary	
  school	
  in	
  2012–13.	
  
There	
  were	
  small	
  but	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  in	
  2010–11	
  and	
  in	
  2012-­‐13	
  between	
  the	
  
average	
  elementary	
  and	
  secondary	
  school	
  teacher	
  of	
  a	
  district	
  in	
  instruction	
  and	
  contact	
  with	
  
students	
  and	
  families	
  (see	
  Figure	
  13).	
  

In	
  2010	
  –11	
  the	
  average	
  elementary	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  spent	
  3	
  percentage	
  points	
  more	
  time	
  on	
  
instruction	
  than	
  the	
  average	
  secondary	
  teacher,	
  82	
  percent	
  for	
  elementary	
  teachers	
  versus	
  79	
  
percent	
  for	
  secondary	
  teachers.	
  By	
  2012–13	
  this	
  difference	
  was	
  slightly	
  smaller	
  (2	
  percentage	
  
points)	
  and	
  the	
  average	
  elementary	
  teacher	
  spent	
  69	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  instruction	
  
related	
  activities	
  versus	
  67	
  percent	
  for	
  secondary	
  teachers.	
  

In	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2012–13	
  the	
  average	
  elementary	
  school	
  teacher	
  at	
  all	
  four	
  sites	
  spent	
  statistically	
  
significantly	
  less	
  time	
  on	
  contact	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  families	
  than	
  a	
  secondary	
  school	
  one,	
  3	
  
percentage	
  points	
  less.	
  	
  	
  

Discussion	
  based	
  on	
  our	
  webinars	
  

None	
  of	
  the	
  four	
  sites	
  that	
  contributed	
  to	
  this	
  analysis	
  had	
  definitive	
  explanations	
  for	
  the	
  small	
  
differences	
  between	
  teachers	
  at	
  different	
  schooling	
  levels,	
  especially	
  with	
  regard	
  to	
  instruction.	
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HCPS	
  and	
  MCS	
  central	
  office	
  leaders	
  believed	
  that	
  secondary	
  schools	
  spent	
  more	
  time	
  on	
  contact	
  
with	
  students	
  and	
  families	
  because	
  secondary	
  schools	
  tended	
  to	
  have	
  more	
  afterschool	
  activities	
  
(clubs	
  and	
  sports),	
  detention,	
  and	
  study	
  hall,	
  all	
  of	
  which	
  we	
  considered	
  non-­‐instructional	
  contact	
  
with	
  students.	
  MCS	
  central	
  office	
  leaders	
  said	
  that	
  study	
  hall	
  was	
  reinstated	
  in	
  the	
  2012–13	
  school	
  
year	
  due	
  to	
  scheduling	
  and	
  course	
  credit	
  modifications,	
  and	
  that	
  this	
  would	
  explain	
  the	
  significant	
  
increase	
  in	
  contact	
  with	
  student	
  and	
  families.	
  

	
  

Figure	
  13.	
  Teachers’	
  time	
  allocation	
  patterns	
  by	
  schooling	
  level	
  	
  

	
  
Exhibit	
  reads:	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  average	
  elementary	
  school	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  82	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  
her	
  weekly	
  working	
  hours	
  to	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  instruction,	
  while	
  the	
  average	
  secondary	
  school	
  teacher	
  
allocated	
  79	
  percent.	
  In	
  2012–13,	
  the	
  average	
  elementary	
  school	
  teacher	
  reduced	
  the	
  share	
  of	
  time	
  
allocated	
  to	
  this	
  category	
  by	
  13	
  percentage	
  points,	
  to	
  69	
  percent,	
  and	
  the	
  average	
  secondary	
  school	
  
teacher	
  reduced	
  the	
  share	
  of	
  time	
  by	
  12	
  percentage	
  points,	
  to	
  67	
  percent.	
  In	
  comparison,	
  the	
  average	
  
elementary	
  school	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  allocated	
  85	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  working	
  hours	
  to	
  evaluation	
  in	
  
2010–11,	
  and	
  71	
  percent	
  in	
  2012–13,	
  while	
  the	
  average	
  secondary	
  school	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  allocated	
  82	
  
percent	
  to	
  instruction	
  in	
  2010–11	
  and	
  72	
  percent	
  in	
  2012–13.	
  	
  
Notes:	
  (1)	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  for	
  both	
  districts	
  and	
  CMOs,	
  there	
  was	
  a	
  statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  
percent	
  level	
  in	
  the	
  share	
  of	
  weekly	
  working	
  hours	
  between	
  the	
  average	
  elementary	
  school	
  teacher	
  and	
  the	
  
average	
  secondary	
  teacher	
  allocated	
  to	
  instruction,	
  contact	
  with	
  student	
  and	
  families,	
  and	
  reform.	
  (2)	
  In	
  
2012–13,	
  there	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level	
  in	
  the	
  share	
  of	
  weekly	
  
working	
  hours	
  between	
  the	
  average	
  elementary	
  school	
  teacher	
  and	
  the	
  average	
  secondary	
  teacher	
  located	
  
within	
  a	
  district	
  in	
  the	
  areas	
  of	
  instruction	
  and	
  contact	
  with	
  student	
  and	
  families.	
  At	
  CMOs,	
  there	
  were	
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significant	
  differences	
  between	
  the	
  average	
  elementary	
  and	
  average	
  secondary	
  teacher	
  in	
  the	
  categories	
  of	
  
contact	
  with	
  student	
  and	
  families	
  and	
  PDME.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
  	
  
	
  

Difference	
  by	
  LIM	
  status	
  
Teachers	
  at	
  high-­‐LIM	
  schools	
  allocated	
  slightly	
  less	
  time	
  to	
  contact	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  
families	
  and	
  more	
  time	
  to	
  professional	
  development,	
  mentoring,	
  and	
  evaluation	
  (PDME)	
  
than	
  teachers	
  at	
  low-­‐LIM	
  schools.	
  

Alliance	
  and	
  Green	
  Dot	
  did	
  not	
  have	
  enough	
  teachers	
  at	
  both	
  high-­‐	
  and	
  low-­‐LIM	
  schools	
  to	
  make	
  
comparisons	
  valid.	
  Thus,	
  the	
  following	
  discussion	
  pertains	
  only	
  to	
  teachers	
  in	
  HCPS,	
  MCS,	
  PPS,	
  
Aspire,	
  and	
  PUC	
  (see	
  Figure	
  14).	
  	
  

In	
  both	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2012–13,	
  the	
  differences	
  between	
  the	
  average	
  teacher	
  at	
  a	
  high-­‐LIM	
  school	
  
and	
  one	
  at	
  a	
  low-­‐LIM	
  school	
  in	
  both	
  districts	
  and	
  CMOs	
  were	
  very	
  small	
  across	
  all	
  categories,	
  
between	
  1	
  and	
  2	
  percentage	
  points.	
  Teachers	
  at	
  high-­‐LIM	
  schools	
  tended	
  to	
  allocate	
  slightly	
  less	
  
time	
  to	
  contact	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  families,	
  and	
  more	
  time	
  to	
  PDME	
  than	
  teachers	
  at	
  low-­‐LIM	
  
schools	
  (see	
  Table	
  D4,	
  Appendix	
  E).	
  

	
  

Discussion	
  based	
  on	
  our	
  webinars	
  

PPS	
  central	
  office	
  leaders	
  speculated	
  that	
  the	
  low-­‐LIM	
  school	
  parents	
  were	
  generally	
  more	
  
involved	
  in	
  their	
  children’s	
  education,	
  thus	
  generating	
  a	
  higher	
  rate	
  of	
  contact	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  
families	
  among	
  teachers	
  at	
  low-­‐LIM	
  schools.	
  PUC	
  leaders	
  mentioned	
  that	
  they	
  did	
  not	
  expect	
  
many	
  differences	
  between	
  high-­‐	
  and	
  low-­‐LIM	
  schools,	
  and	
  were	
  pleased	
  to	
  observe	
  that	
  any	
  
significant	
  differences	
  were	
  small.	
  They	
  added	
  that	
  almost	
  all	
  their	
  students	
  were	
  high	
  need,	
  and	
  
that	
  they	
  were	
  committed	
  to	
  supporting	
  effective	
  teaching	
  across	
  all	
  of	
  their	
  schools.	
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Figure	
  14.	
  Teachers	
  time	
  allocation	
  patterns	
  by	
  LIM	
  status	
  

	
   	
  
Exhibit	
  reads:	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  average	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  high-­‐LIM	
  school	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  81	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  
or	
  her	
  weekly	
  working	
  hours	
  to	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  instruction.	
  In	
  2012–13,	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  
allocated	
  to	
  instruction	
  decreased	
  13	
  percentage	
  points,	
  to	
  68	
  percent.	
  In	
  comparison,	
  the	
  average	
  teacher	
  
in	
  a	
  high-­‐LIM	
  school	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  allocated	
  83	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  working	
  hours	
  to	
  instruction	
  in	
  2010–11,	
  
and	
  71	
  percent	
  in	
  2012–13.	
  
Notes:	
  (1)	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  for	
  the	
  districts,	
  there	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level	
  
between	
  the	
  average	
  teacher	
  in	
  high-­‐LIM	
  and	
  low-­‐LIM	
  schools	
  in	
  the	
  share	
  of	
  weekly	
  working	
  hours	
  
allocated	
  to	
  contact	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  families.	
  In	
  CMOs,	
  the	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  between	
  
high-­‐LIM	
  and	
  low-­‐LIM	
  teachers’	
  time	
  were	
  for	
  PDME	
  and	
  reform-­‐related	
  activities.	
  (2)	
  In	
  2012–13,	
  for	
  the	
  
districts,	
  there	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  between	
  the	
  average	
  teacher	
  in	
  high-­‐LIM	
  low-­‐LIM	
  
schools	
  in	
  the	
  share	
  of	
  weekly	
  working	
  hours	
  allocated	
  to	
  contact	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  families	
  and	
  PDME.	
  In	
  
CMOs,	
  no	
  differences	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant.	
  	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
  	
  

Difference	
  by	
  experience	
  
Experienced	
  teachers	
  allocated	
  more	
  time	
  to	
  administrative	
  activities	
  and	
  contact	
  with	
  
students	
  and	
  families,	
  while	
  novice	
  teachers	
  allocated	
  more	
  time	
  to	
  PDME.	
  However	
  the	
  
differences	
  are	
  very	
  small.	
  	
  

In	
  2010–11	
  and	
  202–13,	
  the	
  average	
  experienced	
  teacher11	
  in	
  both	
  districts	
  and	
  CMOs	
  allocated	
  
slightly	
  more	
  time	
  to	
  administration	
  than	
  did	
  novice	
  teachers.	
  These	
  differences	
  were	
  statistically	
  
significant	
  and	
  amounted	
  to	
  about	
  1	
  percentage	
  point,	
  with	
  experienced	
  teachers	
  allocating	
  7	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
11	
  A	
  novice	
  teacher	
  is	
  defined	
  a	
  teacher	
  with	
  three	
  or	
  fewer	
  years	
  of	
  teaching	
  experience	
  and	
  an	
  experienced	
  teacher	
  
is	
  defined	
  as	
  one	
  with	
  more	
  than	
  three	
  years	
  of	
  teacher	
  experience.	
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percent	
  of	
  their	
  time	
  and	
  novice	
  teachers	
  allocating	
  6	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  time	
  to	
  administration.	
  	
  
Experienced	
  teachers	
  allocated	
  more	
  time,	
  1	
  percentage	
  points,	
  to	
  contact	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  
families	
  than	
  novice	
  teachers.	
  Experienced	
  teachers	
  allocated	
  8	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  time	
  whereas	
  
novice	
  teachers	
  allocated	
  7	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  time	
  to	
  contact	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  families	
  (see	
  Figure	
  
15).	
  

For	
  the	
  districts,	
  experienced	
  teachers	
  allocated	
  slightly	
  less	
  time	
  to	
  PDME	
  than	
  novice	
  teachers,	
  2	
  
percentage	
  points:	
  experienced	
  teachers	
  allocated	
  between	
  6	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  time	
  whereas	
  
novice	
  teachers	
  allocated	
  4	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  time	
  to	
  PDME.	
  The	
  CMOs	
  also	
  presented	
  a	
  similar	
  
pattern	
  but	
  the	
  difference	
  was	
  smaller,	
  only	
  1	
  percentage	
  point.	
  

In	
  2012–13,	
  for	
  both	
  districts	
  and	
  CMOs,	
  experienced	
  teachers	
  allocated	
  more	
  time	
  to	
  
administrative	
  activities	
  than	
  novice	
  teachers	
  did	
  (5	
  percent,	
  compared	
  with	
  4	
  percent).	
  These	
  
statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  ranged	
  from	
  1	
  to	
  2	
  percentage	
  points.	
  	
  	
  

Drilling	
  a	
  bit	
  deeper	
  below	
  the	
  categories,	
  we	
  found	
  that	
  novice	
  teachers	
  spent	
  less	
  time	
  teaching	
  
during	
  the	
  regular	
  school	
  day	
  than	
  experienced	
  teachers	
  (question	
  t4a)	
  in	
  both	
  2010–11	
  and	
  
2012–13.	
  In	
  districts,	
  novice	
  teachers	
  spent	
  more	
  time	
  on	
  planning	
  outside	
  the	
  school	
  day	
  in	
  both	
  
years.	
  The	
  average	
  novice	
  teacher	
  spent	
  more	
  time	
  than	
  the	
  average	
  experienced	
  teacher	
  in	
  CMOs	
  
on	
  individual	
  planning	
  in	
  2010–11.	
  However,	
  the	
  opposite	
  was	
  true	
  in	
  2012–13;	
  novice	
  teachers	
  
spent	
  about	
  1	
  percentage	
  point	
  less	
  time	
  on	
  individually	
  planning	
  than	
  experienced	
  teachers	
  did	
  
(See	
  Figure	
  19	
  in	
  Appendix	
  G).	
  

In	
  professional	
  development,	
  in	
  2010–11,	
  novice	
  teachers	
  spent	
  more	
  time	
  taking	
  courses	
  than	
  
experienced	
  teachers,	
  and	
  this	
  difference	
  increased	
  slightly	
  in	
  2012–13	
  for	
  both	
  districts	
  and	
  
CMOs.	
  	
  In	
  districts,	
  novice	
  teachers	
  spent	
  about	
  0.5	
  percentage	
  points	
  in	
  2010–11	
  to	
  1.6	
  
percentage	
  points	
  by	
  2012–13.	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

Discussion	
  based	
  on	
  our	
  webinars	
  

Alliance	
  and	
  PUC	
  central	
  office	
  leaders	
  reported	
  that	
  their	
  novice	
  and	
  experienced	
  teachers	
  
received	
  the	
  same	
  professional	
  development	
  during	
  this	
  period.	
  Leaders	
  at	
  Green	
  Dot	
  and	
  PUC	
  
suggested	
  that	
  our	
  definition	
  of	
  new	
  teachers	
  (three	
  years	
  of	
  experience	
  or	
  less)	
  masks	
  the	
  extra	
  
professional	
  development	
  that	
  teachers	
  receive	
  in	
  the	
  summer	
  before	
  their	
  first	
  year	
  of	
  teaching.	
  
PPS	
  central	
  office	
  leaders	
  indicated	
  that	
  the	
  district’s	
  distribution	
  of	
  teacher	
  experience	
  is	
  skewed	
  
toward	
  more	
  highly	
  experienced	
  teachers	
  because	
  many	
  newer	
  teachers	
  have	
  been	
  furloughed.	
  
Because	
  novice	
  teachers	
  were	
  required	
  to	
  have	
  more	
  observations	
  than	
  experienced	
  teachers	
  in	
  
PPS,	
  this	
  may	
  have	
  affected	
  the	
  average	
  time	
  PPS	
  teachers	
  allocated	
  to	
  evaluation.	
  HCPS	
  leaders	
  
explained	
  that	
  their	
  veteran	
  teachers	
  were	
  likely	
  to	
  have	
  more	
  contact	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  families	
  
because	
  they	
  were	
  more	
  likely	
  to	
  monitor	
  a	
  study	
  hall,	
  have	
  an	
  extra	
  preparation	
  period,	
  and	
  
sponsor	
  afterschool	
  activities.	
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Figure	
  15.	
  Teachers’	
  time	
  allocation	
  patterns	
  by	
  experience	
  	
  

	
  
Exhibit	
  reads:	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  average	
  novice	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  81	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  weekly	
  
working	
  hours	
  to	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  instruction.	
  In	
  2012–13,	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  
instruction	
  decreased	
  12	
  percentage	
  points,	
  to	
  69	
  percent.	
  In	
  comparison,	
  the	
  average	
  novice	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  
CMO	
  allocated	
  83	
  percent	
  of	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  working	
  hours	
  to	
  instruction	
  in	
  2010–11,	
  and	
  73	
  percent	
  in	
  2012–
13.	
  
Notes:	
  (1)	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  in	
  districts,	
  there	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level	
  
between	
  the	
  average	
  novice	
  teacher	
  and	
  average	
  experienced	
  teacher	
  in	
  the	
  share	
  of	
  weekly	
  working	
  hours	
  
allocated	
  to	
  all	
  categories	
  except	
  instruction.	
  For	
  the	
  CMOs,	
  the	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  were	
  of	
  
the	
  categories	
  of	
  administration,	
  contact	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  families,	
  and	
  PDME.	
  (2)	
  In	
  2012–13,	
  in	
  districts,	
  
there	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  differences	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level	
  between	
  the	
  average	
  novice	
  and	
  
experienced	
  teacher	
  in	
  the	
  share	
  of	
  weekly	
  working	
  hours	
  allocated	
  to	
  administration,	
  contact	
  with	
  
students	
  and	
  families,	
  and	
  reform.	
  In	
  CMOs,	
  the	
  differences	
  were	
  statistically	
  significant	
  in	
  the	
  categories	
  of	
  
instruction,	
  administration,	
  and	
  reform.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
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VI.	
  Summary	
  and	
  Concluding	
  Thoughts	
  	
  
This	
  analysis	
  investigates	
  how	
  school	
  leaders	
  and	
  teachers	
  allocated	
  their	
  time	
  across	
  different	
  
activities	
  between	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2012–13.	
  This	
  time	
  period	
  corresponds	
  to	
  the	
  initial	
  phases	
  of	
  the	
  
implementation	
  of	
  the	
  IP	
  initiative.	
  We	
  have	
  seen	
  a	
  shift	
  in	
  the	
  allocation	
  patterns	
  of	
  both	
  school	
  
leaders	
  and	
  teachers	
  over	
  the	
  first	
  three	
  years	
  of	
  the	
  rollout	
  of	
  the	
  IP	
  initiative.	
  

One	
  main	
  finding	
  was	
  that	
  over	
  these	
  three	
  years,	
  school	
  leaders	
  significantly	
  increased	
  the	
  
relative	
  percentage	
  of	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  evaluation	
  and	
  professional	
  development,	
  while	
  
significantly	
  decreasing	
  the	
  relative	
  percentage	
  of	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  administrative	
  activities.	
  The	
  
main	
  increases	
  were	
  seen	
  on	
  time	
  spent	
  on	
  observing	
  classroom	
  instruction	
  and	
  on	
  providing	
  
feedback	
  to	
  teachers	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  their	
  evaluation,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  an	
  increase	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  
interschool	
  collaboration	
  and	
  attending	
  other	
  type	
  of	
  professional	
  development	
  (e.g.	
  attending	
  
institutes	
  or	
  taking	
  external	
  courses),	
  and	
  providing	
  professional	
  development	
  to	
  individual	
  groups	
  
of	
  teachers	
  and	
  non-­‐teacher	
  staff.	
  The	
  main	
  declines	
  in	
  administration	
  were	
  seen	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  
allocated	
  to	
  staff	
  supervision	
  and	
  interaction	
  with	
  the	
  school	
  district.	
  

In	
  an	
  effort	
  to	
  understand	
  these	
  trends,	
  we	
  investigated	
  whether	
  the	
  patterns	
  differed	
  for	
  schools	
  
serving	
  high	
  and	
  low	
  proportions	
  of	
  low-­‐income,	
  minority	
  students	
  (high	
  and	
  low-­‐LIM	
  schools),	
  for	
  
elementary	
  and	
  secondary	
  schools,	
  and	
  for	
  principals	
  and	
  assistant	
  principals.	
  In	
  general,	
  the	
  
trends	
  followed	
  the	
  same	
  overall	
  pattern	
  across	
  sites,	
  but	
  there	
  were	
  some	
  differences.	
  	
  

The	
  results	
  showed	
  that	
  the	
  assistant	
  principals	
  and	
  the	
  principals	
  have	
  distinct	
  roles.	
  Central	
  
office	
  leaders	
  of	
  some	
  sites	
  reported	
  that	
  there	
  had	
  been	
  a	
  push	
  to	
  encourage	
  principals	
  to	
  step	
  
into	
  more	
  of	
  an	
  instructional	
  leader	
  role.	
  This	
  is	
  consistent	
  with	
  the	
  data	
  which	
  shows	
  that	
  
assistant	
  principals	
  took	
  on	
  more	
  administrative	
  tasks,	
  since	
  the	
  proportion	
  of	
  their	
  time	
  allocated	
  
to	
  these	
  tasks	
  increased	
  substantially.	
  Some	
  sites’	
  central	
  office	
  leaders	
  told	
  us	
  that	
  they	
  had	
  hired	
  
additional	
  school-­‐based	
  staff	
  to	
  take	
  on	
  administrative	
  tasks	
  or	
  that	
  the	
  central	
  office	
  staff	
  were	
  
providing	
  additional	
  support	
  to	
  minimize	
  the	
  administrative	
  burden	
  at	
  sites.	
  Overall,	
  our	
  analyses	
  
showed	
  that	
  principals	
  across	
  the	
  seven	
  sites	
  allocated	
  more	
  time	
  to	
  teacher	
  evaluation	
  compared	
  
with	
  assistant	
  principals.	
  	
  	
  

Another	
  major	
  finding	
  was	
  that	
  teachers	
  also	
  increased	
  the	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  professional	
  
development	
  and	
  contact	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  families,	
  and	
  allocated	
  slightly	
  less	
  time	
  to	
  instruction	
  
and	
  administration.	
  The	
  main	
  changes	
  in	
  the	
  allocations	
  of	
  teachers’	
  time	
  on	
  instruction	
  were	
  
driven	
  by	
  a	
  reduction	
  in	
  time	
  spent	
  on	
  teaching	
  during	
  the	
  regular	
  school	
  day	
  and	
  in	
  time	
  spent	
  
individually	
  planning,	
  preparing	
  or	
  reviewing	
  student	
  data	
  during	
  the	
  regular	
  school	
  day.	
  	
  The	
  
increase	
  in	
  professional	
  development	
  was	
  due	
  to	
  an	
  increase	
  in	
  the	
  time	
  teachers	
  participated	
  in	
  
training	
  or	
  other	
  professional	
  development	
  activities	
  sponsored	
  by	
  the	
  district,	
  taking	
  courses	
  and	
  
engaging	
  in	
  informal	
  professional	
  development	
  

The	
  observed	
  increases	
  in	
  professional	
  development	
  for	
  both	
  school	
  leaders	
  and	
  teachers	
  seemed	
  
to	
  be	
  driven	
  by	
  the	
  rollout	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  classroom	
  observation	
  systems,	
  which	
  required	
  trainings	
  to	
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help	
  staff	
  gain	
  a	
  common	
  understanding	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  vision	
  for	
  teaching	
  and	
  learning	
  articulated	
  by	
  
the	
  new	
  classroom	
  observation	
  rubrics.	
  Furthermore,	
  the	
  concurrent	
  rollout	
  of	
  the	
  Common	
  Core	
  
State	
  Standards	
  has	
  likely	
  also	
  brought	
  more	
  professional	
  development	
  for	
  teachers	
  and	
  school	
  
leaders.	
  	
  

The	
  changes	
  in	
  time	
  spent	
  on	
  evaluation	
  and	
  professional	
  development	
  seemed	
  to	
  be	
  associated	
  
with	
  new	
  ways	
  of	
  work	
  brought	
  about	
  by	
  the	
  IP	
  initiative,	
  which	
  required	
  school	
  leaders	
  to	
  play	
  a	
  
more	
  time-­‐intensive	
  role	
  in	
  mentoring	
  and	
  evaluating	
  teachers.	
  	
  

This	
  report	
  is	
  part	
  of	
  an	
  ongoing	
  study,	
  and	
  future	
  surveys	
  will	
  allow	
  us	
  to	
  monitor	
  further	
  changes	
  
in	
  time	
  allocation.	
  We	
  will	
  also	
  explore	
  if	
  and	
  how	
  the	
  sites	
  are	
  able	
  to	
  sustain	
  this	
  work	
  and	
  what	
  
other	
  measures	
  they	
  implement	
  to	
  continue	
  the	
  substantial	
  effort	
  required	
  to	
  observe,	
  evaluate,	
  
and	
  support	
  teachers.	
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Appendix	
  A	
  –	
  Detailed	
  Discussion	
  of	
  Methodology	
  
	
  

Survey	
  development.	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  and	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  had	
  two	
  sections	
  devoted	
  
to	
  gathering	
  time	
  allocation	
  data.	
  One	
  section	
  gathered	
  data	
  on	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  regular	
  weekly	
  
activities	
  (e.g.,	
  daily	
  instruction	
  and	
  administrative	
  duties,	
  weekly	
  meetings),	
  while	
  the	
  other	
  
section	
  collected	
  data	
  on	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  “non-­‐regular”	
  activities	
  (e.g.,	
  annual	
  meetings	
  or	
  
conferences,	
  activities	
  that	
  only	
  occur	
  during	
  the	
  summer).	
  	
  

Upon	
  processing	
  the	
  first	
  year	
  of	
  survey	
  data,	
  we	
  discovered	
  that	
  some	
  respondents’	
  total	
  
calculated	
  weekly	
  hours	
  (the	
  sum	
  of	
  all	
  hours	
  reported	
  from	
  the	
  activity	
  questions)	
  worked	
  were	
  
quite	
  high,	
  2.7	
  percent	
  of	
  the	
  sample	
  exceeded	
  200	
  hours	
  per	
  week.	
  We	
  suspect	
  that	
  because	
  of	
  
the	
  large	
  number	
  of	
  questions,	
  respondents	
  may	
  have	
  double-­‐counted	
  some	
  activities.	
  To	
  gauge	
  
the	
  realistic	
  total	
  hours	
  worked,	
  we	
  looked	
  at	
  range	
  of	
  weekly	
  hours	
  within	
  the	
  25th	
  and	
  75th	
  
percentile,	
  i.e.,	
  the	
  interquartile	
  range,	
  shown	
  in	
  Table	
  A1	
  below:	
  

	
  
Table	
  A1	
  –	
  Detailed	
  description	
  of	
  school	
  leaders	
  and	
  teachers	
  survey	
  sample*	
  

Survey 
Number 

Surveyed 

Number 
with 

Missing 
Time 

Allocation 
Data 

(Dropped) Total Weekly Hours 

Number 
with High 
and Low 
Outliers 

(Dropped) 

Final 
Sample 
Size1 

      Minimum 
25th 

Percentile Median 
75th 

Percentile Maximum     
School 
Leader          

2010–11 893† 36 6.35 61.3  70.7  86.7  9,734 60 797 
2011–12  963 61 0.69 50.0  60.0  70.3  1,416 75 827 
2012–13  845 41 0.52 50.2  59.4  67.3  527 49 755 

Teacher          
2010–11  3,500‡ 65 4.04 50.0  56.1  64.9  9,647 99 3,253 
2012–13  3,602 64 0.05 49.7  58.7  70.4  1,732 197 3,341 

Notes:	
  *Numbers	
  and	
  hours	
  are	
  unweighted.	
  
†Excluding	
  ICEF.	
  With	
  ICEF	
  the	
  original	
  number	
  surveyed	
  was	
  904	
  
‡Excluding	
  ICEF.	
  With	
  ICEF	
  the	
  original	
  number	
  surveyed	
  was	
  3,589.	
  
1	
  The	
  detail	
  of	
  the	
  sample	
  can	
  be	
  found	
  in	
  Appendix	
  C	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
  and	
  the	
  
teacher	
  surveys	
  of	
  2011	
  and	
  2013.	
  
	
  

Because	
  of	
  the	
  extremely	
  large	
  hours	
  reported	
  on	
  the	
  survey	
  (especially	
  in	
  the	
  2010–11	
  school	
  
leader	
  surveys),	
  we	
  reformatted	
  the	
  time	
  allocation	
  survey	
  to	
  be	
  more	
  concise.	
  Rather	
  than	
  
including	
  separate	
  regular	
  and	
  non-­‐regular	
  activity	
  sections,	
  we	
  allowed	
  each	
  question	
  to	
  be	
  
answered	
  either	
  as	
  weekly	
  hours	
  (to	
  replace	
  regular	
  hours)	
  or	
  annual	
  hours	
  (to	
  replace	
  non-­‐
regular	
  hours)	
  depending	
  on	
  each	
  respondent's	
  preference.	
  This	
  new	
  structure	
  design	
  helped	
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reduce	
  double-­‐counting	
  of	
  work	
  hours.	
  Moreover,	
  starting	
  in	
  2011–12,	
  the	
  survey	
  featured	
  a	
  ticker	
  
at	
  the	
  bottom	
  of	
  the	
  page	
  summing	
  up	
  the	
  hours	
  respondents	
  entered	
  as	
  they	
  filled	
  out	
  the	
  
survey.	
  	
  

Furthermore,	
  after	
  2010–11	
  we	
  reduced	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  questions	
  asked,	
  consolidating	
  or	
  
collapsing	
  similar	
  questions	
  on	
  related	
  topics,	
  especially	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  administration	
  activities.	
  

Finally,	
  we	
  added	
  some	
  new	
  questions	
  in	
  2012–13	
  about	
  teachers'	
  preparation	
  for	
  their	
  own	
  
evaluation.	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  school	
  leaders	
  were	
  asked	
  specifically	
  about	
  summer	
  school,	
  which	
  was	
  
discontinued	
  starting	
  in	
  2011–12.	
  Starting	
  in	
  2011–12,	
  we	
  added	
  new	
  questions	
  about	
  evaluation	
  
and	
  the	
  recruitment	
  of	
  non-­‐teaching	
  teaching	
  staff.	
  

Sample	
  inclusion	
  rules.	
  To	
  determine	
  our	
  final	
  sample,	
  we	
  removed	
  the	
  respondents	
  who	
  did	
  not	
  
answer	
  the	
  time	
  allocation	
  portion;	
  we	
  also	
  removed	
  extreme	
  outliers	
  defined	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  
interquartile	
  range.	
  High	
  extreme	
  outliers	
  were	
  defined	
  as	
  respondents	
  who	
  had	
  total	
  weekly	
  
hours	
  more	
  than	
  three	
  interquartile	
  ranges	
  above	
  the	
  75th	
  percentile.	
  The	
  low	
  extreme	
  outliers	
  
were	
  defined	
  as	
  less	
  than	
  three	
  interquartile	
  ranges	
  below	
  the	
  25th	
  percentile.	
  In	
  addition,	
  we	
  set	
  a	
  
floor	
  of	
  10	
  weekly	
  hours	
  as	
  the	
  lower	
  threshold	
  for	
  our	
  sample.	
  	
  

As	
  described	
  above,	
  the	
  data	
  collected	
  from	
  the	
  2011	
  school	
  leader	
  survey	
  included	
  respondents	
  
who	
  reported	
  implausible	
  numbers	
  of	
  work	
  hours,	
  even	
  after	
  we	
  used	
  the	
  interquartile	
  range	
  to	
  
eliminate	
  outliers.	
  Therefore,	
  instead	
  of	
  using	
  the	
  values	
  of	
  the	
  extreme	
  outliers	
  calculated	
  for	
  the	
  
2011	
  school	
  leader	
  survey	
  (147	
  hours)	
  we	
  used	
  the	
  upper	
  threshold	
  calculated	
  for	
  the	
  2012	
  school	
  
leader	
  survey	
  of	
  130	
  weekly	
  hours	
  worked.	
  	
  

Final	
  sample	
  weekly	
  working	
  hours.	
  The	
  means	
  of	
  reported	
  and	
  calculated	
  weekly	
  working	
  hours	
  
for	
  the	
  final	
  sample	
  are	
  detailed	
  below.	
  

	
  
Table	
  A2	
  –	
  School	
  Leader	
  Calculated	
  Weekly	
  Hours	
  

  2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2011–2012 
Difference 

2012–2013 
Difference 

District Average 73.76 63.33 61.27 10.43* 2.057 
CMO Average 73.5 59.7 59.9 13.76* -0.2 
HCPS 70.60 58.20 57.40 12.4* 0.8* 
MCS 75.15 61.77 60.42 13.39* 1.35 
PPS 75.52 70.01 65.98 5.51* 4.03* 
Alliance 73.76 63.55 60.10 10.21* 3.45* 
Aspire 72.18 57.27 63.72 14.91* -6.45* 
Green Dot 77.47 57.19 58.10 20.28* -0.91 
PUC 70.42 60.79 57.70 9.63* 3.09 

 Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  A3	
  –	
  School	
  Leader	
  Reported	
  Weekly	
  Hours	
  (Question	
  68	
  from	
  Survey)	
  

  2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2011–2012 
Difference 

2012–2013 
Difference 

District Average 62.61 60.00 58.275 2.61* 1.73* 
CMO Average 60.94 60.63 59.38 0.3 1.25* 
HCPS 60.81 58.42 57.51 2.39* 0* 
MCS 62.63 60.50 57.65 2.14* 0* 
PPS 64.39 61.09 59.67 3.3* 0 
Alliance 59.63 59.04 59.11 0.59 0.58 
Aspire 60.41 60.46 61.85 -0.04 0.97 
Green Dot 64.30 61.38 58.83 2.92 0.07 
PUC 59.41 61.66 57.73 -2.25 0.13* 
	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Table	
  A4	
  –	
  Teacher	
  Calculated	
  Weekly	
  Hours	
  

  2010-11 2012-13 2011–2013 
Difference 

District Average 56.56 58.90 -2.34* 
CMO Average 61.24 62.79 -1.549* 
HCPS 56.67 59.32 0.704* 
MCS 56.70 59.39 0.913* 
PPS 56.33 58.00 1.043 
Alliance 59.32 62.94 0.959* 
Aspire 62.34 60.28 0.853 
Green Dot 61.30 63.98 1.515 
PUC 62.01 63.98 1.611 
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
  	
  

	
  

	
  
Table	
  A5	
  –	
  Teacher	
  Reported	
  Weekly	
  Hours	
  (Question	
  71	
  from	
  Survey)	
  

  2010-11 2012-13 2011–2013 
Difference 

District Average 51.48 54.01 -2.53* 
CMO Average 56.56 59.35 -2.79* 
HCPS 52.45 54.28 0.49* 
MCS 50.90 53.12 0.61* 
PPS 51.08 54.62 1.11* 
Alliance 54.40 58.76 0.77* 
Aspire 57.78 58.80 0.61 
Green Dot 57.47 59.40 1.06 
PUC 56.61 60.43 1.41* 
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013.	
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Appendix	
  B	
  –	
  School	
  Leader	
  and	
  Teacher	
  Survey	
  Response	
  Rates	
  
 
 
 
Table	
  B1	
  –	
  School	
  leader	
  response	
  rates 

Site 2010–11 2011–12 2012-13 
District    

Hillsborough 76.6% 80.8% 76.9% 
Memphis 76.4% 82.2% 65.3% 
Pittsburgh 83.3% 80.4% 74.4% 

CMO    
Alliance 59.0% 67.3% 64.6% 
Aspire 81.1% 71.7% 68.8% 
Green Dot 56.3% 65.8% 64.7% 
PUC 72.2% 76.0% 72.0% 

Average 72.1% 74.9% 69.5% 
	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
  	
  
	
  

    Table	
  B2	
  –	
  Teacher	
  survey	
  response	
  rates 

Site 2010–11 2012–13  
 District     

Hillsborough 83.8% 74.7% 
 Memphis 82.1% 83.4% 
 Pittsburgh 78.4% 74.8% 
 CMO    

Alliance 76.9% 76.9% 
 Aspire 86.1% 79.4% 
 Green Dot 65.0% 61.5% 
 PUC 81.8% 76.1% 
 Average 79.2% 75.3% 
 Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Appendix	
  C	
  –	
  Descriptive	
  Statistics	
  of	
  Individual	
  and	
  School	
  Characteristic	
  
Categories	
  by	
  Site	
  and	
  Year	
  

Table	
  C1	
  –	
  School	
  leader	
  population	
  and	
  sample	
  size	
  
  2010–11 2011–12 2012–13 

  Population 
Size 

Sample 
Size 

Population 
Size 

Sample 
Size 

Population 
Size 

Sample 
Size 

HCPS 550  426  534  433  551  423  

MCS 281  220  273  226  268  177  

PPS 93  74  74  62  71  53  

Alliance 34  20  44  29  44  28  

Aspire 37  30  43  36  44  29  

Green Dot 30  16  36  24  46  29  

PUC 14  11  21  17  22  16  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
  	
  

Table	
  C2	
  –	
  Principals	
  

  2010–11 2011–12 2012–13 

  Percent Principal SE Percent Principal SE Percent Principal SE 

HCPS 40% (0.005) 39% (0.004) 41% (0.004) 

MCS 55% (0.014) 59% (0.012) 55% (0.018) 

PPS 68% (0.017) 71% (0.026) 68% (0.026) 

Alliance 37% (0.037) 25% (0.022) 39% (0.025) 

Aspire 86% (0.025) 68% (0.038) 67% (0.060) 

Green Dot 31% (0.043) 46% (0.020) 28% (0.015) 

PUC 80% (0.052) 51% (0.027) 44% (0.032) 
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
  	
  

Table	
  C3	
  –	
  Elementary	
  school	
  leaders	
  

  2010–11 2011–12 2012–13 

  
Percent 

Elementary 
School 

SE 
Percent 

Elementary 
School 

SE 
Percent 

Elementary 
School 

SE 

HCPS 49% (0.010) 51% (0.009) 49% (0.007) 

MCS 40% (0.021) 48% (0.018) 42% (0.025) 

PPS 56% (0.028) 56% (0.037) 60% (0.036) 

Alliance 100% 0.000  100% 0.000  100% 0.000  

Aspire 59% (0.033) 52% (0.057) 52% (0.078) 

Green Dot 100% 0.000  100% 0.000  100% 0.000  

PUC 0% 0.000  6% (0.023) 12% (0.045) 
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  C4	
  –	
  LIM	
  status	
  school	
  leaders	
  

  2011 2012 2013 

  Percent High 
LIM SE Percent High 

LIM SE Percent High 
LIM SE 

HCPS 10% (0.005) 10% (0.005) 13% (0.004) 

MCS 71% (0.021) 70% (0.018) 73% (0.025) 

PPS 16% (0.018) 10% (0.020) 14% (0.028) 

Alliance 100% 0.000  96% (0.014) 100% 0.000  

Aspire 50% (0.033) 59% (0.054) 44% (0.074) 

Green Dot 100% 0.000  67% (0.043) 96% (0.009) 

PUC 83% (0.061) 41% (0.063) 43% (0.066) 
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
  	
  

Table	
  C5	
  –	
  Female	
  school	
  leaders	
  

  2010–11 2011–12 2012–13 

  Percent Female SE Percent Female SE Percent Female SE 

HCPS 64% (0.009) 64% (0.008) 63% (0.007) 

MCS 57% (0.018) 62% (0.014) 64% (0.020) 

PPS 60% (0.021) 59% (0.031) 66% (0.034) 

Alliance 59% (0.041) 49% (0.039) 57% (0.037) 

Aspire 72% (0.033) 63% (0.046) 71% (0.051) 

Green Dot 31% (0.055) 33% (0.026) 48% (0.029) 

PUC 35% (0.073) 59% (0.049) 75% (0.042) 
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
  	
  

Table	
  C6	
  –	
  Average	
  school	
  enrollment	
  in	
  school	
  leader	
  survey	
  

  2010–11 2011–12 2012–13 

  Average School 
Enrollment SE 

Average 
School 

Enrollment 
SE 

Average 
School 

Enrollment 
SE 

HCPS 1,018  (15.475) 989  (13.246) 1,026  (11.112) 

MCS 725  (29.487) 714  (22.814) 694  (29.816) 

PPS 479  (17.340) 495  (31.033) 498  (20.273) 

Alliance 385  (15.024) 463  (12.536) 467  (12.918) 

Aspire 345  (8.389) 381  (15.044) 380  (21.443) 

Green Dot 537  (38.821) 544  (11.724) 569  (5.208) 

PUC 198  (21.658) 300  (13.879) 314  (6.333) 
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  C7	
  –	
  Teacher	
  population	
  and	
  sample	
  size	
  

  2010–11 2012–13 

  Population 
Size 

Sample 
Size 

Population 
Size 

Sample 
Size 

HCPS 11,223  1,078  10,308  972  

MCS 5,562  974  4,804  940  
PPS 1,587  626  1,306  546  

Alliance 255  127  384  296  

Aspire 399  244  473  270  

Green Dot 308  120  464  193  
PUC 146  84  159  124  

Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
  	
  
	
  

Table	
  C8	
  –	
  Core	
  subject	
  teachers	
  

  2010–11 2012–13 

  Percent Core 
Subject SE Percent Core 

Subject SE 

HCPS 72% (0.012) 76% (0.012) 

MCS 71% (0.015) 69% (0.015) 

PPS 65% (0.018) 71% (0.015) 

Alliance 83% (0.011) 84% (0.005) 

Aspire 91% (0.005) 93% (0.008) 

Green Dot 77% (0.020) 81% (0.013) 

PUC 86% (0.029) 88% (0.007) 
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
  	
  

	
  

Table	
  C9	
  –	
  Elementary	
  school	
  teachers	
  

  2010–11 2012–13 

  
Percent 

Elementary 
School 

SE 
Percent 

Elementary 
School 

SE 

HCPS 54% (0.010) 53% (0.010) 

MCS 53% (0.012) 55% (0.012) 

PPS 42% (0.012) 45% (0.012) 

Alliance 100% 0.000  100% 0.000  

Aspire 62% (0.008) 60% (0.011) 

Green Dot 100% 0.000  100% 0.000  

PUC 5% (0.002) 4% 0.000  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  C10	
  –	
  LIM	
  status	
  teachers	
  

  2010–11 2012–13 

  Percent High 
LIM SE Percent High 

LIM SE 

HCPS 9% (0.005) 11% (0.006) 

MCS 72% (0.011) 73% (0.012) 

PPS 14% (0.004) 11% (0.003) 

Alliance 100% 0.000  98% 0.000  

Aspire 44% (0.001) 50% (0.008) 

Green Dot 96% (0.004) 99% 0.000  

PUC 80% (0.016) 41% (0.003) 
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
  	
  

	
  

Table	
  C11	
  –	
  Teacher	
  experience	
  

  2010–11 2012–13 

  Percent Novice 
Teachers SE Percent Novice 

Teachers SE 

HCPS 13% (0.010) 13% (0.011) 

MCS 15% (0.012) 15% (0.012) 

PPS 5% (0.007) 3% (0.006) 

Alliance 45% (0.039) 49% (0.012) 

Aspire 35% (0.020) 37% (0.023) 

Green Dot 38% (0.038) 35% (0.032) 

PUC 51% (0.045) 52% (0.019) 
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
  	
  

Table	
  C12	
  –	
  Average	
  school	
  enrollment	
  in	
  teacher	
  survey	
  

  2010–11 2012–13 

  Average School 
Enrollment SE 

Average 
School 

Enrollment 
SE 

HCPS 1,063  (12.269) 1,056  (13.664) 

MCS 739  (14.713) 757  (12.271) 

PPS 519  (6.882) 589  (6.653) 

Alliance 443  (2.607) 484  (0.158) 

Aspire 356  (0.327) 423  (2.491) 

Green Dot 559  (1.376) 584  (1.993) 

PUC 210  (3.306) 322  (0.148) 
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Appendix	
  D	
  –	
  School	
  Leader	
  Time	
  Allocation	
  by	
  Site	
  
Table	
  D1	
  –	
  Overall	
  school	
  leader	
  time	
  allocation	
  by	
  site	
  
    2011 Mean 2012 Mean 2013 Mean 2011–2012 Difference 2012–2013 Difference 

HCPS 

Administration 74% 51% 50% 23%* 1% 
Instruction 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Evaluation 14% 23% 24% -9%* -1%* 
PD Received 7% 14% 14% -7%* -1%* 
PD Provided 4% 6% 6% -2%* 0% 
Recruitment 0% 2% 2% -2%* 0% 
Reform 1% 4% 3% -3%* 1%* 

MCS 

Administration 69% 36% 39% 33%* -2%* 
Instruction 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%* 
Evaluation 12% 29% 29% -17%* 0% 
PD Received 10% 19% 17% -9%* 2%* 
PD Provided 6% 8% 9% -2%* -1%* 
Recruitment 0% 2% 3% -2%* 0% 
Reform 1% 5% 3% -4%* 2%* 

PPS 

Administration 68% 41% 45% 27%* -4%* 
Instruction 1% 0% 0% 1%* 0% 
Evaluation 16% 33% 28% -17%* 5%* 
PD Received 10% 13% 16% -4%* -3%* 
PD Provided 5% 7% 8% -3%* 0% 
Recruitment 0% 2% 1% -1%* 0% 
Reform 1% 4% 3% -3%* 2%* 

Alliance 

Administration 68% 46% 49% 22%* -3% 
Instruction 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 
Evaluation 13% 20% 22% -7%* -2% 
PD Received 7% 14% 12% -7%* 2%* 
PD Provided 8% 12% 9% -4%* 3%* 
Recruitment 1% 3% 3% -2%* 0% 
Reform 1% 3% 3% -2%* -1% 

Aspire 

Administration 72% 43% 47% 29%* -4% 
Instruction 2% 5% 5% -3% 0% 
Evaluation 11% 22% 23% -11%* -1% 
PD Received 9% 13% 13% -5%* 1% 
PD Provided 6% 13% 9% -7%* 4%* 
Recruitment 1% 2% 3% -2%* -1% 
Reform 1% 2% 1% -1%* 1%* 

Green 
Dot 

Administration 69% 46% 49% 22%* -3% 
Instruction 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%* 
Evaluation 11% 21% 22% -10%* 0% 
PD Received 11% 17% 15% -6%* 2%* 
PD Provided 6% 9% 10% -3%* 0% 
Recruitment 2% 4% 3% -2%* 1%* 
Reform 1% 2% 2% -1%* 0% 

PUC 

Administration 68% 46% 42% 22%* 4%* 
Instruction 0% 1% 0% -1%* 1%* 
Evaluation 10% 21% 24% -10%* -3%* 
PD Received 11% 13% 14% -2%* -1% 
PD Provided 8% 12% 15% -5%* -3%* 
Recruitment 1% 5% 3% -3%* 2%* 
Reform 1% 3% 3% -1%* 0% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  
from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013.	
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Table	
  D2	
  –	
  Principal	
  and	
  assistant	
  principal	
  school	
  leader	
  time	
  allocation	
  by	
  site	
  
    2011 2012 2013 

  
 

Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

HCPS 

Administration 67% 78% -12%* 43% 56% -12%* 42% 55% -13%* 
Instruction 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%* 
Evaluation 20% 10% 10%* 30% 19% 11%* 31% 19% 12%* 
PD Received 7% 7% 0% 14% 14% 1%* 14% 14% 0% 
PD Provided 5% 4% 1%* 6% 7% -1%* 6% 7% -1%* 
Recruitment 1% 0% 0%* 3% 2% 1%* 3% 2% 1%* 
Reform 1% 1% 1%* 5% 4% 1%* 4% 3% 1%* 

MCS 

Administration 67% 72% -5%* 35% 37% -2% 37% 40% -3%* 
Instruction 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 1%* 0% 0% 0% 
Evaluation 13% 11% 2%* 30% 27% 3%* 30% 28% 3%* 
PD Received 10% 10% 1% 17% 22% -5%* 16% 19% -3%* 
PD Provided 7% 5% 2%* 9% 7% 2%* 9% 8% 1% 
Recruitment 0% 0% 0%* 3% 2% 1%* 3% 2% 1%* 
Reform 1% 1% 1%* 5% 5% 0% 4% 3% 1%* 

PPS 

Administration 62% 79% -17%* 38% 46% -8%* 37% 62% -25%* 
Instruction 1% 0% 1%* 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Evaluation 19% 10% 9%* 32% 36% -4% 34% 16% 18%* 
PD Received 11% 8% 3%* 15% 10% 5%* 17% 12% 5%* 
PD Provided 6% 3% 3%* 9% 4% 4%* 9% 5% 4%* 
Recruitment 0% 0% 0%* 2% 1% 0% 1% 2% -1% 
Reform 2% 0% 1%* 5% 2% 3%* 2% 3% 0% 

Alliance 

Administration 70% 67% 3% 51% 45% 7%* 54% 46% 8%* 
Instruction 1% 3% -2% 1% 2% -1% 1% 2% -1%* 
Evaluation 12% 14% -2% 24% 19% 5%* 16% 26% -11%* 
PD Received 8% 7% 1% 9% 16% -7%* 14% 11% 3%* 
PD Provided 7% 8% -1% 8% 13% -5%* 11% 8% 4%* 
Recruitment 1% 1% 1%* 3% 2% 1%* 2% 3% -1% 
Reform 1% 1% 0% 3% 2% 1% 2% 4% -2%* 

Aspire 

Administration 70% 83% -13% 41% 47% -5% 39% 61% -22%* 
Instruction 0% 10% -10% 1% 13% -12%* 1% 12% -12%* 
Evaluation 13% 0% 13%* 27% 12% 15%* 29% 10% 19%* 
PD Received 9% 5% 5%* 12% 15% -3% 16% 6% 10%* 
PD Provided 6% 2% 4%* 13% 12% 2% 9% 9% 1% 
Recruitment 1% 1% 0%* 3% 1% 2%* 4% 1% 3%* 
Reform 1% 0% 1%* 3% 1% 2%* 2% 0% 2%* 

Green 
Dot 

Administration 64% 70% -6%* 42% 49% -7%* 52% 48% 4% 
Instruction 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 1%* 0% 0% 0% 
Evaluation 13% 10% 3% 22% 21% 1% 21% 22% -1% 
PD Received 10% 11% -1% 18% 16% 2% 12% 16% -5%* 
PD Provided 8% 6% 2% 8% 10% -3%* 10% 10% 1% 
Recruitment 2% 1% 0% 6% 2% 4%* 4% 2% 1%* 
Reform 1% 1% 0% 3% 2% 1%* 2% 2% 0% 

PUC 

Administration 69% 67% 2% 44% 48% -4% 49% 36% 13%* 
Instruction 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1%* 0% 0% 0% 
Evaluation 12% 5% 6%* 21% 21% 0% 19% 27% -8%* 
PD Received 12% 10% 1% 13% 13% 0% 13% 15% -3%* 
PD Provided 6% 14% -8% 13% 12% 1% 12% 18% -6%* 
Recruitment 1% 1% 0% 5% 4% 1%* 3% 2% 1%* 
Reform 1% 2% -2% 3% 2% 1%* 4% 2% 2%* 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  
2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013.	
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Table	
  D3	
  –	
  Elementary	
  and	
  secondary	
  school	
  leader	
  time	
  allocation	
  by	
  site	
  
    2011 2012 2013 

  
 

Elem. 
Mean 

Sec. 
Mean Difference 

Elem. 
Mean 

Sec. 
Mean Difference 

Elem. 
Mean 

Sec. 
Mean Difference 

HCPS 

Administration 70% 77% -7%* 45% 56% -11%* 45% 54% -9%* 
Instruction 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%* 
Evaluation 16% 12% 5%* 28% 18% 10%* 29% 20% 9%* 
PD Received 7% 6% 1%* 14% 14% 1% 15% 14% 0% 
PD Provided 5% 4% 1%* 7% 6% 1%* 6% 6% 0% 
Recruitment 0% 0% 0% 2% 2% 0%* 2% 2% 0% 
Reform 1% 1% 0%* 4% 4% 0% 3% 3% 0%* 

MCS 

Administration 68% 70% -3%* 35% 37% -1% 37% 40% -3%* 
Instruction 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1%* 0% 0% 0%* 
Evaluation 13% 12% 1%* 31% 27% 4%* 32% 27% 5%* 
PD Received 11% 10% 1% 18% 21% -3%* 16% 18% -2%* 
PD Provided 6% 6% 0% 8% 8% 0% 9% 9% 1% 
Recruitment 0% 0% 0% 3% 2% 0% 2% 3% -1%* 
Reform 1% 1% 0%* 5% 5% 0% 3% 3% 0% 

PPS 

Administration 66% 70% -5%* 42% 38% 4%* 44% 46% -2% 
Instruction 1% 0% 1%* 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Evaluation 17% 15% 3%* 30% 37% -7%* 29% 26% 3% 
PD Received 10% 9% 1%* 15% 11% 3%* 16% 15% 1% 
PD Provided 5% 5% 0% 7% 8% 0% 7% 8% -1% 
Recruitment 0% 0% 0%* 1% 2% -1%* 1% 2% -1%* 
Reform 1% 1% 0%* 5% 3% 2%* 3% 2% 0% 

Alliance 

Administration . 68% . . 46% . . 49% . 
Instruction . 2% . . 2% . . 2% . 
Evaluation . 13% . . 20% . . 22% . 
PD Received . 7% . . 14% . . 12% . 
PD Provided . 8% . . 12% . . 9% . 
Recruitment . 1% . . 3% . . 3% . 
Reform . 1% . . 3% . . 3% . 

Aspire 

Administration 70% 74% -4% 38% 48% -10%* 41% 53% -12%* 
Instruction 0% 3% -3% 0% 10% -10%* 0% 10% -10%* 
Evaluation 13% 7% 6%* 29% 14% 14%* 29% 16% 13%* 
PD Received 9% 8% 1% 13% 14% -1% 16% 9% 7%* 
PD Provided 6% 5% 0% 15% 11% 4%* 9% 9% 0% 
Recruitment 1% 1% 0%* 3% 2% 2%* 4% 2% 2%* 
Reform 1% 1% 0%* 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 0% 

Green 
Dot 

Administration . 69% . . 46% . . 49% . 
Instruction . 0% . . 0% . . 0% . 
Evaluation . 11% . . 21% . . 22% . 
PD Received . 11% . . 17% . . 15% . 
PD Provided . 6% . . 9% . . 10% . 
Recruitment . 2% . . 4% . . 3% . 
Reform . 1% . . 2% . . 2% . 

PUC 

Administration . 68% . 71% 45% 27%* 56% 40% 16%* 
Instruction . 0% . 0% 1% -1%* 0% 0% 0% 
Evaluation . 10% . 7% 22% -15%* 17% 25% -8%* 
PD Received . 11% . 6% 14% -8%* 8% 15% -7%* 
PD Provided . 8% . 15% 12% 3%* 17% 15% 3%* 
Recruitment . 1% . 0% 5% -4%* 0% 3% -3%* 
Reform . 1% . 1% 3% -2%* 2% 3% -1%* 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  
2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013.	
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Table	
  D4	
  –	
  High-­‐	
  and	
  low-­‐LIM	
  status	
  school	
  leader	
  time	
  allocation	
  by	
  site	
  
    2011 2012 2013 

  
 

High 
LIM 
Mean 

Low 
LIM 
Mean Difference 

High 
LIM 
Mean 

Low 
LIM 
Mean Difference 

High 
LIM 
Mean 

Low 
LIM 
Mean Difference 

HCPS 

Administration 71% 74% 3%* 46% 51% 6%* 44% 51% 7%* 
Instruction 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%* 0% 0% 0%* 
Evaluation 13% 14% 1% 27% 23% -5%* 29% 24% -5%* 
PD Received 8% 7% -1%* 14% 14% 0% 14% 14% 0% 
PD Provided 7% 4% -2%* 7% 6% -1%* 8% 6% -1%* 
Recruitment 0% 0% 0%* 2% 2% 0%* 3% 2% -1%* 
Reform 1% 1% 0% 4% 4% 0% 3% 3% 0% 

MCS 

Administration 70% 71% 1% 34% 41% 7%* 37% 43% 6%* 
Instruction 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% -1%* 0% 0% 0%* 
Evaluation 13% 11% -2%* 29% 29% -1% 30% 27% -4%* 
PD Received 10% 10% 0% 20% 17% -3%* 17% 17% 0% 
PD Provided 6% 6% 0% 9% 6% -3%* 9% 8% -2%* 
Recruitment 0% 0% 0%* 3% 2% -1%* 3% 3% 0% 
Reform 1% 1% 0%* 5% 5% 0% 3% 3% -1% 

PPS 

Administration 64% 69% 5%* 47% 40% -7% 40% 46% 5% 
Instruction 3% 0% -3%* 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Evaluation 18% 16% -3%* 28% 34% 6%* 24% 29% 4%* 
PD Received 11% 9% -1% 11% 13% 3%* 19% 15% -4% 
PD Provided 4% 5% 1%* 5% 8% 2%* 12% 7% -5%* 
Recruitment 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 2%* 2% 1% -1%* 
Reform 1% 1% 0%* 9% 4% -6%* 2% 3% 1% 

Alliance 

Administration . 68% . 46% 64% 18%* . 49% . 
Instruction . 2% . 2% 0% -2%* . 2% . 
Evaluation . 13% . 21% 7% -14%* . 22% . 
PD Received . 8% . 12% 7% -6%* . 9% . 
PD Provided . 7% . 14% 17% 3%* . 12% . 
Recruitment . 1% . 3% 6% 3%* . 3% . 
Reform . 1% . 3% 1% -2%* . 3% . 

Aspire 

Administration 70% 74% 4% 41% 46% 5% 43% 50% 7%* 
Instruction 3% 0% -3% 8% 0% -8%* 3% 6% 3% 
Evaluation 11% 10% -1% 20% 25% 5% 22% 23% 2% 
PD Received 8% 9% 0% 13% 14% 1% 16% 10% -6%* 
PD Provided 6% 5% 0% 14% 11% -4% 11% 8% -4%* 
Recruitment 1% 1% 0% 2% 2% 0% 4% 2% -2%* 
Reform 1% 1% 0%* 2% 2% 1% 2% 1% -1% 

Green 
Dot 

Administration . 69% . 43% 52% 9%* 49% 44% -5%* 
Instruction . 0% . 1% 0% -1%* 0% 0% 0% 
Evaluation . 11% . 22% 21% -1% 22% 28% 6%* 
PD Received . 11% . 17% 16% -1% 15% 9% -6%* 
PD Provided . 6% . 11% 5% -6%* 10% 13% 4%* 
Recruitment . 2% . 4% 4% 0% 3% 6% 3%* 
Reform . 1% . 2% 2% 0% 2% 1% -2%* 

PUC 

Administration 67% 73% 6% 45% 46% 1% 43% 40% -3% 
Instruction 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1%* 0% 0% 0% 
Evaluation 10% 14% 4% 21% 21% 0% 20% 27% 7%* 
PD Received 12% 9% -3%* 13% 13% 0% 13% 15% 3%* 
PD Provided 9% 3% -6%* 13% 12% -1% 19% 12% -7%* 
Recruitment 1% 1% 0% 5% 4% 0% 2% 3% 1% 
Reform 1% 0% -1%* 3% 2% -1% 2% 3% 1% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  
2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013.	
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Appendix	
  E	
  –	
  Teacher	
  Time	
  Allocation	
  by	
  Site	
  
Table	
  E1	
  –	
  Overall	
  teacher	
  time	
  allocation	
  by	
  site	
  
    

2011 
Mean 

2013 
Mean Difference 

HCPS 

Instruction 83% 71% 12%* 
Administration 6% 4% 2%* 
Contact with Students & Families 7% 9% -2%* 
PDME 4% 16% -12%* 
Reform 1% 1% 0%* 

MCS 

Instruction 80% 66% 13%* 
Administration 7% 4% 3%* 
Contact with Students & Families 8% 10% -3%* 
PDME 5% 18% -14%* 
Reform 1% 1% 0%* 

PPS 

Instruction 78% 66% 12%* 
Administration 9% 5% 4%* 
Contact with Students & Families 9% 10% -1%* 
PDME 4% 18% -14%* 
Reform 1% 1% 0%* 

Alliance 

Instruction 85% 72% 13%* 
Administration 6% 4% 1% 
Contact with Students & Families 5% 6% -1%* 
PDME 4% 17% -13%* 
Reform 1% 0% 0% 

Aspire 

Instruction 83% 73% 10%* 
Administration 7% 5% 2%* 
Contact with Students & Families 5% 6% -1%* 
PDME 5% 16% -11%* 
Reform 1% 1% 0% 

Green 
Dot 

Instruction 82% 70% 12%* 
Administration 6% 5% 1%* 
Contact with Students & Families 7% 7% 0% 
PDME 4% 17% -13%* 
Reform 0% 1% 0% 

PUC 

Instruction 81% 71% 10%* 
Administration 7% 5% 3%* 
Contact with Students & Families 5% 7% -1%* 
PDME 6% 17% -11%* 
Reform 1% 1% 0% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  teacher	
  
surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013.	
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Table	
  E2	
  –	
  Core	
  and	
  non-­‐core	
  subject	
  teacher	
  time	
  allocation	
  by	
  site	
  
	
  	
   	
  	
   2011 2013 

	
  	
  
	
  

Core 
Non- 
core Difference Core 

Non- 
core Difference 

HCPS 

Instruction 84% 80% 5%* 72% 68% 4%* 
Administration 5% 7% -2%* 4% 5% -1%* 
Contact with Students & Families 6% 9% -3%* 7% 12% -5%* 
PDME 4% 3% 1% 16% 14% 2% 
Reform 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 

MCS 

Instruction 81% 77% 4%* 68% 62% 6%* 
Administration 7% 8% -1%* 4% 5% -1%* 
Contact with Students & Families 7% 9% -2%* 8% 14% -6%* 
PDME 5% 5% -1% 19% 17% 1% 
Reform 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 

PPS 

Instruction 79% 76% 3%* 65% 67% -2% 
Administration 8% 9% -1% 5% 6% -1% 
Contact with Students & Families 7% 11% -3%* 10% 10% 0% 
PDME 4% 4% 1%* 19% 16% 3%* 
Reform 1% 1% 0%* 2% 1% 1%* 

Alliance 

Instruction 85% 83% 2% 73% 67% 6%* 
Administration 6% 5% 1% 4% 6% -2%* 
Contact with Students & Families 5% 7% -2%* 6% 8% -2%* 
PDME 4% 5% -2% 17% 18% -2% 
Reform 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Aspire 

Instruction 83% 83% 0% 73% 74% -1% 
Administration 7% 5% 3%* 5% 4% 1%* 
Contact with Students & Families 5% 9% -5%* 6% 6% 0% 
PDME 5% 3% 2%* 16% 16% 0% 
Reform 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 

Green 
Dot 

Instruction 83% 77% 6%* 71% 67% 4% 
Administration 6% 9% -3%* 5% 8% -3% 
Contact with Students & Families 6% 10% -4%* 7% 6% 1% 
PDME 5% 4% 1% 17% 18% -1% 
Reform 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 

PUC 

Instruction 83% 70% 13%* 72% 64% 8%* 
Administration 7% 10% -4%* 5% 4% 0% 
Contact with Students & Families 4% 11% -7%* 6% 14% -8%* 
PDME 6% 6% 0% 17% 18% -1% 
Reform 1% 3% -2% 1% 0% 0% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  teacher	
  
surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013.	
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Table	
  E3	
  –	
  Elementary	
  and	
  secondary	
  teacher	
  time	
  allocation	
  by	
  site	
  
	
  	
   	
  	
   2011 2013 
	
  	
  

	
  
Elem Sec. Difference Elem Sec Difference 

HCPS 

Instruction 84% 82% 2%* 72% 70% 2% 
Administration 7% 5% 2%* 4% 4% 1%* 
Contact with Students & Families 5% 8% -3%* 7% 10% -3%* 
PDME 4% 4% 0% 16% 15% 1% 
Reform 1% 1% 0%* 1% 0% 0%* 

MCS 

Instruction 81% 79% 2%* 68% 64% 4%* 
Administration 7% 7% 0% 4% 4% 0% 
Contact with Students & Families 7% 9% -2%* 8% 12% -4%* 
PDME 5% 5% 0% 19% 18% 1% 
Reform 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 

PPS 

Instruction 82% 75% 7%* 67% 65% 2% 
Administration 8% 9% -2%* 5% 6% -1% 
Contact with Students & Families 5% 11% -6%* 9% 11% -2%* 
PDME 4% 4% 0% 19% 17% 1% 
Reform 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 

Alliance 

Instruction         . 85%         .         . 72%         . 
Administration         . 6%         .         . 4%         . 
Contact with Students & Families         . 5%         .         . 6%         . 
PDME         . 4%         .         . 17%         . 
Reform         . 1%         .         . 0%         . 

Aspire 

Instruction 84% 82% 2%* 72% 74% -2% 
Administration 7% 7% 0% 5% 5% 0% 
Contact with Students & Families 4% 7% -3%* 6% 7% -1% 
PDME 5% 4% 1%* 16% 15% 2% 
Reform 1% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0%* 

Green 
Dot 

Instruction         . 82%         .         . 70%         . 
Administration         . 6%         .         . 5%         . 
Contact with Students & Families         . 7%         .         . 7%         . 
PDME         . 4%         .         . 17%         . 
Reform         . 0%         .         . 1%         . 

PUC 

Instruction 86% 81% 6%* 69% 71% -2% 
Administration 6% 7% -1% 5% 5% 0% 
Contact with Students & Families 2% 5% -3%* 4% 7% -2%* 
PDME 5% 6% -1% 21% 17% 4%* 
Reform 0% 1% -1%* 1% 0% 1% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  teacher	
  
surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013.	
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Table	
  E4	
  –	
  High-­‐	
  and	
  low-­‐LIM	
  status	
  teacher	
  time	
  allocation	
  by	
  site	
  
    2011 2013 

  
 

High 
LIM 

Low 
LIM Difference 

High 
LIM 

Low 
LIM Difference 

HCPS 

Instruction 83% 83% 0% 72% 71% 1% 
Administration 7% 6% -1% 4% 4% 0% 
Contact with Students & Families 5% 7% 1%* 7% 9% 2%* 
PDME 5% 4% -1% 17% 16% -1% 
Reform 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 

MCS 

Instruction 79% 80% 1% 66% 67% 2% 
Administration 7% 7% 0% 5% 4% -1%* 
Contact with Students & Families 8% 8% 0% 10% 10% 0% 
PDME 5% 4% -1% 18% 18% 0% 
Reform 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 

PPS 

Instruction 80% 78% -2% 65% 66% 2% 
Administration 8% 9% 0% 4% 5% 1% 
Contact with Students & Families 7% 9% 2%* 9% 10% 1%* 
PDME 4% 4% 0% 21% 17% -4%* 
Reform 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 

Alliance 

Instruction . 85% . 72% 66% -7% 
Administration . 6% . 4% 3% -1%* 
Contact with Students & Families . 5% . 6% 6% -1% 
PDME . 4% . 17% 25% 8%* 
Reform . 1% . 0% 1% 0% 

Aspire 

Instruction 83% 82% -1% 72% 74% 2% 
Administration 7% 7% 0% 5% 5% 0% 
Contact with Students & Families 4% 6% 2%* 6% 6% 0% 
PDME 5% 4% 0% 17% 15% -2% 
Reform 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 

Green 
Dot 

Instruction 82% 83% 1% 70% 76% 6% 
Administration 6% 7% 1% 5% 5% 0% 
Contact with Students & Families 7% 7% 0% 7% 5% -2% 
PDME 5% 3% -2%* 17% 13% -4% 
Reform 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0%* 

PUC 

Instruction 81% 81% 0% 70% 72% 2% 
Administration 7% 8% 1% 4% 5% 0% 
Contact with Students & Families 5% 5% 0% 6% 7% 1%* 
PDME 6% 6% 0% 19% 16% -3%* 
Reform 1% 0% -1%* 1% 1% 0% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  teacher	
  
surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013.	
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Table	
  E5	
  –	
  Novice	
  and	
  experienced	
  teacher	
  time	
  allocation	
  by	
  site	
  
    2011 2013 

  
 

Novice Experienced Difference Novice Experienced Difference 

HCPS 

Instruction 82% 83% -1% 72% 71% 1% 
Administration 5% 6% -1%* 3% 4% -1%* 
Contact with Students & Families 5% 7% -2%* 7% 9% -2%* 
PDME 7% 3% 4%* 18% 15% 3%* 
Reform 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 

MCS 

Instruction 78% 80% -2% 67% 66% 1% 
Administration 7% 7% -1% 3% 4% -1%* 
Contact with Students & Families 8% 8% 0% 10% 10% 0% 
PDME 7% 4% 2%* 19% 18% 1% 
Reform 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 

PPS 

Instruction 81% 78% 4%* 67% 66% 1% 
Administration 7% 9% -2%* 5% 5% -1% 
Contact with Students & Families 8% 9% -1% 9% 10% -1% 
PDME 4% 4% 0% 19% 18% 1% 
Reform 1% 1% 0%* 1% 1% -1%* 

Alliance 

Instruction 85% 85% 0% 72% 72% 0% 
Administration 5% 6% -1% 4% 5% 0%* 
Contact with Students & Families 5% 5% 0% 7% 6% 1% 
PDME 5% 4% 1% 17% 17% 0% 
Reform 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0%* 

Aspire 

Instruction 83% 83% 0% 75% 72% 3%* 
Administration 7% 7% -1% 4% 5% -1%* 
Contact with Students & Families 5% 5% -1%* 5% 7% -1%* 
PDME 6% 4% 2%* 15% 16% -1% 
Reform 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 

Green 
Dot 

Instruction 84% 81% 4%* 72% 69% 4% 
Administration 6% 7% -2%* 4% 6% -2%* 
Contact with Students & Families 5% 8% -3%* 6% 7% -1% 
PDME 5% 4% 0% 17% 18% -1% 
Reform 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0%* 

PUC 

Instruction 81% 80% 1% 72% 70% 1% 
Administration 7% 8% -1% 5% 4% 1%* 
Contact with Students & Families 5% 6% -1% 6% 7% -1% 
PDME 6% 5% 1% 17% 18% -1% 
Reform 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  teacher	
  
surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013.	
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Appendix	
  F	
  –	
  Survey	
  Questions	
  and	
  Categories	
  

Table	
  F1	
  –	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
  school	
  leader	
  questions	
  and	
  categories	
  mapping	
  

CATEGORY	
   2012/2013	
  Question	
  Text	
  

2012/	
  
2013	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  Question	
  Text	
  

Administration	
  

Staff	
  supervision.	
  Include	
  regular	
  staff/dept.	
  
meetings	
  and	
  general	
  communication	
  with	
  school	
  
staff,	
  dealing	
  with	
  grievances	
  or	
  performance	
  issues	
  

q72a	
  

q63a	
   Attending	
  regular	
  staff	
  meetings.	
  Include	
  planning	
  
related	
  to	
  the	
  meetings	
  

q63b	
   Staff	
  supervision.	
  Include	
  informal	
  observations,	
  
informal	
  mentoring	
  

q63k	
   General	
  communication	
  with	
  school	
  and	
  district	
  
staff	
  

q73e	
   Dealing	
  with	
  grievances	
  and	
  performance	
  issues	
  

Operational	
  management.	
  Time	
  spent	
  managing	
  
and	
  monitoring	
  school	
  budget	
  facilities	
  and	
  
equipment	
  

q72b	
  

q63c	
   Managing	
  and	
  monitoring	
  the	
  school	
  budget	
  

q63d	
   Managing	
  facilities,	
  equipment,	
  and/or	
  
instructional	
  materials	
  

q73b	
   Developing	
  the	
  school	
  budget	
  or	
  deciding	
  how	
  to	
  
allocate	
  resources	
  in	
  the	
  budget	
  

q73f	
   Managing	
  facilities,	
  equipment,	
  and/or	
  
instructional	
  materials	
  

Data	
  and	
  curriculum.	
  Time	
  reviewing	
  achievement	
  
data,	
  developing	
  or	
  managing	
  instructional	
  or	
  
curricular	
  materials,	
  developing	
  school	
  curriculum	
  

q72c	
  
q63g	
   Reviewing	
  data	
  on	
  your	
  own	
  to	
  monitor	
  school	
  

performance	
  

q73a	
   Developing	
  the	
  school	
  curriculum	
  or	
  other	
  
curriculum	
  planning	
  

Managing	
  and	
  developing	
  master	
  schedule,	
  rosters,	
  
and	
  staffing	
   q72d	
   q73c	
   Developing	
  the	
  roster	
  and	
  schedule	
  

Participating	
  in	
  special	
  education-­‐related	
  meetings	
   q72e	
   q73g	
   Participating	
  in	
  special	
  education-­‐related	
  meetings	
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Table	
  F2	
  –	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
  school	
  leader	
  questions	
  and	
  categories	
  mapping	
  

CATEGORY	
   2012/2013	
  Question	
  Text	
  

2012/	
  
2013	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  Question	
  Text	
  

Administration	
  
Cont.	
  

Interacting	
  with	
  district	
  and	
  state	
  (e.g.,	
  fulfilling	
  
state	
  or	
  district	
  requests,	
  communicating	
  with	
  
district	
  staff,	
  serving	
  on	
  a	
  district-­‐level	
  taskforce,	
  
study	
  group,	
  or	
  committee)	
  

q72f	
  

q63h	
   Serving	
  on	
  a	
  district-­‐level	
  taskforce,	
  study	
  group,	
  or	
  
committee	
  

q63i	
   Fulfilling	
  district	
  management	
  requests	
  

q73h	
   Serving	
  on	
  a	
  district-­‐level	
  taskforce,	
  study	
  group,	
  or	
  
another	
  committee/group	
  

Interacting	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  families	
  (e.g.,	
  
communicating	
  with	
  families,	
  School	
  Site	
  Council,	
  
conducting	
  student	
  disciplinary	
  activities,	
  
supervision	
  of	
  students)	
  

q72g	
  

q64a	
   Meeting	
  with,	
  communicating	
  with,	
  or	
  reaching	
  out	
  
to	
  families	
  

q64b	
   Conducting	
  student	
  disciplinary	
  activities	
  
q64c	
   Non-­‐instructional	
  supervision	
  of	
  students	
  
q64d	
   Extra-­‐curricular	
  activities	
  

Interacting	
  with	
  other	
  stakeholders	
  (e.g.,	
  union,	
  
community	
  organizations,	
  external	
  partners)	
   q72h	
   q63l	
   Meeting	
  with,	
  communicating	
  with,	
  or	
  reaching	
  out	
  

to	
  community	
  organizations	
  and	
  the	
  union	
  

Participating	
  in	
  other	
  administrative	
  activities	
  not	
  
included	
  above	
   q72i	
  

q71a	
  
Other	
  administrative	
  activities/duties	
  

q73j	
  
q73i	
   Working	
  at	
  summer	
  school	
  

	
  	
   Number	
  of	
  questions	
  in	
  Administration	
   9	
   23	
   	
  	
  

Instruction	
  

Teaching	
  students	
  in	
  your	
  school	
   q74a	
  
q69a	
   Teaching	
  during	
  the	
  regular	
  school	
  day	
  
q69b	
   Teaching	
  outside	
  during	
  the	
  regular	
  school	
  day	
  

Preparation	
  and	
  planning	
  for	
  your	
  classroom	
  
instruction	
   q74b	
  

q70a	
   Individual	
  Planning,	
  preparation,	
  or	
  review	
  of	
  
student	
  performance	
  for	
  your	
  classes	
  

q70b	
   Collaborative/common	
  planning,	
  preparation	
  or	
  
review	
  of	
  student	
  performance	
  for	
  your	
  classes	
  

q70c	
   Planning	
  and	
  preparing	
  for	
  you	
  classes	
  outside	
  the	
  
regular	
  school	
  day	
  

	
  	
   Number	
  of	
  questions	
  in	
  Instruction	
   2	
   5	
   	
  	
  

	
  
	
   	
  

Blue	
  shading	
  indicates	
  that	
  a	
  question	
  was	
  asked	
  in	
  the	
  non-­‐regular	
  survey	
  section	
  in	
  2011.	
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Table	
  F3	
  –	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
  school	
  leader	
  questions	
  and	
  categories	
  mapping	
  

CATEGORY	
   2012/2013	
  Question	
  Text	
  

2012/	
  
2013	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  Question	
  Text	
  

PD	
  Received	
  

Participating	
  in	
  district-­‐wide	
  or	
  school-­‐wide	
  
professional	
  development	
   q69a	
  

q63e	
   Participating	
  in	
  district-­‐wide	
  or	
  school-­‐wide	
  
professional	
  development	
  for	
  yourself	
  q74a	
  

q76a	
   Attending	
  training	
  for	
  mentors	
  or	
  instructional	
  
coaches	
  as	
  a	
  participant	
  

q76b	
   Attending	
  training	
  for	
  mentors	
  or	
  instructional	
  
coaches	
  as	
  a	
  facilitator	
  or	
  presenter	
  

Attending	
  training	
  for	
  new	
  school	
  administrators	
  
(for	
  new	
  administrators	
  only)	
   q69b	
  

q74c	
   Attending	
  district-­‐sponsored	
  orientation/induction	
  
institutes,	
  workshops,	
  or	
  meetings	
  

q74d	
   Participating	
  in	
  a	
  district-­‐sponsored	
  residency	
  
program	
  

q74e	
   Participating	
  in	
  a	
  non-­‐district	
  school	
  leadership	
  
preparation	
  or	
  training	
  program	
  

Receiving	
  formal	
  or	
  informal	
  mentoring	
  or	
  coaching	
   q69c	
  

q66a	
  
Receiving	
  formal/official	
  mentoring	
  or	
  coaching	
  

q74g	
  
q66b	
  

Receiving	
  informal/unofficial	
  mentoring	
  or	
  coaching	
  
q74h	
  

Collaborating	
  with	
  staff	
  at	
  other	
  schools	
   q69d	
   q74j	
   Observing	
  other	
  administrators	
  or	
  visiting	
  other	
  
schools	
  

Informal,	
  self-­‐directed	
  learning	
   q69e	
  
q63j	
  

Informal,	
  self-­‐directed	
  learning	
  
q74k	
  

Other	
  professional	
  development	
  you	
  receive	
   q69f	
   q74f	
   Taking	
  courses	
  
	
  	
   Number	
  of	
  questions	
  in	
  Receiving	
  PD	
   6	
   15	
   	
  	
  

	
  
	
   	
  

Blue	
  shading	
  indicates	
  that	
  a	
  question	
  was	
  asked	
  in	
  the	
  non-­‐regular	
  survey	
  section	
  in	
  2011.	
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Table	
  F4	
  –	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
  school	
  leader	
  questions	
  and	
  categories	
  mapping	
  

CATEGORY	
   2012/2013	
  Question	
  Text	
  

2012/	
  
2013	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  Question	
  Text	
  

PD	
  Provided	
  

Providing	
  professional	
  development	
  to	
  individual	
  or	
  
small	
  groups	
  of	
  teachers	
  (e.g.,	
  formal	
  or	
  informal	
  
mentoring	
  or	
  coaching;	
  modeling	
  instruction;	
  
helping	
  with	
  lesson	
  planning,	
  goal	
  setting,	
  and	
  data	
  
use;	
  providing	
  feedback)	
  

q70a	
  

q67a	
   Working	
  directly	
  with	
  teachers	
  or	
  other	
  staff	
  as	
  a	
  
mentor	
  or	
  coach	
  

q68a	
  

Working	
  directly	
  with	
  selected	
  teachers	
  as	
  a	
  
formal/official	
  mentor	
  or	
  coach	
  q74i	
  Professional	
  development	
  you	
  provide	
  to	
  non-­‐

teaching	
  staff	
   q70c	
  

Helping	
  plan,	
  lead,	
  direct,	
  or	
  provide	
  district-­‐wide	
  
or	
  school-­‐wide	
  professional	
  development	
  (i.e.	
  
workshops,	
  seminars,	
  meetings,	
  or	
  conferences;	
  
time	
  spent	
  planning	
  for	
  and	
  facilitating	
  PD	
  sessions)	
  

q70b	
  
q63f	
   Participating	
  in	
  district-­‐wide	
  or	
  school-­‐wide	
  

professional	
  development	
  

q74b	
   Participating	
  in	
  district-­‐wide	
  or	
  school-­‐wide	
  
professional	
  development	
  

	
  	
   Number	
  of	
  questions	
  in	
  Receiving	
  PD	
   3	
   5	
   	
  	
  

Evaluating	
  	
  
Teachers	
  

Attending	
  training	
  to	
  conduct	
  teacher	
  evaluations	
   q71a	
  
q75a	
   Attending	
  training	
  to	
  conduct	
  formal	
  teacher	
  

evaluations	
  as	
  a	
  participant	
  

q75b	
   Attending	
  training	
  to	
  conduct	
  formal	
  teacher	
  
evaluations	
  as	
  a	
  facilitator	
  or	
  presenter	
  

Observing	
  classroom	
  instruction	
   q71b	
   q65a	
   Observing	
  classroom	
  instruction	
  
Preparing	
  and	
  providing	
  feedback	
  to	
  teachers	
  as	
  
part	
  of	
  their	
  evaluation	
  (i.e.,	
  time	
  spent	
  scheduling	
  
and	
  pre-­‐	
  and	
  post-­‐	
  observation	
  conferences,	
  
preparing	
  written	
  feedback)	
  

q71c	
  

q67b	
   Preparing	
  written	
  feedback	
  
q68b	
   Preparing	
  written	
  feedback	
  

q75c	
   Planning	
  and	
  preparing	
  formal	
  staff	
  evaluations	
  

Other	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  evaluating	
  teachers	
   q71d	
  
q65b	
   Other	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  formally	
  evaluating	
  teachers	
  
q75d	
   Other	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  formally	
  evaluating	
  teachers	
  

Evaluating	
  non-­‐teaching	
  staff	
   q71e	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  
	
  	
   Number	
  of	
  questions	
  in	
  Recruitment	
   5	
   8	
   	
  	
  

	
  
	
   	
  

Blue	
  shading	
  indicates	
  that	
  a	
  question	
  was	
  asked	
  in	
  the	
  non-­‐regular	
  survey	
  section	
  in	
  2011.	
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Table	
  F5	
  –	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
  school	
  leader	
  questions	
  and	
  categories	
  mapping	
  

CATEGORY	
   2012/2013	
  Question	
  Text	
  

2012/	
  
2013	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  Question	
  Text	
  

Recruitment	
  
Recruitment	
  and	
  hiring	
  of	
  teachers	
   q73a	
  

q73d	
   Staff	
  recruiting	
  and	
  hiring	
  
Recruitment	
  of	
  pupil	
  and	
  instructional	
  support	
  staff	
   q73b	
  
Other	
  recruitment	
  activities	
  	
   q73c	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  

	
  	
   Number	
  of	
  questions	
  in	
  Recruitment	
   3	
   1	
   	
  	
  

Reform	
  

Participating	
  in	
  reforms	
  related	
  to	
  teacher	
  
effectiveness	
  (includes	
  informational	
  meetings,	
  
responding	
  to	
  surveys,	
  reading	
  district	
  documents,	
  
and/or	
  communicating	
  with	
  others	
  about	
  policies	
  
related	
  to	
  teacher	
  effectiveness)	
  

q75a	
  

q77a	
   Participating	
  in	
  meetings	
  about	
  the	
  initiative	
  or	
  
policies	
  about	
  teacher	
  effectiveness	
  

q77c	
   Reading	
  district	
  informational	
  documents	
  about	
  
initiatives	
  or	
  policies	
  

q77d	
   Communicating	
  to	
  others	
  about	
  initiatives	
  or	
  
policies	
  related	
  to	
  teacher	
  effectiveness	
  

q77b	
   Responding	
  to	
  surveys	
  about	
  district	
  initiatives	
  or	
  
policies	
  Participating	
  in	
  other	
  district	
  reform	
  activities	
   q75b	
  

	
  	
   Number	
  of	
  questions	
  in	
  Reform	
   2	
   4	
   	
  	
  

	
  
	
   	
  

Blue	
  shading	
  indicates	
  that	
  a	
  question	
  was	
  asked	
  in	
  the	
  non-­‐regular	
  survey	
  section	
  in	
  2011.	
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Table	
  F6	
  –	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
  teacher	
  survey	
  questions	
  and	
  categories	
  mapping	
  

CATEGORY	
   2013	
  Question	
  Text	
  
2013	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  Question	
  Text	
  

Instruction	
  

Teaching	
  during	
  the	
  regular	
  school	
  day	
  	
   qt4a	
   q72a	
   Teaching	
  during	
  the	
  regular	
  school	
  day	
  
Teaching	
  outside	
  the	
  regular	
  school	
  day	
  	
   qt4b	
   q72b	
   Teaching	
  outside	
  the	
  regular	
  school	
  day	
  
Individually	
  planning,	
  preparing,	
  or	
  reviewing	
  
student	
  data	
  during	
  the	
  regular	
  school	
  day	
  	
   qt12a	
   q73a	
   Individual	
  planning,	
  preparation	
  or	
  review	
  of	
  

student	
  performance	
  for	
  your	
  classes	
  
Collaboratively	
  planning,	
  preparing,	
  or	
  reviewing	
  
student	
  data	
  during	
  the	
  regular	
  school	
  day	
  	
   qt12b	
   q73b	
   Collaborative/common	
  planning,	
  preparation	
  or	
  

overview	
  of	
  student	
  performance	
  for	
  your	
  classes	
  
Planning	
  and	
  preparing	
  outside	
  the	
  regular	
  school	
  
day	
  	
   qt12c	
   q73c	
   Planning	
  and	
  preparing	
  for	
  your	
  classes	
  outside	
  the	
  

regular	
  school	
  day	
  

Planning	
  and	
  preparing	
  for	
  your	
  2012–13	
  classes	
  	
   qt1a	
   q82a	
   Planning	
  and	
  preparing	
  for	
  the	
  2010–11	
  
instructional	
  year	
  

	
  	
   	
  	
   q82b	
   Working	
  at	
  summer	
  school	
  
	
  	
   Number	
  of	
  questions	
  in	
  Instruction	
   6	
   7	
   	
  	
  

	
   	
  
Blue	
  shading	
  indicates	
  that	
  a	
  question	
  was	
  asked	
  in	
  the	
  non-­‐regular	
  (2011)	
  or	
  summer	
  (2013)	
  survey	
  section.	
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Table	
  F7	
  –	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
  teacher	
  survey	
  questions	
  and	
  categories	
  mapping	
  

CATEGORY	
   2013	
  Question	
  Text	
  
2013	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  Question	
  Text	
  

Administration	
  

Attending	
  regular	
  staff	
  meetings	
   qt10a	
   q75a	
   Attending	
  regular	
  staff	
  meetings	
  
Supervising	
  staff	
  (e.g.,	
  as	
  a	
  department	
  head,	
  but	
  
exclude	
  mentoring,	
  coaching,	
  or	
  evaluation	
  time	
  
reported	
  above)	
  

qt10b	
   q79a*	
   Supervising	
  staff	
  

Participating	
  in	
  special	
  education	
  meetings	
  	
   qt10c	
  
q75c	
  

Participating	
  in	
  special	
  education-­‐related	
  meetings	
  
q87g	
  

Participating	
  in	
  staff	
  recruitment	
  and/or	
  hiring	
   qt10d	
  
q87f	
   Staff	
  recruitment	
  and	
  hiring	
  Participating	
  in	
  recruiting	
  and/or	
  hiring	
  staff	
  for	
  

your	
  2012–13	
  school	
  year	
   qt1j	
  

Assisting	
  with	
  school	
  administration	
  (e.g.,	
  reviewing	
  
school-­‐wide	
  data;	
  developing	
  school-­‐wide	
  curricula,	
  
roster,	
  or	
  schedule;	
  or	
  managing	
  school	
  budget,	
  
facilities,	
  equipment,	
  and/or	
  instructional	
  
materials)	
  	
  

qt10e	
  

q75f	
   Managing	
  facilities,	
  equipment,	
  and/or	
  
instructional	
  materials	
  

q79b*	
   Managing	
  and	
  monitoring	
  the	
  school	
  budget	
  
q79c*	
   Monitoring	
  school	
  climate	
  and	
  safety	
  
q79d*	
   Other	
  school	
  administrative	
  duties	
  	
  
q87b	
   Developing	
  the	
  school	
  curriculum	
  
q87c	
   Developing	
  the	
  school	
  budget	
  
q87d	
   Developing	
  the	
  roster	
  and	
  schedule	
  
q87e	
   Reviewing	
  data	
  to	
  monitor	
  student	
  performance	
  
q87h	
   Other	
  school	
  administrative	
  duties	
  	
  

Assisting	
  or	
  complying	
  with	
  district/CMO	
  
administration	
  (e.g.,	
  serving	
  on	
  a	
  district/CMO-­‐level	
  
taskforce,	
  study	
  group,	
  or	
  committee	
  or	
  fulfilling	
  
district/CMO	
  management	
  requests	
  (e.g.,	
  
completing	
  forms,	
  preparing	
  reports)	
  

qt10f	
  

q75d	
   Serving	
  on	
  a	
  district/CMO-­‐level	
  taskforce,	
  study	
  
group,	
  or	
  committee	
  

q75e	
   Fulfilling	
  district/CMO	
  management	
  requests	
  

q87a	
   Serving	
  on	
  a	
  district/CMO-­‐level	
  taskforce,	
  study	
  
group	
  

	
  	
   Number	
  of	
  questions	
  in	
  Administration	
   7	
   17	
   	
  	
  

	
   	
  
Blue	
  shading	
  indicates	
  that	
  a	
  question	
  was	
  asked	
  in	
  the	
  non-­‐regular	
  (2011)	
  or	
  summer	
  (2013)	
  survey	
  section.	
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Table	
  F8	
  –	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
  teacher	
  survey	
  questions	
  and	
  categories	
  mapping	
  

CATEGORY	
   2013	
  Question	
  Text	
  
2013	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  Question	
  Text	
  

Contact	
  with	
  
Students	
  and	
  

Families	
  

Supervising	
  students	
  in	
  non-­‐instructional	
  and/or	
  
extracurricular	
  activities	
  (e.g.,	
  study	
  hall,	
  lunchroom	
  
duty,	
  hall	
  monitoring,	
  supervising	
  sports	
  events	
  and	
  
clubs)	
  

qt5a	
  

q74c	
   Non-­‐instructional	
  supervision	
  

q74d	
   Extra-­‐curricular	
  activities	
  

Spending	
  time	
  with	
  students	
  or	
  their	
  families	
  
related	
  to	
  student	
  discipline	
   qt5b	
   q74b	
   Time	
  spent	
  with	
  students	
  or	
  their	
  families	
  related	
  to	
  

student	
  disciplinary	
  actions	
  or	
  activities	
  

Meeting	
  and/or	
  communicating	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  
families	
  in	
  other	
  activities	
  (e.g.,	
  individual	
  meetings,	
  
school-­‐wide	
  events,	
  Parent	
  Teacher	
  Association)	
  

qt5c	
  
q74a	
   Meeting	
  and/or	
  communicating	
  with	
  students	
  and	
  

families	
  

q82c	
   Communicating	
  with	
  families	
  and	
  community	
  
members	
  

	
  	
   Number	
  of	
  questions	
  in	
  Contact	
  w.	
  Students	
  &	
  
Families	
   3	
   5	
   	
  	
  

Professional	
  
Development	
  

(part	
  of	
  
PDME)	
  

Attending	
  training	
  for	
  new	
  teachers	
  such	
  as	
  
orientation/induction	
  institutes,	
  workshops,	
  or	
  
meetings	
  

qt6a	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  

qt1b	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  

Taking	
  courses	
  toward	
  earning	
  or	
  maintaining	
  a	
  
degree	
  and/or	
  teaching	
  credential	
  (include	
  time	
  
spent	
  in	
  courses,	
  completing	
  assignments,	
  and	
  
studying)	
  

qt6b	
  
q84e	
   Taking	
  courses	
  for	
  credit	
  toward	
  a	
  degree	
  and/or	
  

teaching	
  credential	
  	
  
qt1c	
  

Preparing	
  for	
  advanced	
  professional	
  certification	
  
(e.g.,	
  NBPTS)	
  or	
  participating	
  in	
  leadership	
  training	
  

qt6c	
  
q84f	
   Preparing	
  for	
  certification	
  by	
  the	
  National	
  Board	
  for	
  

Professional	
  Teaching	
  Standards	
  	
  qt1d	
  
Participating	
  in	
  online	
  professional	
  development	
  
offered	
  by	
  or	
  through	
  your	
  district/CMO	
  

qt6d	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  
qt1e	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  

	
  
	
  
	
   	
  

Blue	
  shading	
  indicates	
  that	
  a	
  question	
  was	
  asked	
  in	
  the	
  non-­‐regular	
  (2011)	
  or	
  summer	
  (2013)	
  survey	
  section.	
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Table	
  F9	
  –	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
  teacher	
  survey	
  questions	
  and	
  categories	
  mapping	
  

CATEGORY	
   2013	
  Question	
  Text	
  
2013	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  Question	
  Text	
  

Professional	
  
Development	
  

Cont.	
  
(part	
  of	
  
PDME)	
  

Attending	
  in-­‐person	
  workshops	
  or	
  training	
  
programs	
  organized	
  by	
  your	
  district/CMO	
  

qt6e	
   q75b	
   Participating	
  in	
  district/CMO-­‐wide	
  or	
  school-­‐wide	
  
professional	
  development	
  

qt1f	
  

q84a	
   Participating	
  in	
  district/CMO-­‐wide	
  or	
  school-­‐wide	
  
professional	
  development	
  

q84b	
  
Attending	
  district/CMO-­‐sponsored	
  
orientation/induction	
  institutes,	
  workshops,	
  or	
  
meetings	
  

q84c	
   Participating	
  in	
  a	
  district/CMO-­‐sponsored	
  residency	
  
program	
  

Attending	
  trainings	
  or	
  workshops	
  not	
  sponsored	
  by	
  
your	
  district/CMO	
  (includes	
  sessions	
  conducted	
  in	
  
person	
  or	
  online)	
  

qt6f	
  
q84d	
   Participating	
  in	
  a	
  non-­‐district/CMO	
  preparation	
  or	
  

training	
  program	
  qt1g	
  
Receiving	
  formal/official	
  mentoring	
  or	
  coaching	
  
from	
  an	
  assigned	
  mentor/coach	
  (includes	
  individual	
  
or	
  group	
  sessions)	
  

qt6g	
  
q76a	
   Receiving	
  formal/official	
  mentoring	
  or	
  coaching	
  

[from	
  an	
  assigned	
  mentor/coach	
  (include	
  individual	
  
or	
  group	
  sessions)]	
  q84g	
  

Receiving	
  informal/unofficial	
  mentoring	
  or	
  coaching	
  
from	
  your	
  principal	
  or	
  other	
  staff	
  members	
  
(includes	
  individual	
  or	
  group	
  sessions).	
  

qt6h	
  
q76b	
   Receiving	
  informal/unofficial	
  mentoring	
  or	
  coaching	
  

from	
  principals	
  or	
  other	
  staff	
  members	
  	
  q84h	
  

Observing	
  other	
  teachers	
  or	
  visiting	
  other	
  schools	
  
for	
  your	
  own	
  professional	
  development	
  (not	
  for	
  
evaluation	
  purposes)	
  

qt6i	
   q84i	
   Observing	
  other	
  teachers	
  or	
  visiting	
  other	
  schools	
  

Engaging	
  in	
  informal,	
  self-­‐directed	
  learning	
  (e.g.,	
  
reading	
  journals	
  or	
  magazines,	
  online	
  research,	
  
attending	
  lectures)	
  

qt6j	
  
q84j	
   Informal,	
  self-­‐directed	
  learning	
  

qt1h	
  
Participating	
  in	
  a	
  professional	
  learning	
  community	
  
or	
  other	
  collaborative	
  activities	
  with	
  teachers	
  across	
  
the	
  district/CMO	
  (e.g.,	
  cross-­‐school	
  curriculum	
  
committees,	
  vertical	
  teams)	
  

qt6k	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  

qt1i	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  

	
  	
   Number	
  of	
  questions	
  in	
  Professional	
  Development	
   20	
   14	
   	
  	
  
	
   Blue	
  shading	
  indicates	
  that	
  a	
  question	
  was	
  asked	
  in	
  the	
  non-­‐regular	
  (2011)	
  or	
  summer	
  (2013)	
  survey	
  section.	
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Table	
  F10	
  –	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
  teacher	
  survey	
  questions	
  and	
  categories	
  mapping	
  

CATEGORY	
   2013	
  Question	
  Text	
  
2013	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  Question	
  Text	
  

Mentoring	
  
(part	
  of	
  
PDME)	
  

Working	
  directly	
  with	
  teachers	
  or	
  other	
  staff	
  as	
  a	
  
formal	
  or	
  informal	
  mentor/coach	
  (e.g.,	
  observing	
  or	
  
modeling	
  instruction;	
  helping	
  with	
  lesson	
  planning,	
  
goal	
  setting,	
  and	
  data	
  use)	
  

qt8a*	
   q77a*	
   Working	
  directly	
  with	
  teachers	
  or	
  other	
  staff	
  as	
  a	
  
mentor/coach	
  

Preparing	
  written	
  feedback	
  and	
  providing	
  related	
  
debriefings	
  to	
  teachers	
  (but	
  not	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  a	
  formal	
  
evaluation	
  of	
  teachers)	
  

qt8b*	
   q77b*	
  
Preparing	
  written	
  feedback	
  on	
  instructional	
  
observations	
  and	
  providing	
  related	
  debriefings	
  to	
  
teachers	
  	
  

Providing	
  professional	
  development	
  other	
  than	
  
mentoring/coaching	
  (e.g.,	
  leading	
  workshops)	
   qt8c*	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  

Receiving	
  training	
  to	
  be	
  a	
  mentor/coach	
  or	
  
professional	
  development	
  provider	
   qt8d*	
   q86a*	
   Receiving	
  training	
  for	
  instructional	
  

coaches/mentors	
  
	
  	
   Number	
  of	
  questions	
  in	
  Mentoring	
   4	
   3	
   	
  	
  

	
  	
  
*Only	
  asked	
  of	
  respondents	
  who	
  indicated	
  they	
  mentor	
  or	
  evaluate	
  other	
  teachers.	
  

Blue	
  shading	
  indicates	
  that	
  a	
  question	
  was	
  asked	
  in	
  the	
  non-­‐regular	
  (2011)	
  or	
  summer	
  (2013)	
  survey	
  section.	
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Table	
  F10	
  (Continued)	
  

CATEGORY	
   2013	
  Question	
  Text	
  
2013	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  Question	
  Text	
  

Evaluating	
  
Teachers	
  
(part	
  of	
  
PDME)	
  

Attending	
  training	
  to	
  conduct	
  observations	
  as	
  part	
  
of	
  a	
  teacher’s	
  evaluation	
   qt9a*	
   q85a*	
   Attending	
  training	
  to	
  conduct	
  formal	
  teacher	
  

evaluation	
  
Preparing	
  for	
  classroom	
  observations	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  a	
  
teacher’s	
  evaluation	
  (including	
  any	
  pre-­‐observation	
  
conference)	
  

qt9b*	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  

Observing	
  classroom	
  instruction	
  for	
  the	
  purposes	
  of	
  
evaluating	
  teachers	
   qt9c*	
  

q78a*	
   Observing	
  classroom	
  instruction	
  for	
  the	
  purposes	
  of	
  
formally	
  evaluating	
  teachers	
  

q85b*	
   Observing	
  classroom	
  instruction	
  for	
  the	
  purposes	
  of	
  
formally	
  evaluating	
  teachers	
  

Preparing	
  and	
  providing	
  feedback	
  to	
  teachers	
  in	
  
response	
  to	
  your	
  observation	
  of	
  their	
  teaching	
  
(including	
  any	
  post-­‐observation	
  conference)	
  

qt9d*	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  

Participating	
  in	
  other	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  formally	
  
observing	
  or	
  evaluating	
  teachers	
  (e.g.,	
  record	
  
keeping)	
  

qt9e*	
  
q78b*	
   Other	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  formally	
  evaluating	
  

teachers	
  	
  

q85c*	
   Other	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  formally	
  evaluating	
  
teachers	
  	
  

	
  	
   Number	
  of	
  questions	
  in	
  Evaluating	
  Teachers	
   5	
   5	
   	
  	
  
	
  	
  

*Only	
  asked	
  of	
  respondents	
  who	
  indicated	
  they	
  mentor	
  or	
  evaluate	
  other	
  teachers.	
  
	
   	
  

Blue	
  shading	
  indicates	
  that	
  a	
  question	
  was	
  asked	
  in	
  the	
  non-­‐regular	
  (2011)	
  or	
  summer	
  (2013)	
  survey	
  section.	
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Table	
  F11	
  –	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
  teacher	
  survey	
  questions	
  and	
  categories	
  mapping	
  

CATEGORY	
   2013	
  Question	
  Text	
  
2013	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  
Survey	
  
Item	
  

2011	
  Question	
  Text	
  

(Your	
  Own)	
  
Evaluation	
  

Preparing	
  for	
  observations	
  of	
  your	
  classroom	
  
conducted	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  an	
  evaluation	
  of	
  your	
  teaching	
  
(including	
  any	
  pre-­‐observation	
  conference)	
  

qt7a	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  

Preparing	
  for	
  and	
  participating	
  in	
  feedback	
  or	
  
debriefing	
  conversations	
  after	
  you	
  are	
  observed	
   qt7b	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  

Participating	
  in	
  other	
  activities	
  related	
  to	
  your	
  
performance	
  evaluation	
  (e.g.,	
  roster	
  verification,	
  
end-­‐of-­‐year	
  summative	
  conferencing)	
  

qt7c	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  

	
  	
   Number	
  of	
  questions	
  in	
  Evaluation	
   3	
   0	
   	
  	
  

Reform	
  

Participating	
  in	
  teacher	
  effectiveness	
  reform	
  
activities.	
  Include	
  informational	
  meetings,	
  
responding	
  to	
  surveys,	
  reading	
  district/CMO	
  
documents,	
  and/or	
  communicating	
  with	
  others	
  
about	
  policies	
  related	
  to	
  teacher	
  effectiveness	
  (e.g.,	
  
teacher	
  evaluation,	
  tenure,	
  compensation)	
  

qt11a	
  

q83a	
  

Participating	
  in	
  meetings	
  in	
  which	
  school	
  
administrators,	
  district/CMO	
  staff,	
  and/or	
  union	
  
representatives	
  present	
  about	
  initiatives	
  or	
  policies	
  
related	
  to	
  teacher	
  effectiveness	
  	
  

q83b	
   Responding	
  to	
  surveys	
  about	
  district/CMO	
  
initiatives	
  or	
  policies	
  

q83c	
  
Reading	
  district/CMO	
  informational	
  documents	
  
about	
  initiatives	
  or	
  policies	
  related	
  to	
  teacher	
  
effectiveness	
  

q83d	
   Communicating	
  to	
  others	
  about	
  initiatives	
  or	
  
policies	
  related	
  to	
  teacher	
  effectiveness	
  

Participating	
  in	
  district/CMO	
  reform	
  activities	
  not	
  
related	
  to	
  teacher	
  effectiveness.	
  Include	
  meetings,	
  
etc.,	
  about	
  reforms	
  other	
  than	
  those	
  related	
  to	
  
teacher	
  effectiveness.	
  

qt11b	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  

	
  	
   Number	
  of	
  questions	
  in	
  Reform	
   2	
   4	
   	
  	
  

	
  
	
  

Blue	
  shading	
  indicates	
  that	
  a	
  question	
  was	
  asked	
  in	
  the	
  non-­‐regular	
  (2011)	
  or	
  summer	
  (2013)	
  survey	
  section.	
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Appendix	
  G	
  –	
  Analysis	
  of	
  Individual	
  Questions	
  for	
  Selected	
  Categories	
  for	
  

School	
  Leaders	
  

Table	
  G1	
  –	
  Individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  school	
  leader	
  categories	
  at	
  HCPS	
  

Site Category 

2012/2013 
Question 

Item 
2011 
Mean 

2012 
Mean 

2013 
Mean 

2011-2012 
Difference 

2012-2013 
Difference 

HCPS 

Administration 

q72a 23% 8% 8% 15%* 0% 
q72b 6% 5% 5% 1%* 1%* 
q72c 5% 7% 7% -2%* 0% 
q72d 1% 4% 3% -3%* 1%* 
q72e 0% 2% 2% -1%* 0%* 
q72f 7% 2% 2% 5%* 0%* 
q72g 24% 14% 14% 9%* 1% 
q72h 2% 2% 2% 0% 0%* 
q72i 6% 7% 8% 0% -1%* 

PD Received 

q69a 3% 4% 5% -1%* -1%* 
q69b 0% 1% 1% 0%* -1%* 
q69c 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 
q69d 0% 4% 3% -4%* 1%* 
q69e 2% 3% 3% 0%* 0% 
q69f 0% 2% 2% -1%* 0% 

PD Provided q70a_q70c 2% 5% 4% -2%* 0% 
q70b 2% 2% 2% 0% 0%* 

Evaluation 

q71a 1% 1% 1% -1%* 0%* 
q71b 6% 10% 10% -4%* -1%* 
q71c 3% 7% 7% -4%* 0% 
q71d 5% 4% 4% 1%* 0% 
q71e 0% 2% 2% -2%* 0% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  G2	
  –	
  Individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  school	
  leader	
  categories	
  at	
  MCS	
  

Site Category 

2012/2013 
Question 

Item 
2011 
Mean 

2012 
Mean 

2013 
Mean 

2011-2012 
Difference 

2012-2013 
Difference 

MCS 

Administration 

q72a 21% 5% 7% 16%* -2%* 
q72b 7% 4% 4% 2%* 1%* 
q72c 6% 5% 5% 0%* 0% 
q72d 1% 2% 2% -2%* 0% 
q72e 1% 4% 4% -3%* 0% 
q72f 6% 2% 2% 5%* 0% 
q72g 23% 9% 9% 14%* 0% 
q72h 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 
q72i 5% 5% 5% 0% -1% 

PD Received 

q69a 4% 5% 4% -1%* 1%* 
q69b 0% 1% 1% -1%* 0% 
q69c 2% 2% 2% 0%* 0% 
q69d 0% 4% 4% -4%* 0% 
q69e 3% 4% 4% -1%* 1%* 
q69f 0% 3% 3% -3%* 0% 

PD Provided q70a_q70c 3% 6% 6% -3%* 0% 
q70b 3% 2% 3% 1%* 0% 

Evaluation 

q71a 0% 3% 2% -2%* 0%* 
q71b 6% 13% 12% -6%* 0% 
q71c 3% 7% 8% -4%* -1%* 
q71d 4% 6% 5% -2%* 1%* 
q71e 0% 2% 2% -2%* 0% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  G3	
  –	
  Individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  school	
  leader	
  categories	
  at	
  PPS	
  

Site Category 

2012/2013 
Question 

Item 
2011 
Mean 

2012 
Mean 

2013 
Mean 

2011-2012 
Difference 

2012-2013 
Difference 

PPS 

Administration 

q72a 21% 6% 8% 15%* -2% 
q72b 4% 4% 3% 0% 2%* 
q72c 5% 4% 3% 1%* 1%* 
q72d 1% 2% 1% -2%* 1%* 
q72e 0% 2% 3% -2%* 0% 
q72f 7% 1% 3% 5%* -1% 
q72g 25% 12% 15% 13%* -3%* 
q72h 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 
q72i 4% 7% 7% -3%* -1% 

PD Received 

q69a 5% 5% 4% 0% 1% 
q69b 0% 1% 0% 0%* 0%* 
q69c 1% 1% 2% 0% -1%* 
q69d 0% 2% 3% -2%* -1%* 
q69e 3% 3% 4% -1%* -1%* 
q69f 0% 1% 2% -1%* 0% 

PD Provided q70a_q70c 2% 5% 5% -3%* 0% 
q70b 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 

Evaluation 

q71a 1% 2% 2% -2%* 0%* 
q71b 7% 15% 13% -8%* 2%* 
q71c 3% 9% 9% -7%* 1% 
q71d 6% 5% 5% 0% 1% 
q71e 0% 2% 2% -2%* 0% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  G4	
  –	
  Individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  school	
  leader	
  categories	
  at	
  Alliance	
  

Site Category 

2012/2013 
Question 

Item 
2011 
Mean 

2012 
Mean 

2013 
Mean 

2011-2012 
Difference 

2012-2013 
Difference 

Alliance 

Administration 

q72a 18% 7% 5% 11%* 2%* 
q72b 7% 6% 4% 1% 3%* 
q72c 6% 6% 6% 0% 0% 
q72d 1% 3% 2% -2%* 1%* 
q72e 1% 2% 2% -1%* 0% 
q72f 3% 1% 2% 2%* -1%* 
q72g 24% 12% 18% 12%* -6%* 
q72h 2% 2% 3% 0% -1%* 
q72i 7% 8% 8% 0% 0% 

PD Received 

q69a 2% 3% 4% -1%* -1% 
q69b 0% 1% 1% -1%* 0% 
q69c 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 
q69d 0% 2% 1% -2%* 1%* 
q69e 3% 5% 4% -1%* 1%* 
q69f 0% 2% 2% -2%* 0% 

PD Provided q70a_q70c 5% 10% 7% -5%* 3%* 
q70b 3% 3% 3% 0% 1% 

Evaluation 

q71a 1% 2% 2% -2%* 0% 
q71b 4% 9% 8% -5%* 1% 
q71c 4% 5% 6% -1%* -1%* 
q71d 5% 4% 5% 2% -1%* 
q71e 0% 1% 1% -1%* 0%* 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  G5	
  –	
  Individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  school	
  leader	
  categories	
  at	
  Aspire	
  

Site Category 

2012/2013 
Question 

Item 
2011 
Mean 

2012 
Mean 

2013 
Mean 

2011-2012 
Difference 

2012-2013 
Difference 

Aspire 

Administration 

q72a 29% 6% 7% 23%* -1% 
q72b 6% 4% 3% 1%* 1%* 
q72c 5% 4% 4% 1%* -1% 
q72d 1% 2% 2% -2%* 0% 
q72e 1% 4% 4% -2%* -1% 
q72f 5% 2% 1% 3%* 0% 
q72g 19% 13% 15% 7%* -3% 
q72h 2% 1% 1% 1%* 0% 
q72i 6% 10% 8% -4%* 2% 

PD Received 

q69a 3% 5% 2% -2%* 2%* 
q69b 0% 0% 1% 0% -1%* 
q69c 2% 3% 2% -1% 1%* 
q69d 0% 2% 4% -2%* -2%* 
q69e 3% 3% 2% 0% 1%* 
q69f 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 

PD Provided q70a_q70c 3% 10% 7% -7%* 4%* 
q70b 2% 3% 2% 0% 0% 

Evaluation 

q71a 1% 1% 1% -1%* 1%* 
q71b 4% 9% 10% -5%* -1% 
q71c 3% 7% 6% -3%* 0% 
q71d 3% 4% 4% -1% 0% 
q71e 0% 2% 2% -2%* 0% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  G6	
  –	
  Individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  school	
  leader	
  categories	
  at	
  Green	
  Dot	
  

Site Category 

2012/2013 
Question 

Item 
2011 
Mean 

2012 
Mean 

2013 
Mean 

2011-2012 
Difference 

2012-2013 
Difference 

Green 
Dot 

Administration 

q72a 21% 7% 8% 14%* 0% 
q72b 8% 5% 3% 3%* 2%* 
q72c 4% 5% 4% 0% 0% 
q72d 1% 2% 2% -1%* 0% 
q72e 1% 3% 3% -2%* 0% 
q72f 4% 1% 1% 3%* 0%* 
q72g 21% 14% 15% 8%* -1% 
q72h 2% 3% 2% -1% 1%* 
q72i 7% 8% 12% -1% -4%* 

PD Received 

q69a 4% 4% 4% 0% 0% 
q69b 0% 1% 1% -1%* 0% 
q69c 4% 5% 4% -1%* 1%* 
q69d 0% 3% 3% -2%* 0% 
q69e 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 
q69f 0% 2% 1% -1%* 1%* 

PD Provided q70a_q70c 4% 7% 6% -3%* 1%* 
q70b 3% 2% 4% 0% -2%* 

Evaluation 

q71a 0% 2% 2% -2%* 1%* 
q71b 4% 6% 7% -3%* 0% 
q71c 5% 7% 7% -2%* 0% 
q71d 3% 4% 5% -2%* -1% 
q71e 0% 2% 2% -2%* 0% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  G7	
  –	
  Individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  school	
  leader	
  categories	
  at	
  PUC	
  

Site Category 

2012/2013 
Question 

Item 
2011 
Mean 

2012 
Mean 

2013 
Mean 

2011-2012 
Difference 

2012-2013 
Difference 

PUC 

Administration 

q72a 22% 6% 6% 16%* 0% 
q72b 7% 7% 5% 0% 1% 
q72c 5% 5% 4% 0% 1% 
q72d 0% 2% 2% -1%* 0% 
q72e 1% 3% 5% -2%* -2%* 
q72f 7% 2% 1% 5%* 1%* 
q72g 20% 15% 10% 5%* 5%* 
q72h 1% 1% 1% 0%* 0% 
q72i 7% 5% 8% 2% -3% 

PD Received 

q69a 5% 5% 5% -1% 0% 
q69b 1% 0% 0% 1%* 0% 
q69c 2% 2% 3% 0% -2%* 
q69d 0% 2% 2% -2%* 0% 
q69e 3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 
q69f 1% 2% 1% -1%* 0% 

PD Provided q70a_q70c 5% 10% 13% -5%* -3%* 
q70b 3% 3% 2% 0% 1% 

Evaluation 

q71a 1% 2% 2% -1%* 1%* 
q71b 3% 11% 9% -8%* 2% 
q71c 3% 5% 8% -2%* -3%* 
q71d 3% 2% 4% 1% -2%* 
q71e 0% 1% 1% -1%* -1%* 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Figure	
  16.	
  Proportion	
  of	
  total	
  weekly	
  hours	
  spent	
  on	
  administration	
  related	
  items	
  of	
  principals	
  
and	
  assistant	
  principals,	
  from	
  2010–11	
  to	
  2012–13	
  

	
  
Exhibit	
  reads:	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  average	
  principal	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  3.7	
  percentage	
  points	
  more	
  of	
  his/her	
  time	
  to	
  
staff	
  supervision	
  than	
  the	
  average	
  assistant	
  principal.	
  In	
  2011–12,	
  the	
  average	
  assistant	
  principal	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  
0.1	
  percentage	
  points	
  more	
  of	
  his/her	
  time	
  to	
  staff	
  supervision	
  than	
  the	
  average	
  principal.	
  In	
  2012–13,	
  the	
  average	
  
assistant	
  principal	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  0.4	
  percentage	
  points	
  more	
  of	
  his/her	
  time	
  to	
  staff	
  supervision	
  than	
  the	
  
average	
  principals.	
  In	
  comparison,	
  the	
  average	
  principal	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  allocated	
  more	
  time	
  in	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2012–13	
  to	
  
staff	
  supervision	
  activities,	
  by	
  3.8	
  and	
  1.2	
  percentage	
  points	
  respectively,	
  than	
  the	
  average	
  assistant	
  principal.	
  In	
  
2011–12,	
  the	
  average	
  assistant	
  principal	
  allocated	
  1.3	
  percentage	
  points	
  more	
  of	
  his/her	
  time	
  to	
  these	
  activities	
  than	
  
the	
  average	
  principal	
  in	
  a	
  CMO.	
  	
  
Notes:	
  *	
  indicates	
  a	
  statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level	
  between	
  principals	
  and	
  assistant	
  principals	
  
within	
  the	
  same	
  year	
  for	
  a	
  given	
  question	
  item.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Figure	
  17.	
  Proportion	
  of	
  total	
  weekly	
  hours	
  spent	
  on	
  evaluation	
  related	
  Items	
  of	
  principals	
  and	
  
assistant	
  principals,	
  from	
  2010–11	
  to	
  2012–13	
  

	
  
Exhibit	
  reads:	
  In	
  2010–11	
  and	
  in	
  2012–13,	
  the	
  average	
  principal	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  2.5	
  and	
  3.2	
  
percentage	
  points	
  more	
  of	
  his/her	
  time	
  to	
  classroom	
  observation	
  (q71b)	
  than	
  assistant	
  principals;	
  in	
  2011–
12,	
  the	
  average	
  principal	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  0.7	
  percentage	
  points	
  less	
  of	
  his/her	
  time	
  to	
  classroom	
  
observations	
  than	
  the	
  average	
  assistant	
  principal.	
  In	
  comparison,	
  the	
  average	
  principal	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  allocated	
  
more	
  time	
  to	
  classroom	
  observations	
  in	
  all	
  three	
  years	
  than	
  the	
  average	
  assistant	
  principal,	
  1.2	
  percentage	
  
points	
  in	
  2010–11,	
  2.4	
  percentage	
  points	
  in	
  2011–12,	
  and	
  1.4	
  percentage	
  points	
  in	
  2012–13.	
  
Notes:	
  *	
  indicates	
  a	
  statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level	
  between	
  principals	
  and	
  assistant	
  
principals	
  within	
  the	
  same	
  year	
  for	
  a	
  given	
  question	
  item.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Figure	
  18.	
  Proportion	
  of	
  total	
  weekly	
  hours	
  spent	
  on	
  professional	
  development	
  related	
  items	
  of	
  
principals	
  and	
  assistant	
  principals,	
  from	
  2010–11	
  to	
  2012–13	
  

	
  
Exhibit	
  reads:	
  In	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2012–13,	
  the	
  average	
  principal	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  0.7	
  percentage	
  points	
  
more	
  of	
  his/her	
  time	
  to	
  district	
  and	
  school	
  wide	
  professional	
  development	
  (q69a)	
  than	
  the	
  average	
  
assistant	
  principal.	
  In	
  2011–12,	
  the	
  average	
  principal	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  1.1	
  percentage	
  points	
  more	
  of	
  
his/her	
  time	
  to	
  district	
  and	
  school	
  wide	
  professional	
  development	
  than	
  the	
  average	
  assistant	
  principal.	
  In	
  
comparison	
  the	
  average	
  principal	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  allocated	
  0.2	
  percentage	
  points	
  more	
  of	
  his/her	
  time	
  to	
  district	
  
and	
  school	
  wide	
  professional	
  development	
  than	
  the	
  average	
  assistant	
  principals	
  in	
  both	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2011–
12.	
  In	
  2012–13	
  this	
  difference	
  was	
  reversed,	
  the	
  average	
  assistant	
  principal	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  allocated	
  0.4	
  
percentage	
  points	
  more	
  of	
  his/her	
  time	
  to	
  these	
  activities	
  than	
  the	
  average	
  principal.	
  
Notes:	
  *	
  indicates	
  a	
  statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level	
  between	
  principals	
  and	
  assistant	
  
principals	
  within	
  the	
  same	
  year	
  for	
  a	
  given	
  question	
  item.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  G8	
  –	
  Principal	
  and	
  assistant	
  principal	
  individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  school	
  
leader	
  categories	
  at	
  HCPS	
  	
  

	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   2011 2012 2013 

Site Category 

2012/2013 
Question 

Item 
Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

HCPS 

Administration 

q72a 26% 21% 5%* 8% 8% 1%* 8% 8% 1%* 
q72b 6% 6% 1%* 6% 5% 2%* 5% 4% 1%* 
q72c 5% 6% -1%* 6% 8% -3%* 6% 8% -2%* 
q72d 0% 1% 0%* 2% 5% -2%* 2% 5% -3%* 
q72e 0% 0% 0%* 2% 2% 0% 2% 2% 0%* 
q72f 6% 7% -1%* 3% 2% 1%* 3% 2% 1%* 
q72g 16% 29% -13%* 10% 17% -7%* 9% 16% -7%* 
q72h 2% 2% 0%* 2% 2% 0%* 2% 2% 0% 
q72i 5% 7% -2%* 5% 8% -4%* 5% 10% -5%* 

PD Received 

q69a 3% 3% 1%* 4% 4% 1%* 5% 5% 0% 
q69b 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0%* 
q69c 1% 2% -1%* 1% 1% 0%* 1% 1% 0% 
q69d 0% 0% 0% 4% 4% 0% 3% 3% 0%* 
q69e 2% 2% 0% 3% 3% 0% 3% 3% 0%* 
q69f 0% 0% 0%* 2% 2% 0% 2% 1% 0% 

PD Provided 
q70a_q70
c 2% 2% 0% 4% 5% -1%* 4% 5% -1%* 
q70b 2% 2% 1%* 2% 2% 0% 2% 2% 0%* 

Evaluation 

q71a 1% 1% 0%* 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0%* 
q71b 9% 4% 5%* 12% 8% 4%* 13% 8% 5%* 
q71c 4% 2% 2%* 10% 5% 5%* 11% 5% 6%* 
q71d 8% 4% 4%* 5% 4% 2%* 5% 4% 1%* 
q71e 0% 0% 0% 2% 1% 1%* 2% 1% 0%* 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  G9	
  –	
  Principal	
  and	
  assistant	
  principal	
  individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  school	
  
leader	
  categories	
  at	
  MCS	
  

	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   2011 2012 2013 

Site Category 

2012/2013 
Question 

Item 
Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

MCS 

Administration 

q72a 23% 19% 4%* 6% 4% 1%* 7% 7% 0% 
q72b 7% 6% 1%* 5% 4% 1%* 4% 3% 1% 
q72c 6% 5% 1%* 6% 4% 1%* 6% 5% 1% 
q72d 0% 0% 0% 2% 2% 1%* 2% 2% -1% 
q72e 1% 1% 0% 3% 4% -1%* 4% 4% 0% 
q72f 7% 6% 2%* 2% 1% 1%* 2% 1% 1%* 
q72g 17% 30% -13%* 6% 12% -6%* 8% 10% -2%* 
q72h 2% 2% 0%* 2% 2% 0% 2% 2% 0% 
q72i 5% 5% 0% 4% 5% -1% 4% 6% -1%* 

PD Received 

q69a 4% 3% 1%* 5% 5% 0% 4% 4% 0% 
q69b 0% 1% 0%* 1% 1% 0% 1% 2% -1%* 
q69c 2% 3% -1%* 1% 3% -2%* 2% 2% -1%* 
q69d 0% 0% 0% 3% 4% -1%* 4% 4% 0% 
q69e 3% 3% 0%* 4% 6% -2%* 3% 4% -1% 
q69f 0% 0% 0%* 3% 4% -1%* 3% 3% 0% 

PD Provided q70a_q70c 4% 3% 1%* 7% 5% 2%* 7% 6% 0% 
q70b 3% 2% 1%* 3% 2% 1%* 3% 3% 0% 

Evaluation 

q71a 0% 0% 0%* 3% 3% 0% 2% 2% 0% 
q71b 6% 6% 0% 12% 13% -1% 13% 12% 2%* 
q71c 3% 3% 1%* 8% 6% 1%* 8% 8% 0% 
q71d 4% 3% 1%* 6% 5% 1%* 5% 4% 0% 
q71e 0% 0% 0% 2% 1% 1%* 2% 2% 0% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  G10	
  –	
  Principal	
  and	
  assistant	
  principal	
  individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  school	
  
leader	
  categories	
  at	
  PPS	
  

	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   2011 2012 2013 

Site Category 

2012/2013 
Question 

Item 
Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

PPS 

Administration 

q72a 22% 20% 1% 5% 7% -2% 7% 9% -1% 
q72b 5% 2% 2%* 4% 4% 0% 3% 2% 1%* 
q72c 5% 5% -1%* 5% 2% 3%* 4% 2% 2%* 
q72d 1% 0% 1%* 2% 3% -1% 1% 2% 0% 
q72e 1% 0% 0%* 3% 2% 0%* 3% 2% 0% 
q72f 7% 5% 2%* 2% 1% 0% 1% 5% -4%* 
q72g 18% 40% -22%* 11% 15% -4%* 11% 25% -14%* 
q72h 2% 1% 1%* 2% 2% 0% 2% 2% 1%* 
q72i 3% 5% -2%* 5% 11% -6%* 4% 14% -10%* 

PD Received 

q69a 6% 4% 2%* 6% 3% 3%* 5% 3% 2%* 
q69b 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%* 
q69c 1% 2% -1%* 1% 1% 0% 2% 3% -1% 
q69d 0% 0% 0%* 3% 2% 0% 3% 3% 0% 
q69e 3% 2% 1%* 4% 3% 1%* 5% 3% 2%* 
q69f 0% 0% 0%* 1% 2% 0% 2% 1% 0% 

PD Provided q70a_q70c 3% 1% 1%* 6% 4% 2%* 6% 4% 3%* 
q70b 3% 1% 2%* 3% 1% 2%* 3% 2% 1%* 

Evaluation 

q71a 1% 0% 0%* 2% 2% 0% 2% 2% 0% 
q71b 8% 5% 3%* 13% 18% -5%* 14% 10% 4%* 
q71c 3% 1% 2%* 9% 10% -1% 11% 3% 7%* 
q71d 7% 3% 4%* 5% 5% 1% 5% 3% 3%* 
q71e 0% 0% 0% 2% 1% 1%* 2% 1% 1%* 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  G11	
  –	
  Principal	
  and	
  assistant	
  principal	
  individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  school	
  
leader	
  categories	
  at	
  Alliance	
  

	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   2011 2012 2013 

Site Category 

2012/2013 
Question 

Item 
Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

Alliance 

Administration 

q72a 19% 18% 1% 5% 8% -3%* 5% 5% 0% 
q72b 9% 6% 3%* 8% 6% 2% 5% 3% 2%* 
q72c 7% 5% 2%* 5% 6% -2%* 7% 5% 2%* 
q72d 1% 1% 0% 5% 3% 2%* 1% 2% -1%* 
q72e 2% 1% 1%* 2% 2% 0% 2% 3% 0% 
q72f 3% 3% -1%* 2% 1% 1%* 2% 2% 1%* 
q72g 20% 26% -5%* 13% 12% 1% 25% 13% 12%* 
q72h 1% 2% 0% 3% 1% 2%* 2% 3% -1% 
q72i 9% 6% 3%* 10% 7% 3% 3% 10% -7%* 

PD Received 

q69a 1% 2% -1%* 3% 3% 0% 4% 3% 1%* 
q69b 0% 0% 0%* 0% 1% 0%* 1% 1% 0% 
q69c 2% 2% 0% 1% 2% -1%* 1% 3% -1%* 
q69d 1% 0% 1%* 1% 2% -1%* 1% 1% 0% 
q69e 4% 3% 1% 3% 5% -3%* 5% 3% 2%* 
q69f 0% 0% 0% 1% 2% -1%* 2% 1% 1% 

PD Provided q70a_q70c 4% 6% -2% 6% 11% -4%* 8% 6% 2% 
q70b 3% 3% 0% 3% 3% -1% 3% 2% 1%* 

Evaluation 

q71a 1% 1% 0% 2% 2% 0% 1% 2% -1%* 
q71b 5% 4% 2%* 12% 8% 4%* 8% 9% -1% 
q71c 3% 4% -1%* 5% 5% 1% 3% 8% -4%* 
q71d 4% 6% -2% 3% 4% -1% 3% 6% -4%* 
q71e 0% 0% 0% 2% 1% 1%* 1% 1% -1%* 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
   	
  



August	
  2014	
  

	
   91	
  

Table	
  G12	
  –	
  Principal	
  and	
  assistant	
  principal	
  individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  school	
  
leader	
  categories	
  at	
  Aspire	
  

	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   2011 2012 2013 

Site Category 

2012/2013 
Question 

Item 
Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

Aspire 

Administration 

q72a 31% 18% 13%* 7% 4% 3%* 8% 7% 1% 
q72b 6% 2% 4%* 4% 5% -1% 3% 2% 1% 
q72c 4% 5% -1%* 4% 3% 1%* 5% 2% 3%* 
q72d 0% 1% -1%* 2% 2% 0% 2% 3% -1% 
q72e 1% 0% 1%* 4% 2% 2%* 5% 3% 2%* 
q72f 5% 3% 2%* 2% 0% 2%* 2% 1% 1%* 
q72g 17% 34% -17%* 10% 18% -8%* 10% 26% -16%* 
q72h 2% 2% 0% 1% 0% 1%* 2% 0% 1%* 
q72i 4% 18% -13% 7% 17% -10%* 3% 19% -16%* 

PD Received 

q69a 3% 1% 2%* 4% 5% -1% 2% 3% 0% 
q69b 0% 0% 0%* 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 2%* 
q69c 2% 0% 2%* 2% 4% -3% 2% 0% 2%* 
q69d 0% 0% 0% 3% 1% 2%* 6% 1% 5%* 
q69e 3% 2% 1% 3% 4% -1%* 3% 1% 1%* 
q69f 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0%* 

PD Provided q70a_q70c 3% 2% 2%* 11% 8% 4%* 7% 6% 2% 
q70b 3% 1% 2%* 2% 4% -2% 2% 3% -1%* 

Evaluation 

q71a 1% 0% 1%* 2% 1% 1%* 1% 0% 1%* 
q71b 5% 0% 5%* 11% 6% 5%* 13% 4% 9%* 
q71c 4% 0% 4%* 8% 4% 4%* 8% 2% 6%* 
q71d 4% 0% 4%* 5% 1% 4%* 5% 2% 3%* 
q71e 0% 0% 0% 1% 2% -1% 2% 2% 0% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  G13	
  –	
  Principal	
  and	
  assistant	
  principal	
  individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  school	
  
leader	
  categories	
  at	
  Green	
  Dot	
  

	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   2011 2012 2013 

Site Category 

2012/2013 
Question 

Item 
Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

Green 
Dot 

Administration 

q72a 23% 20% 3% 5% 9% -4%* 10% 6% 4%* 
q72b 8% 8% -1% 5% 5% 0% 5% 2% 3%* 
q72c 6% 4% 2% 4% 5% -2%* 6% 4% 3%* 
q72d 1% 0% 0% 2% 2% 0% 2% 2% 0%* 
q72e 1% 1% 0% 3% 3% 0% 3% 3% 0% 
q72f 3% 4% -1% 1% 1% 0% 2% 1% 1%* 
q72g 16% 24% -9%* 9% 18% -8%* 12% 16% -4% 
q72h 1% 3% -1%* 2% 3% -1% 2% 2% 0% 
q72i 8% 6% 1% 12% 4% 8%* 9% 12% -4%* 

PD Received 

q69a 4% 4% 1% 5% 4% 1%* 4% 4% -1%* 
q69b 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1%* 1% 1% 0% 
q69c 2% 5% -2%* 4% 6% -2%* 2% 4% -2%* 
q69d 0% 0% 0%* 2% 3% 0% 2% 3% -1%* 
q69e 3% 3% 1% 3% 3% 1% 2% 3% -1% 
q69f 0% 0% 0%* 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 

PD Provided q70a_q70c 4% 4% 0% 5% 9% -4%* 7% 6% 1%* 
q70b 4% 2% 2%* 3% 2% 1%* 3% 4% -1% 

Evaluation 

q71a 1% 0% 0%* 2% 2% -1%* 1% 2% 0% 
q71b 5% 3% 2% 7% 6% 1% 7% 6% 1% 
q71c 4% 5% 0% 7% 7% 0% 7% 7% 0% 
q71d 4% 2% 2%* 4% 4% 0% 5% 5% -1% 
q71e 0% 0% 0% 3% 2% 1% 2% 3% -1% 

	
  
Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  G14	
  –	
  Principal	
  and	
  assistant	
  principal	
  individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  school	
  
leader	
  categories	
  PUC	
  

	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   2011 2012 2013 

Site Category 

2012/2013 
Question 

Item 
Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

Prin. 
Mean 

AP 
Mean Difference 

PUC 

Administration 

q72a 22% 24% -3% 5% 7% -1% 6% 6% 0% 
q72b 6% 9% -3% 7% 6% 2% 10% 2% 8%* 
q72c 5% 6% -1% 6% 5% 1% 3% 5% -2%* 
q72d 0% 0% 0% 2% 2% 0% 2% 1% 1%* 
q72e 1% 1% 0% 3% 3% 1% 4% 5% -1% 
q72f 7% 4% 3% 2% 2% -1% 1% 1% 0% 
q72g 22% 15% 6% 15% 16% -1% 11% 10% 1% 
q72h 1% 0% 1%* 1% 1% 0%* 2% 0% 2%* 
q72i 7% 7% 0% 3% 7% -5% 10% 6% 4% 

PD Received 

q69a 5% 5% 0% 6% 4% 2%* 4% 6% -2%* 
q69b 1% 1% -1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
q69c 2% 0% 2%* 2% 2% 0% 3% 3% 0% 
q69d 0% 1% 0% 2% 3% -1% 2% 2% 0% 
q69e 3% 3% 0% 3% 3% 0% 3% 3% 0% 
q69f 1% 0% 1%* 1% 2% -1% 1% 2% -1%* 

PD Provided q70a_q70c 4% 10% -6% 10% 9% 2% 11% 14% -3% 
q70b 2% 4% -2% 2% 3% -1%* 1% 4% -3%* 

Evaluation 

q71a 1% 0% 1%* 2% 3% -2%* 1% 2% -1%* 
q71b 3% 6% -3%* 11% 11% 0% 7% 10% -4%* 
q71c 4% 1% 3%* 6% 4% 2%* 6% 9% -4%* 
q71d 4% 1% 3%* 2% 3% -1%* 4% 5% -1% 
q71e 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1%* 2% 1% 2%* 

	
  
Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  school	
  leader	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011,	
  2012,	
  and	
  2013	
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Appendix	
  H	
  –	
  Analysis	
  of	
  Individual	
  Questions	
  for	
  Selected	
  Categories	
  for	
  
Teachers	
  

Table	
  H1	
  –Individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  teacher	
  categories	
  at	
  HCPS	
  

Site Category 

2013 
Question 

Item 
2011 
Mean 

2013 
Mean 

2011-2013 
Difference 

HCPS 

Instruction 

qt4a 55% 45% 10%* 
qt4b 3% 4% -1%* 
qt12a 11% 8% 2%* 
qt12b 4% 3% 1%* 
qt12c 9% 11% -1%* 
qt1a 1% 2% 0%* 

Profession 
Development 

qt6X_1X† 2% 6% -4%* 
qt6b_1c 1% 2% -1%* 
qt6c_1d 0% 0% 0%* 
qt6f_1g 0% 0% 0%* 
qt6g 0% 0% 0% 
qt6h 0% 0% 0%* 
qt6i 0% 0% 0%* 
qt6j_1h 1% 3% -3%* 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years. †	
  The	
  question	
  qt6X_1X	
  refers	
  to	
  combines	
  questions	
  qt1b,	
  qt1e,	
  qt1f,	
  qt1i,	
  qt6a,	
  qt6d,	
  qt6e,	
  
and	
  qt6k	
  on	
  the	
  2013	
  survey.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
  
	
  
Table	
  H2	
  –Individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  teacher	
  categories	
  at	
  MCS	
  

Site Category 

2013 
Question 

Item 
2011 
Mean 

2013 
Mean 

2011-2013 
Difference 

MCS 

Instruction 

qt4a 54% 44% 10%* 
qt4b 4% 5% -1%* 
qt12a 9% 6% 3%* 
qt12b 3% 3% 1%* 
qt12c 9% 9% 0% 
qt1a 1% 1% 0%* 

Profession 
Development 

qt6X_1X† 2% 7% -4%* 
qt6b_1c 1% 2% -1%* 
qt6c_1d 0% 1% 0%* 
qt6f_1g 0% 1% -1%* 
qt6g 0% 0% 0% 
qt6h 1% 1% 0% 
qt6i 0% 0% 0%* 
qt6j_1h 1% 3% -3%* 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years. †	
  The	
  question	
  qt6X_1X	
  refers	
  to	
  combines	
  questions	
  qt1b,	
  qt1e,	
  qt1f,	
  qt1i,	
  qt6a,	
  qt6d,	
  qt6e,	
  
and	
  qt6k	
  on	
  the	
  2013	
  survey.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  H3	
  –Individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  teacher	
  categories	
  at	
  PPS	
  

Site Category 

2013 
Question 

Item 
2011 
Mean 

2013 
Mean 

2011-2013 
Difference 

PPS 

Instruction 

qt4a 48% 40% 9%* 
qt4b 3% 4% -1%* 
qt12a 11% 8% 4%* 
qt12b 4% 3% 1%* 
qt12c 11% 12% -2%* 
qt1a 1% 1% -1%* 

Profession 
Development 

qt6X_1X† 2% 5% -3%* 
qt6b_1c 1% 1% -1%* 
qt6c_1d 0% 1% 0%* 
qt6f_1g 0% 1% -1%* 
qt6g 0% 1% 0% 
qt6h 1% 1% 0%* 
qt6i 0% 1% 0%* 
qt6j_1h 1% 4% -3%* 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years. †	
  The	
  question	
  qt6X_1X	
  refers	
  to	
  combines	
  questions	
  qt1b,	
  qt1e,	
  qt1f,	
  qt1i,	
  qt6a,	
  qt6d,	
  qt6e,	
  
and	
  qt6k	
  on	
  the	
  2013	
  survey.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
  
	
  

Table	
  H4	
  –Individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  teacher	
  categories	
  at	
  Alliance	
  

Site Category 

2013 
Question 

Item 
2011 
Mean 

2013 
Mean 

2011-2013 
Difference 

Alliance 

Instruction 

qt4a 53% 46% 7%* 
qt4b 5% 5% 0% 
qt12a 8% 7% 1%* 
qt12b 3% 3% 0% 
qt12c 13% 12% 1% 
qt1a 1% 1% 0% 

Profession 
Development 

qt6X_1X† 2% 5% -3%* 
qt6b_1c 1% 3% -2%* 
qt6c_1d 0% 0% 0%* 
qt6f_1g 0% 1% -1%* 
qt6g 0% 0% 0%* 
qt6h 0% 1% 0%* 
qt6i 0% 0% 0%* 
qt6j_1h 1% 3% -2%* 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years. †	
  The	
  question	
  qt6X_1X	
  refers	
  to	
  combines	
  questions	
  qt1b,	
  qt1e,	
  qt1f,	
  qt1i,	
  qt6a,	
  qt6d,	
  qt6e,	
  
and	
  qt6k	
  on	
  the	
  2013	
  survey.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  H5	
  –Individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  teacher	
  categories	
  at	
  Aspire	
  

Site Category 

2013 
Question 

Item 
2011 
Mean 

2013 
Mean 

2011-2013 
Difference 

Aspire 

Instruction 

qt4a 50% 42% 8%* 
qt4b 3% 3% 1% 
qt12a 11% 9% 2%* 
qt12b 5% 4% 1%* 
qt12c 13% 15% -2%* 
qt1a 2% 2% 0% 

Profession 
Development 

qt6X_1X† 1% 4% -3%* 
qt6b_1c 1% 1% 0% 
qt6c_1d 0% 1% 0%* 
qt6f_1g 0% 0% 0%* 
qt6g 1% 1% 0% 
qt6h 1% 1% 0%* 
qt6i 0% 1% 0%* 
qt6j_1h 1% 3% -2%* 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years. †	
  The	
  question	
  qt6X_1X	
  refers	
  to	
  combines	
  questions	
  qt1b,	
  qt1e,	
  qt1f,	
  qt1i,	
  qt6a,	
  qt6d,	
  qt6e,	
  
and	
  qt6k	
  on	
  the	
  2013	
  survey.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
  
	
  

Table	
  H6	
  –Individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  teacher	
  categories	
  at	
  Green	
  Dot	
  

Site Category 

2013 
Question 

Item 
2011 
Mean 

2013 
Mean 

2011-2013 
Difference 

Green 
Dot 

Instruction 

qt4a 52% 41% 11%* 
qt4b 5% 5% 0% 
qt12a 9% 8% 2%* 
qt12b 3% 3% 1% 
qt12c 12% 14% -2% 
qt1a 1% 2% -1%* 

Profession 
Development 

qt6X_1X† 1% 4% -3%* 
qt6b_1c 2% 3% -1%* 
qt6c_1d 0% 0% 0%* 
qt6f_1g 0% 1% -1%* 
qt6g 0% 1% 0%* 
qt6h 0% 1% 0% 
qt6i 0% 0% 0%* 
qt6j_1h 1% 3% -2%* 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years. †	
  The	
  question	
  qt6X_1X	
  refers	
  to	
  combines	
  questions	
  qt1b,	
  qt1e,	
  qt1f,	
  qt1i,	
  qt6a,	
  qt6d,	
  qt6e,	
  
and	
  qt6k	
  on	
  the	
  2013	
  survey.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  H7	
  –Individual	
  questions	
  for	
  selected	
  teacher	
  categories	
  at	
  PUC	
  

Site Category 

2013 
Question 

Item 
2011 
Mean 

2013 
Mean 

2011-2013 
Difference 

PUC 

Instruction 

qt4a 48% 38% 10%* 
qt4b 6% 4% 2% 
qt12a 10% 8% 2%* 
qt12b 4% 3% 1%* 
qt12c 11% 17% -6%* 
qt1a 1% 2% -1%* 

Profession 
Development 

qt6X_1X† 2% 5% -3%* 
qt6b_1c 1% 2% -1%* 
qt6c_1d 0% 0% 0%* 
qt6f_1g 0% 1% -1% 
qt6g 1% 1% 0% 
qt6h 1% 1% 0%* 
qt6i 0% 1% 0%* 
qt6j_1h 1% 3% -2%* 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years. †	
  The	
  question	
  qt6X_1X	
  refers	
  to	
  combines	
  questions	
  qt1b,	
  qt1e,	
  qt1f,	
  qt1i,	
  qt6a,	
  qt6d,	
  qt6e,	
  
and	
  qt6k	
  on	
  the	
  2013	
  survey.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
   	
  



August	
  2014	
  

	
   98	
  

Figure	
  19.	
  Proportion	
  of	
  total	
  weekly	
  hours	
  spent	
  on	
  instruction	
  related	
  items	
  for	
  experienced	
  
and	
  novice	
  teachers	
  in	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2012–13	
  

	
  
Exhibit	
  reads:	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  average	
  experienced	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  1.9	
  percentage	
  points	
  
more	
  of	
  his/her	
  time	
  to	
  teaching	
  during	
  the	
  day	
  (qt4a)	
  than	
  the	
  teacher	
  novice	
  teacher;	
  in	
  2012–13,	
  the	
  
average	
  experienced	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  2.1	
  percentage	
  points	
  more	
  of	
  his/her	
  time	
  to	
  teaching	
  
during	
  the	
  day	
  than	
  the	
  average	
  novice	
  teacher.	
  In	
  comparison,	
  in	
  2010–11	
  the	
  experienced	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  
CMO	
  allocated	
  1.7	
  percentage	
  points	
  more	
  of	
  his/her	
  time	
  to	
  teaching	
  during	
  the	
  day	
  than	
  a	
  novice	
  
teacher.	
  In	
  2012–13,	
  the	
  average	
  novice	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  CMO	
  spent	
  0.5	
  percentage	
  points	
  more	
  to	
  these	
  
activities	
  than	
  the	
  average	
  experience	
  teacher.	
  
Notes:	
  *	
  indicates	
  a	
  statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5%	
  level	
  between	
  novice	
  and	
  experienced	
  
teachers	
  within	
  the	
  same	
  year	
  for	
  a	
  given	
  question	
  item.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
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Figure	
  20.	
  Proportion	
  of	
  total	
  weekly	
  hours	
  spent	
  on	
  professional	
  development	
  related	
  items	
  for	
  
experienced	
  and	
  novice	
  teachers	
  in	
  2010–11	
  and	
  2012–13	
  

	
  
Exhibit	
  reads:	
  In	
  2010–11,	
  the	
  average	
  novice	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  0.7	
  percentage	
  points	
  more	
  of	
  his/her	
  
time	
  to	
  attending	
  district	
  or	
  schoolwide	
  professional	
  development	
  (qt6X_1X)	
  than	
  the	
  teacher	
  experienced	
  
teacher;	
  in	
  2012–13,	
  the	
  average	
  novice	
  teacher	
  in	
  a	
  district	
  allocated	
  about	
  the	
  same	
  proportion	
  of	
  his/her	
  
time	
  to	
  district	
  professional	
  development	
  as	
  the	
  average	
  experienced	
  teacher.	
  In	
  comparison,	
  in	
  2010–11	
  
there	
  was	
  no	
  difference	
  between	
  the	
  time	
  allocated	
  to	
  attending	
  district	
  or	
  schoolwide	
  professional	
  
development	
  between	
  novice	
  and	
  experienced	
  teachers	
  in	
  a	
  CMO.	
  In	
  2012–13,	
  the	
  average	
  novice	
  teacher	
  
in	
  a	
  CMO	
  spent	
  0.4	
  percentage	
  points	
  more	
  of	
  his/her	
  time	
  to	
  these	
  activities	
  than	
  the	
  average	
  experienced	
  
teacher.	
  
Notes: †	
  The	
  question	
  qt6X_1X	
  refers	
  to	
  combines	
  questions	
  qt1b,	
  qt1e,	
  qt1f,	
  qt1i,	
  qt6a,	
  qt6d,	
  qt6e,	
  and	
  
qt6k	
  on	
  the	
  2013	
  survey.	
  	
  *	
  indicates	
  a	
  statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level	
  between	
  
principals	
  and	
  assistant	
  principals	
  within	
  the	
  same	
  year	
  for	
  a	
  given	
  question	
  item.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  H8	
  –Individual	
  questions	
  by	
  teacher	
  experience	
  for	
  selected	
  teacher	
  categories	
  at	
  
HCPS	
  
	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   2011 2013 

Site Category 

2013 
Question 

Item 
Nov. 
Mean 

Exp. 
Mean Difference 

Nov. 
Mean 

Exp. 
Mean Difference 

HCPS 

Instruction 

qt4a 53% 56% -3%* 42% 46% -3% 
qt4b 3% 3% 0% 5% 4% 1% 
qt12a 12% 10% 1%* 9% 8% 1% 
qt12b 4% 4% 0% 4% 3% 1% 
qt12c 11% 9% 1% 11% 10% 1% 
qt1a 1% 1% 0% 2% 2% 0% 

Profession 
Development 

qt6X_1X† 3% 2% 2%* 6% 6% 0% 
qt6b_1c 2% 1% 1%* 3% 2% 1% 
qt6c_1d 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
qt6f_1g 0% 0% 0%* 0% 1% 0% 
qt6g 1% 0% 1%* 2% 0% 1%* 
qt6h 1% 0% 1%* 1% 0% 1%* 
qt6i 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
qt6j_1h 1% 1% 0% 3% 3% 0% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years. †	
  The	
  question	
  qt6X_1X	
  refers	
  to	
  combines	
  questions	
  qt1b,	
  qt1e,	
  qt1f,	
  qt1i,	
  qt6a,	
  qt6d,	
  qt6e,	
  
and	
  qt6k	
  on	
  the	
  2013	
  survey.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
  

Table	
  H9	
  –Individual	
  questions	
  by	
  teacher	
  experience	
  for	
  selected	
  teacher	
  categories	
  at	
  
MCS	
  
	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   2011 2013 

Site Category 

2013 
Question 

Item 
Nov. 
Mean 

Exp. 
Mean Difference 

Nov. 
Mean 

Exp. 
Mean Difference 

MCS 

Instruction 

qt4a 50% 54% -4%* 41% 44% -4%* 
qt4b 4% 4% 0% 6% 5% 1% 
qt12a 9% 9% 1% 6% 6% 0% 
qt12b 3% 3% 0% 2% 3% 0% 
qt12c 11% 9% 3%* 12% 9% 3%* 
qt1a 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 

Profession 
Development 

qt6X_1X† 2% 2% 0% 6% 7% -1% 
qt6b_1c 1% 1% 1%* 4% 2% 2%* 
qt6c_1d 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 
qt6f_1g 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1%* 
qt6g 1% 0% 1%* 1% 0% 1%* 
qt6h 1% 0% 1%* 1% 0% 0%* 
qt6i 0% 0% 0%* 0% 0% 0% 
qt6j_1h 0% 1% 0% 3% 3% -1%* 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years. †	
  The	
  question	
  qt6X_1X	
  refers	
  to	
  combines	
  questions	
  qt1b,	
  qt1e,	
  qt1f,	
  qt1i,	
  qt6a,	
  qt6d,	
  qt6e,	
  
and	
  qt6k	
  on	
  the	
  2013	
  survey.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  H10	
  –Individual	
  questions	
  by	
  teacher	
  experience	
  for	
  selected	
  teacher	
  categories	
  at	
  
PPS	
  
	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   2011 2013 

Site Category 

2013 
Question 

Item 
Nov. 
Mean 

Exp. 
Mean Difference 

Nov. 
Mean 

Exp. 
Mean Difference 

PPS 

Instruction 

qt4a 49% 48% 1% 40% 40% 0% 
qt4b 3% 3% 0% 4% 4% 0% 
qt12a 13% 11% 1% 10% 8% 2% 
qt12b 3% 4% 0% 2% 3% 0% 
qt12c 12% 10% 2% 14% 12% 1% 
qt1a 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 

Profession 
Development 

qt6X_1X† 3% 2% 1% 5% 5% 0% 
qt6b_1c 1% 1% 0% 3% 1% 2% 
qt6c_1d 0% 0% 0%* 0% 1% 0% 
qt6f_1g 0% 0% 0%* 1% 1% 0% 
qt6g 0% 0% 0%* 1% 1% 0% 
qt6h 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 
qt6i 0% 0% 0%* 0% 1% 0% 
qt6j_1h 0% 1% 0% 4% 4% 0% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years. †	
  The	
  question	
  qt6X_1X	
  refers	
  to	
  combines	
  questions	
  qt1b,	
  qt1e,	
  qt1f,	
  qt1i,	
  qt6a,	
  qt6d,	
  qt6e,	
  
and	
  qt6k	
  on	
  the	
  2013	
  survey.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
  

Table	
  H11	
  –Individual	
  questions	
  by	
  teacher	
  experience	
  for	
  selected	
  teacher	
  categories	
  at	
  
Alliance	
  
	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   2011 2013 

Site Category 

2013 
Question 

Item 
Nov. 
Mean 

Exp. 
Mean Difference 

Nov. 
Mean 

Exp. 
Mean Difference 

Alliance 

Instruction 

qt4a 52% 54% -2% 43% 48% -5%* 
qt4b 5% 5% 0% 5% 5% -1%* 
qt12a 8% 7% 1%* 7% 7% -1% 
qt12b 2% 3% 0% 3% 3% 0% 
qt12c 14% 13% 1% 15% 10% 6%* 
qt1a 2% 1% 1%* 1% 2% 0%* 

Profession 
Development 

qt6X_1X† 2% 2% 0% 5% 4% 1%* 
qt6b_1c 2% 1% 2%* 3% 3% 0% 
qt6c_1d 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0%* 
qt6f_1g 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 
qt6g 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0%* 
qt6h 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0%* 
qt6i 0% 0% 0%* 0% 0% 0% 
qt6j_1h 0% 1% 0% 3% 3% 0% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years. †	
  The	
  question	
  qt6X_1X	
  refers	
  to	
  combines	
  questions	
  qt1b,	
  qt1e,	
  qt1f,	
  qt1i,	
  qt6a,	
  qt6d,	
  qt6e,	
  
and	
  qt6k	
  on	
  the	
  2013	
  survey.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  H12	
  –Individual	
  questions	
  by	
  teacher	
  experience	
  for	
  selected	
  teacher	
  categories	
  at	
  
Aspire	
  
	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   2011 2013 

Site Category 

2013 
Question 

Item 
Nov. 
Mean 

Exp. 
Mean Difference 

Nov. 
Mean 

Exp. 
Mean Difference 

Aspire 

Instruction 

qt4a 48% 51% -3%* 42% 41% 1% 
qt4b 4% 3% 0% 2% 3% -1% 
qt12a 12% 11% 1% 10% 8% 2%* 
qt12b 5% 5% 0% 4% 4% 0% 
qt12c 13% 13% 0% 15% 15% 0% 
qt1a 2% 2% 0% 2% 2% 0% 

Profession 
Development 

qt6X_1X† 2% 1% 0% 5% 4% 1%* 
qt6b_1c 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%* 
qt6c_1d 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% -1%* 
qt6f_1g 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 
qt6g 1% 1% 1%* 2% 1% 1% 
qt6h 1% 1% 1%* 1% 1% 1%* 
qt6i 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 
qt6j_1h 0% 1% 0%* 2% 3% -1%* 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years. †	
  The	
  question	
  qt6X_1X	
  refers	
  to	
  combines	
  questions	
  qt1b,	
  qt1e,	
  qt1f,	
  qt1i,	
  qt6a,	
  qt6d,	
  qt6e,	
  
and	
  qt6k	
  on	
  the	
  2013	
  survey.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
  

Table	
  H13	
  –Individual	
  questions	
  by	
  teacher	
  experience	
  for	
  selected	
  teacher	
  categories	
  at	
  
Green	
  Dot	
  
	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   2011 2013 

Site Category 

2013 
Question 

Item 
Nov. 
Mean 

Exp. 
Mean Difference 

Nov. 
Mean 

Exp. 
Mean Difference 

Green 
Dot 

Instruction 

qt4a 53% 51% 2% 37% 42% -5%* 
qt4b 5% 4% 1% 5% 5% -1% 
qt12a 9% 10% -1% 9% 7% 2% 
qt12b 3% 3% -1% 3% 2% 1% 
qt12c 13% 11% 2% 17% 12% 5%* 
qt1a 1% 1% 0% 2% 1% 0% 

Profession 
Development 

qt6X_1X† 1% 1% 0% 4% 5% 0% 
qt6b_1c 2% 2% 1% 4% 3% 2%* 
qt6c_1d 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%* 
qt6f_1g 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% -1% 
qt6g 1% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 
qt6h 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 
qt6i 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
qt6j_1h 1% 1% 0% 3% 3% 0% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years. †	
  The	
  question	
  qt6X_1X	
  refers	
  to	
  combines	
  questions	
  qt1b,	
  qt1e,	
  qt1f,	
  qt1i,	
  qt6a,	
  qt6d,	
  qt6e,	
  
and	
  qt6k	
  on	
  the	
  2013	
  survey.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
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Table	
  H14	
  –Individual	
  questions	
  by	
  teacher	
  experience	
  for	
  selected	
  teacher	
  categories	
  at	
  
PUC	
  
	
  	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   2011 2013 

Site Category 

2013 
Question 

Item 
Nov. 
Mean 

Exp. 
Mean Difference 

Nov. 
Mean 

Exp. 
Mean Difference 

PUC 

Instruction 

qt4a 45% 50% -5% 37% 39% -2% 
qt4b 6% 6% 1% 4% 5% 0% 
qt12a 11% 10% 2% 8% 8% 0% 
qt12b 4% 4% 0% 3% 3% 0% 
qt12c 13% 10% 3% 19% 15% 4%* 
qt1a 1% 1% 0% 2% 2% 0% 

Profession 
Development 

qt6X_1X† 2% 2% -1% 5% 6% -1% 
qt6b_1c 2% 1% 1% 3% 1% 2%* 
qt6c_1d 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% -1%* 
qt6f_1g 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 
qt6g 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0%* 
qt6h 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 
qt6i 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 
qt6j_1h 1% 1% -1% 3% 3% 0% 

Note:	
  *	
  Statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  at	
  the	
  5	
  percent	
  level.	
  See	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  question	
  item	
  descriptions	
  and	
  
mapping	
  between	
  years. †	
  The	
  question	
  qt6X_1X	
  refers	
  to	
  combines	
  questions	
  qt1b,	
  qt1e,	
  qt1f,	
  qt1i,	
  qt6a,	
  qt6d,	
  qt6e,	
  
and	
  qt6k	
  on	
  the	
  2013	
  survey.	
  
Source:	
  Authors’	
  calculations	
  based	
  on	
  teacher	
  surveys	
  from	
  2011	
  and	
  2013	
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