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development programs define and measure leadership success, with a focus on improving

student experiences and strengthening partnerships.
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Executive
Summary

Introduction

This capstone project examines how Bank Street College of Education
defines, measures, and evaluates success within its rapidly expanding
leadership preparation programs, with a particular focus on the National
Aspiring Principals Fellowship®. As Bank Street’'s programs have scaled
across diverse states and districts, the institution has encountered
growing tensions between adaptability and consistency in leadership
development. Despite high enrollment and positive feedback, Bank Street
lacks a cohesive definition and measurement of success, limiting its ability
to assess program effectiveness and meet the needs of students, faculty,
partner districts, and accrediting bodies.

Brian Bereman
Charity Davidson
Samantha Garrison
Samantha Gordan




From Promise to Practice

Project Questions

This capstone is guided by four core project questions:

1.How do Bank Street faculty and staff currently define and measure success
in their leadership development programs?
2.How do stakeholders define success within leadership programs, and how
does this align with participants’ experiences?
a.What program components contribute to achieving success in
leadership programs?
b.What program components create barriers or hinder success in
leadership programs?

\Y/[=1d aTeTe [e][e]e)Y;

To address the project’s core questions, the team used a mixed-methods research
design that balanced quantitative and qualitative approaches to capture both
measurable outcomes and the nuanced experiences of participants. The study
engaged a diverse range of stakeholders through focus groups with alumni, current
students, faculty, and New Leaders administrators, as well as one-on-one interviews
with program staff. These discussions provided rich, firsthand perspectives on the
program'’s strengths and challenges. Surveys were then administered to both
alumni and current participants from the past three years, ensuring broad
representation and capturing quantitative trends in perceptions of leadership
readiness, support systems, and barriers to success.

Throughout data collection, the project prioritized inclusivity, aiming to reflect the
voices of all key stakeholder groups. Analysis integrated qualitative thematic coding
using ATLAS.ti for interviews and focus group transcripts, alongside quantitative
methods such as descriptive statistics and cross-tabulation for survey responses.
This dual approach allowed for a robust, multi-layered understanding of how
success is defined, measured, and experienced within Bank Street's leadership
programs
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Problem of Practice

Bank Street’'s Graduate School of Education faces a significant challenge: the
absence of a holistic, institution-wide approach to defining and measuring
leadership program success. The college’s leadership curricula are guided by
national standards—Professional Standards for Educational Leaders (PSEL) and
National Educational Leadership Preparation (NELP)—but these standards are
not consistently applied or integrated across program elements. This lack of
alignment creates confusion among stakeholders and undermines the college’s
ability to demonstrate the impact of its programs. Additionally, administrative
inefficiencies, communication gaps, and financial barriers further complicate
the student and faculty experience, highlighting the need for a more coherent
and equitable evaluation framework

Literature Review &
Conceptual Framework

The project is grounded in a synthesis of literature on leadership development,
evaluation models, and stakeholder-driven assessment. Key frameworks include
the PSEL and NELP standards, which provide competency benchmarks for
leadership preparation, and models such as Kirkpatrick's Four Levels of
Evaluation and Guskey's multi-level professional development assessment. The
literature underscores the importance of experiential learning, mentorship,
equity-focused training, and longitudinal evaluation in fostering effective
leadership development.

The project’s conceptual framework is anchored in the EvaluLEAD model, which
emphasizes episodic (short-term), developmental (long-term), and
transformative (systemic) outcomes across individual, organizational, and
societal domains. EvaluLEAD integrates both evidential (quantitative,
measurable) and evocative (qualitative, narrative) data, supporting a
comprehensive, stakeholder-centered approach to program evaluation.
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Findings & Recommendations

Finding #1: Program Strength

Relational learning components
emerged as foundational to
transformative leadership development.
Mentorship was described as both
instructional and affirming, while
practicum-based learning enabled real-
world application of leadership theories.
Peer collaboration fostered critical
dialogue and collective efficacy,
supporting equity-minded leadership
growth.

Finding #2: Barriers to Effectiveness

Disjointed communication, inconsistent
instruction, and vague expectations
served as barriers to success. Students
and faculty reported confusion over
logistical and curricular matters, with
information often siloed or delayed.
These challenges disproportionately
impacted students managing multiple
responsibilities.

Recommendation: Establish a
centralized communication hub

Create a digital platform serving as
the program’s “single source of
truth” for administrative, curricular,
and policy information. This hub will
reduce confusion, promote equity,
and improve coordination among
students, faculty, and mentors.
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Findings & Recommendations

Finding #3: Lack of Shared Definition of
Success

Stakeholders demonstrated varying
understandings of what constitutes
program success, leading to misalignment
across instructional design, practicum
goals, and assessment practices. The
absence of a unified Graduate Success
Profile contributed to fragmented learning
experiences and inconsistent student
preparation.

Recommendation: Develop a Graduate
Success Profile

Articulate the core competencies,
mindsets, and professional dispositions
expected of program graduates. This
profile should guide curriculum,
assessment, mentorship, and program
evaluation, ensuring consistency and
transparency for all stakeholders.

Finding #4: Inconsistent Standards
Application

While PSEL and NELP standards inform
program design, their application across
courses and instructors lacked cohesion.
Adjunct faculty, in particular, reported
minimal training on these standards,
resulting in uneven student exposure and
assessment.

Recommendation: Build a Program
Logic Model

Develop a visual and conceptual
roadmap that clarifies the relationships
between program resources, activities,
outputs, and outcomes. This model
should be co-constructed with
stakeholders to ensure relevance,
ownership, and alignment with
institutional goals and national
standard.
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Executive
Summary

Conclusion

This project highlights both the strengths and challenges of Bank Street’s
leadership preparation programs. Relational learning, mentorship, and
real-world application are powerful drivers of leadership growth, but
administrative inefficiencies, communication gaps, and inconsistent
standards impede program coherence and equity. By implementing a
logic model, centralized communication hub, and Graduate Success
Profile, Bank Street can foster a more cohesive, transparent, and impactful
approach to leadership development—one that aligns with its mission,
supports its stakeholders, and prepares graduates to lead in diverse
educational contexts.




INTRODUCTION

Bank Street College of Education is a progressive institution in New York City with over
a century of commitment to child development, teacher preparation, and educational leadership.
In recent years, the Graduate School of Education has expanded its national influence through a
flagship partnership with New Leaders to co-lead the National Aspiring Principals Fellowship®,
a part-time, online, job-embedded leadership certification and master’s program that prepares
educators—particularly educators of color—for principal roles across the country.

As the Fellowship has rapidly expanded across diverse states, cities, and partner districts,
Bank Street has encountered growing tensions between the need for program adaptability and the
requirement for consistency and integrity in leadership development. Despite high enrollment,
positive feedback, and a mission-aligned approach, the institution currently lacks a cohesive
definition of success across its leadership programs, limiting its ability to measure effectiveness,
ensure quality, and meet the needs of multiple stakeholders, including students, faculty, partner
districts, and accrediting bodies.

The goal of this capstone project is to illuminate and address the tensions in ways that
reflect institutional values, meet stakeholder priorities, and support continuous improvement.
Through qualitative and quantitative research, the project explores how leadership success is
defined and measured, which program components are most effective, and what barriers limit
consistency and alignment across partnerships.

This white paper starts with an overview of the organization and the specific problem of
practice, followed by a literature review and conceptual framework. It then outlines the project’s

guiding questions, methodology, findings, and analysis. The report ends with implications,



recommendations, and limitations, offering Bank Street a roadmap for improving its leadership

development approach and defining success on its own terms.

BANK STREET COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

Bank Street College of Education, founded in 1916, is a pioneering institution dedicated
to progressive education and child development. Originally established as the Bureau of
Educational Experiments by Lucy Sprague Mitchell, the college has grown into a multifaceted
organization committed to advancing education through innovative practices, research, and
community engagement. The college’s approach, rooted in John Dewey’s revolutionary ideas,
emphasizes active participation, holistic growth, and the combination of scientific methods with
artistic creativity in teaching. This philosophy has guided Bank Street’s mission to improve
education and strengthen communities for over a century.

Bank Street’s mission extends beyond traditional education, aiming to advance the
education of children and their teachers by applying knowledge about learning and growth while
connecting teaching to the real world. The college’s vision encompasses strengthening
individuals and communities through education, promoting social justice, and fostering
inclusivity.

Bank Street’s organizational structure comprises three major divisions:

e Children's Programs, which provide direct services to children and families, including
the Bank Street School for Children (ages 3—14), the Family Center (serving infants
and toddlers), and a suite of after-school and summer offerings.

e Innovation, Policy, and Research (IPR), launched in 2009, incubates new programs
and leads applied research initiatives that influence national and local education

policy.



e Graduate School of Education, which houses a wide array of teacher and leadership
preparation programs. In the 2024-2025 academic year, the Graduate School enrolled
680 students across 32 accredited teacher preparation programs and 6 accredited
leadership preparation programs. These culminate in master’s degrees or master’s
degrees with administrator certification.
Demographic data for the current graduate student population include:

e Gender: 85% female, 15% male

e Race/Ethnicity: 5% Asian, 17% African American, 18% Latinx, 37% White, 3%

biracial, 3% international, 18% unknown

One of the Graduate School’s largest and fastest-growing initiatives is the National
Aspiring Principals Fellowship®, a collaboration between Bank Street College of Education and
New Leaders, supported by funding from Bloomberg Philanthropies. This selective program is
designed for full-time educators of color who are committed to advancing equity in education.
Through a hybrid model—combining synchronous online learning, mentorship, coaching, and
job-embedded practice—Bank Street supports candidates in earning master’s degrees and/or
principal licensure.

The National Aspiring Principals Fellowship® is notable for its nationwide reach and
mission-focused approach. In just two years, the program has grown from serving 50 educators
in three cities to enrolling over 120 educators from more than 30 cities across 22 states. It tackles
systemic barriers in leadership pathways by intentionally recruiting educators of color and
offering intensive training in instructional leadership, equity-based practices, and change

management. The Fellowship is grounded in leadership standards and features a hybrid



curriculum that blends synchronous online classes, mentorship, coaching, and district
collaborations.

While New Leaders handles recruitment, district partnerships, and leadership coaching,
Bank Street leads the academic instruction and degree conferral. This division of responsibilities
requires high levels of coordination, clear communication, and alignment in mission and
execution. As a result, New Leaders is a core partner and primary stakeholder in this capstone
project, alongside Bank Street’s faculty, students, alumni, and administrative leadership.

The complexity of this partnership presents both strengths and challenges for Bank
Street’s leadership preparation work. On one hand, the Fellowship has extended Bank Street’s
national influence and attracted a more diverse pool of educational leaders. On the other hand,
scaling rapidly across different states and districts has raised questions around consistency,
program integrity, alignment with institutional values, and sustainable partnership management.

This capstone project aims to inform decisions related to leadership program design,
success metrics, and evaluation strategies. By examining how Bank Street defines and measures
success—particularly in this collaborative context—this study aims to promote program

coherence, foster stakeholder trust, and facilitate continuous quality improvement.



PROBLEM OF PRACTICE

Bank Street currently faces a significant challenge in measuring their success in a way
that fully aligns with their stated commitments and accreditation standards. With collaborative
partnerships across multiple entities, the organization lacks a clear and consistent definition and
measurement of success. This challenge affects their ability to evaluate the effectiveness of their
programs and is believed to influence the satisfaction of partner organizations and participants.

Currently, all program learning is designed with one of two sets of standards in mind: the
Professional Standards for Educational Leaders (PSEL) and the National Educational Leadership
Preparation (NELP) Program Recognition Standards. While they share significant similarities,
there are some key differences in their focus and application. Both sets of standards emphasize
the importance of educational leaders promoting the success and well-being of each student and
adult in the school community. They share common themes, including developing a shared
vision, fostering a supportive school culture, promoting equity and cultural responsiveness,
supporting effective instruction and assessment, engaging families and the community, managing
school operations, and developing professional capacity. However, the PSEL standards are
broader in scope and intended to guide the practice of educational leaders across their careers. In
contrast, the NELP standards are more specifically focused on the preparation of new building-
level leaders.

A significant difference is that the NELP standards include a dedicated standard
(Standard 8) on internship requirements, which is not present in the PSEL standards. The NELP
standards also place a stronger emphasis on candidates demonstrating specific skills and
practices, with each component including both content knowledge and educational leadership

skills that programs must provide evidence for. In contrast, the PSEL standards are more broadly



framed around leadership domains. Additionally, the NELP standards incorporate more explicit
language around technology integration, data use, and developing systems and processes within
the school context. While both sets of standards address ethics, the NELP standards separate
ethics (Standard 2) from equity and cultural responsiveness (Standard 3), whereas PSEL
combines these in a single standard.

An additional layer of consideration is Bank Street’s accreditation. Currently Bank Street
is accredited by The Middle States Commission on Higher Education (MSCHE), whose
accreditation protocol consists of seven comprehensive standards and 15 requirements that guide
institutions seeking or maintaining accreditation. These standards cover aspects of higher
education institutions, including mission and goals, ethics and integrity, student learning
experience, student support, educational effectiveness assessment, planning and resources, and
governance and administration. The MSCHE standards emphasize a clear institutional mission
aligned with educational goals, ethical practices, academic freedom, and diverse perspectives.
They focus on rigorous learning experiences, student support, and educational effectiveness
assessment for continuous improvement. The standards also stress adequate planning, resources,
and infrastructure, as well as effective governance and qualified leadership to support the
institution's mission and goals. The Requirements of Affiliation cover essential elements such as
authorization to operate, active student enrollment, compliance with government regulations and
Commission policies, financial stability, and a core of qualified faculty.

All these resources are leveraged to guide curriculum design and facilitation, with the
NELP and the PSEL having the most consistent influence on design. And yet, a question

remains. What does it mean to graduate from Bank Street Graduate School of Education? What



is the profile of a leader that a partner can expect when a graduate presents their certification?
What is success for Bank Street as an organization?

Without a cohesive definition and measurement of success that integrates these diverse
standards, Bank Street struggles to comprehensively evaluate program effectiveness. This lack of
alignment not only impacts the institution's ability to measure success but also influences the
satisfaction of partner organizations and participants, who rely on clear and consistent outcomes
from graduates. The problem of practice, then, centers on this core issue: Bank Street lacks a
shared, stakeholder-informed definition of success for its leadership programs, which hinders
coherence, evaluation, and effective communication of impact. This misalignment undermines
coherence, hampers practical evaluation, and complicates communication about the program’s
impact. Ultimately, it restricts Bank Street’s ability to scale its programs while remaining true to
its values. This misalignment undermines coherence, hampers practical evaluation, and
complicates communication about the program’s impact. Ultimately, it restricts Bank Street’s

ability to scale its programs while remaining true to its values.



SYNTHESIS OF EVIDENCE

Introduction to Synthesis

Understanding how leadership programs define, and measure success is essential for
evaluating their effectiveness and ensuring alignment with institutional goals and accreditation
standards. This literature review examines existing research on leadership development
frameworks, evaluation models, and stakeholder-driven assessments to understand how
leadership programs comprehensively assess their impact. The review is structured around four
leading questions that guide the inquiry: (1) How do existing leadership programs define and
measure success, and what frameworks or standards are most used? (2) What program
components or practices have been shown to contribute to leadership development and
participant success effectively? (3) What barriers or challenges are commonly identified in
leadership program design, implementation, or evaluation, and how are they addressed? and (4)
How do leadership programs align evaluation metrics with participants' experiences and
outcomes to ensure meaningful and actionable insights? Given Bank Street College of
Education's commitment to progressive education and equity-focused leadership, this review
critically examines whether conventional evaluation approaches align with the institution's
mission and pedagogical philosophy. By integrating these insights, this review aims to inform
leadership program evaluation, ensuring that assessment methods reflect institutional values and
the evolving demands of the education sector.

Synthesis Question 1: How do existing leadership programs define and measure success, and
what frameworks or standards are most commonly used (e.g., NELP)?

Leadership programs define and measure success through standardized competency

frameworks, evaluation models, and stakeholder-driven assessments. The National Educational



Leadership Preparation (NELP) Standards and the Professional Standards for Educational
Leaders (PSEL) serve as primary benchmarks for assessing leadership competencies (NPBEA,
2015; NPBEA, 2018a). The NELP Standards emphasize preparing new educational leaders by
focusing on internship experiences, equity-driven leadership, and data-informed decision-
making, ensuring aspiring school leaders demonstrate proficiency in real-world leadership
contexts (U.S. Department of Education, 2018). In contrast, PSEL provides broader guidelines
applicable throughout a leader's career, centering on mission-driven leadership, ethical
responsibilities, and instructional improvement (NPBEA, 2023). These frameworks serve dual
purposes: maintaining accreditation for educational leadership programs and ensuring that
leadership development aligns with state, district, and institutional expectations (Murphy &
Smylie, 2016). However, while these standardized frameworks provide consistency, they may
not fully capture the progressive, student-centered, and community-oriented leadership approach
emphasized at institutions like Bank Street.

To evaluate the effectiveness of leadership programs, institutions employ evaluation
models that go beyond simple competency assessments. Kirkpatrick's Four Levels of Evaluation
remains a popular model, analyzing leadership development through reaction, learning, behavior,
and results. This allows institutions to gauge both immediate participant satisfaction and long-
term impacts of the program (Kirkpatrick & Kirkpatrick, 2006). Likewise, Guskey's model for
evaluating professional development assesses learning at various levels, focusing on how
training influences organizational support, changes in leadership behavior, and student learning
outcomes (Guskey, 2000). The research highlights that measuring leadership program success
should go beyond knowledge gain to include the practical application of skills in real-world

leadership scenarios (Salas et al., 2012). By integrating these evaluation approaches, leadership



programs can broaden their assessments beyond accreditation requirements and gain a deeper
understanding of how well-prepared graduates are for leadership roles in various educational
settings.

Stakeholder-driven evaluation is vital in defining the success of leadership programs.
Stakeholder Theory highlights the importance of balancing the expectations of multiple groups,
including students, faculty, partner organizations, and accrediting bodies, ensuring leadership
training aligns with institutional values and workforce needs. This approach involves all
stakeholders in the process, making them feel essential to the program's success. The Responsive
Evaluation Model focuses on stakeholder concerns, ensuring leadership programs are evaluated
based on practical effectiveness rather than strict institutional metrics. The Community-Based
Participatory Research (CBPR) Model involves partner organizations, alumni, and faculty in the
research process, allowing institutions to co-develop success metrics that reflect progressive
education principles. Additionally, Utilization-Focused Evaluation guarantees that program
assessments are immediately usable, helping faculty and administrators improve leadership
curricula. Lastly, Democratic Evaluation encourages broad stakeholder participation, ensuring
leadership programs stay fair and culturally responsive key for institutions like Bank Street that
prioritize social justice and inclusion.

Besides frameworks and evaluation models, institutional partnerships are essential in
defining and measuring the success of leadership programs. Collaborative leadership initiatives,
such as those in urban school districts, focus on culturally responsive leadership to meet the
diverse needs of students and educators (Khalifa, 2018). Research shows that effective leadership
development combines field-based learning with structured mentorship, highlighting experiential

learning as a key success factor (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006). Similarly, studies on school



leadership preparation programs indicate that leadership success is closely tied to the alignment
of program curricula, field experiences, and professional competencies (Johnson, 2007). The
Leadership for Learning Improvement Model emphasizes the importance of context-specific
leadership development that aligns with institutional missions and the changing demands of
school leadership roles (The Wallace Foundation, 2010).

Leadership programs must also consider the sustainability of leadership training and how
success is measured beyond immediate participant outcomes. Research indicates that leadership
programs with strong follow-up engagement—such as alumni networks, continued professional
development, and on-the-job coaching—demonstrate a more significant long-term impact
(Stawiski et al., 2020). Institutions incorporating longitudinal assessments of graduates'
performance, school outcomes, and retention rates provide a more comprehensive picture of
leadership program success (Patterson et al., 2020). Effective leadership programs measure
success based on organizational culture shifts rather than individual achievements alone (Pruitt &
Silverman, 2015). These factors highlight that measuring leadership effectiveness must extend
beyond graduation rates and certification attainment and examine ongoing contributions to
school improvement and community engagement.

Ultimately, the need for a hybrid evaluation model that integrates competency
frameworks (PSEL/NELP), multi-level evaluation models, and stakeholder-driven assessments is
paramount. This model offers a more comprehensive, accurate, and mission-aligned measure of
success for Bank Street's leadership programs. By combining standardized competencies with
flexible, real-world evaluation methodologies, institutions can develop a holistic, responsive
approach to leadership assessment, ensuring alignment with institutional commitments and the

evolving demands of the education sector. This approach will help Bank Street maintain its



progressive leadership identity while demonstrating measurable success to accrediting bodies
and partner organizations.

Synthesis Question 2: What program components or practices have been shown to effectively
contribute to leadership development and participant success?

Effective leadership development programs incorporate structured learning experiences,
experiential learning opportunities, mentorship, and ongoing assessment to ensure participant
success. The literature suggests that leadership development is continuous, requiring programs to
provide foundational knowledge, applied practice, and reflective learning opportunities (Day,
2000). These elements ensure leadership skills are developed in context, allowing participants to
apply their learning meaningfully.

A key component of successful leadership programs is experiential learning, which
enables participants to engage in real-world applications of leadership theories. Programs
integrating action learning and reflective practice allow participants to experiment with
leadership strategies and assess their effectiveness (McCulla & Degenhardt, 2015). Additionally,
immersive experiences such as global practicums and cross-cultural learning engagements
enhance leadership adaptability, a critical factor in preparing leaders for diverse educational
contexts (Wan et al., 2023).

A second key component is mentorship and coaching, which support leadership
development by guiding experienced professionals. Leadership immersion programs that
emphasize mentor relationships and structural diversity demonstrate significant growth in
leadership capacity (Collins & Rosch, 2018). Effective mentorship programs create peer learning

communities that foster collaboration, accountability, and professional growth.



Equity and inclusion are also central to effective leadership development. Programs
prioritizing culturally responsive leadership and diverse perspectives contribute to more inclusive
leadership outcomes. Research highlights the importance of gender representation and diversity
in leadership training, with evidence showing that structural barriers and biases can impact
leadership development for underrepresented groups (Wong et al., 2018). Addressing these
challenges through targeted mentorship, inclusive curriculum, and support structures improves
access to leadership opportunities for all participants.

Sustainability in leadership development programs is another critical component.
Programs that incorporate long-term evaluation and continuous learning models ensure that
leadership training has a lasting impact (Liaqat et al., 2024). Evaluating leadership development
through longitudinal assessments and participant feedback mechanisms allows institutions to
refine their programs and align them with evolving organizational needs (Njah et al., 2021).

Moreover, program structure and retention strategies influence participant success.
Retention-focused programs emphasizing academic support and leadership identity formation
contribute to higher success rates, particularly for historically marginalized populations (Carthell
et al., 2020). The effectiveness of leadership programs is further enhanced when participants
engage in collaborative networks and institutional partnerships, which provide opportunities for
professional development beyond the formal training experience (LaPointe et al., 2007).

Effective leadership development programs integrate experiential learning, mentorship,
equity-focused practices, sustainability models, and long-term evaluation. Adopting these
components for Bank Street College of Education can enhance leadership training, ensuring
alignment with institutional values and accreditation standards while preparing leaders for

complex educational environments.



Synthesis Question 3: What barriers or challenges are commonly identified in leadership
program design, implementation, or evaluation, and how are they addressed?

Leadership development programs often encounter significant design, implementation,
and evaluation challenges. Several key barriers consistently emerge across organizations,
hindering the effectiveness of these initiatives. One major obstacle is the misalignment between
leadership programs and the broader organizational context and strategy. Many programs adopt a
one-size-fits-all approach, failing to account for the unique needs, culture, and strategic priorities
of different business units or departments (Beer et al., 2016). This lack of customization can
render the training less relevant and applicable for participants.

Another critical barrier is insufficient support and modeling from senior leadership.
When top executives do not fully endorse or demonstrate the desired leadership behaviors, it
undermines the overall effectiveness of development efforts. Leaders need to actively champion
these programs and show genuine commitment to the new approaches being taught (Bjork &
Richardson, 1998). Many leadership training initiatives focus narrowly on developing individual
competencies without addressing the broader organizational systems, structures, and practices
that can impede the application of newly acquired skills. This failure to consider the systemic
barriers within the organization can lead to frustration as participants find themselves unable to
implement changes due to entrenched processes or cultural norms (Beer et al., 2016).

There is often insufficient integration of leadership development with on-the-job
application. Programs tend to rely heavily on classroom-based training without providing
adequate opportunities for participants to apply their learning in real work situations. This
disconnect between training content and actual organizational challenges can limit knowledge

transfer and skills in the workplace (Cacioppe, 1998). Lastly, many leadership development



programs lack proper follow-up and reinforcement. One-time training events without ongoing
support, coaching, or practice opportunities will unlikely result in sustained behavior change or
skill application. For leadership development to be truly effective, learning needs to be
embedded in day-to-day work, with continuous reinforcement and opportunities for application
over time (Beer et al., 2016).

Organizations can take several approaches to address these challenges. First, they should
align programs with strategy and assess readiness by carefully diagnosing organizational needs
and aligning development efforts with strategic priorities (Beer et al., 2016). Second, securing
visible senior leadership support is crucial to actively involve senior leaders in program design
and delivery (Bjork & Richardson, 1998). Third, organizations must address systemic barriers by
identifying and modifying organizational practices, systems, and structures that may impede the
application of new leadership approaches (Beer et al., 2016). Fourth, integrating on-the-job
learning by incorporating action learning projects, coaching, and other experiential methods to
apply skills to real work challenges is essential (Cacioppe, 1998). Finally, ongoing reinforcement
through follow-up coaching, peer support groups, and other mechanisms to sustain learning and
behavior change over time is critical (Beer et al., 2016).

Hunter and Larsen (2025) provide additional insights into the challenges of implementing
innovative leadership development programs, particularly in educational settings. Their study of
a pilot project called "School Improvement Seminars" highlights the importance of embedding
training for future leaders in their districts, allowing them to develop a deeper understanding of
the culture and context in which their leadership will be applied. This approach aligns with the
need for contextually relevant clinical experience emphasized by other researchers in the field.

However, Hunter and Larsen also encountered significant barriers in implementing their



innovative program within the university system. They found that the complex hierarchical
structure of universities can impede communication and decision-making processes, slowing
down the pace of change. The question of "who is in control?" emerged as a significant
challenge, as multiple layers of leadership within the loosely coupled bureaucratic system
complicated the change initiative.

Hunter and Larsen emphasize the importance of detailed and frequent communication
with all stakeholders to overcome these barriers. They found that regular progress reports and
detailed reviews of key meetings and decisions helped nudge decision-makers to take action and
maintain support for the project. Public documentation of processes and decisions also helped
hold individuals accountable and avoided potential project-ending delays.

Companies and educational institutions can design more effective leadership
development initiatives that drive meaningful change and performance improvement by taking a
more holistic, context-sensitive approach that addresses individual and organizational factors.
This requires moving beyond traditional classroom training to create an integrated system that
aligns strategy, organizational design, and talent development while navigating the complex
bureaucratic structures that can impede innovation and change.

Synthesis Question 4: How do leadership programs align evaluation metrics with participants'
experiences and outcomes to ensure meaningful, actionable insights?

Leadership development programs must balance standardized evaluation metrics with
participant-centered assessments to generate meaningful, actionable insights. Research suggests
that leadership program evaluations must be multidimensional, integrating objective performance
measures and subjective participant experiences to capture the full development scope (Black &

Earnest, 2009). Traditional evaluation models, such as competency-based assessments and 360-



degree feedback mechanisms, offer structured ways to measure leadership growth; however, they
often fail to incorporate participants' lived experiences, which are essential for contextualizing
outcomes (Kintu & Zhu, 2021).

One approach to aligning evaluation with participant experience is using outcome-based
evaluation frameworks, assessing short-term and long-term leadership competency development.
Packard and Loring (2013) emphasize that leadership programs should measure immediate skill
acquisition and track sustained behavioral changes over time. Similarly, Martineau and Hannum
(2004) argue that leadership programs should incorporate longitudinal studies to evaluate how
well program graduates apply leadership concepts in real-world settings. This perspective is
especially relevant to Bank Street's leadership programs, where success is defined by a leader's
ability to implement progressive, student-centered educational practices.

Participant-centered assessment models, which emphasize self-reflection and real-world
application (Shek & Yu, 2019), are critical factors in aligning evaluation metrics with participant
experience. Leadership programs that integrate self-reported growth measures with objective
skill assessments create a more comprehensive picture of program effectiveness (Lamm et al.,
2016). For example, Development Dimensions International (DDI) highlights assessment centers
as practical tools for evaluating leadership potential, as they simulate real-world scenarios and
allow participants to demonstrate leadership competencies in action (DDI, n.d.).

Moreover, context-driven evaluation frameworks acknowledge the role of leadership
development within different institutional and community settings. Gauthier and Pettit (2023)
argue that leadership evaluations must account for contextual variables such as organizational
culture, resource availability, and stakeholder expectations. This perspective aligns with Bank

Street's need to evaluate leadership programs within the diverse contexts of its partner schools



and educational institutions. By embedding qualitative methods such as structured interviews and
focus groups, leadership programs can better understand how participants interpret and apply
learned leadership strategies (Oregon WIC Program, 2010).

Integrating mixed-methods evaluation models further strengthens the alignment between
metrics and participant experience. By combining quantitative outcome measures (such as
performance assessments, promotions, or behavioral observations) with qualitative insights (such
as participant feedback and reflective journaling), leadership programs can ensure that
evaluations reflect the full complexity of leadership growth (Kintu & Zhu, 2021). Bank Street's
leadership programs can leverage these insights by designing evaluation tools incorporating
competency-based metrics and participant-driven narratives, ensuring that leadership
development remains relevant and impactful in diverse educational settings.

Relevance for Bank Street College of Education

This literature review highlights several critical insights relevant to Bank Street College
of Education's challenge in defining and measuring leadership program success. First,
standardized frameworks such as the National Educational Leadership Preparation (NELP) and
Professional Standards for Educational Leaders (PSEL) provide structured competency
benchmarks that help maintain accreditation and align leadership training with national
expectations. However, these frameworks alone do not fully capture the progressive, student-
centered, and community-driven leadership approach emphasized at Bank Street. While
competency frameworks provide consistency, they must be supplemented with more dynamic
evaluation models that assess real-world application and participant impact.

Second, effective leadership programs integrate experiential learning, structured
mentorship, equity-focused training, and sustainability models to ensure long-term success. Bank

Street can strengthen its leadership programs by incorporating immersive, hands-on learning



experiences that align with its mission of social justice and progressive education. Furthermore,
mentorship and coaching structures must be enhanced to provide sustained support for leadership
development beyond coursework.

Third, leadership programs face common barriers related to misalignment with
organizational strategy, lack of systemic support, and insufficient real-world application. Bank
Street must navigate these challenges by fostering deeper alignment between its leadership
curricula and institutional goals while ensuring that leadership training reflects the complexities
of diverse school environments. Additionally, the integration of stakeholder-driven
assessments—such as community-based evaluation models and participatory research
approaches—can provide a more holistic measure of leadership effectiveness.

Finally, leadership program evaluations must balance standardized assessment tools with
participant-centered approaches to capture competency development and lived experiences. Bank
Street can enhance its evaluation metrics by leveraging mixed-methods assessments, integrating
qualitative feedback mechanisms, and ensuring that leadership training aligns with the evolving
demands of its partner organizations. By adopting a hybrid evaluation model incorporating
competency frameworks, multi-level evaluation methods, and stakeholder-driven assessments,
Bank Street can develop a more comprehensive, accurate, and mission-aligned measure of
leadership program success.

Ultimately, the findings from this literature review reinforce the importance of
developing a rigorous and adaptable leadership program assessment strategy. This will ensure
that Bank Street's programs remain responsive to the needs of its graduates, partner schools, and

the broader educational landscape



CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Assessing the effectiveness of leadership development programs requires a
comprehensive, multidimensional framework that captures both tangible outcomes and more
profound, transformative impacts. Traditional evaluation models often prioritize competency-
based metrics and standardized benchmarks, which provide necessary structure but may fail to
account for leadership growth's nuanced, context-dependent nature fully. A more flexible and
stakeholder-driven evaluation model is essential for institutions like Bank Street College of
Education, which emphasize progressive education, social justice, and holistic development.

Given these complexities, the EvaluLEAD framework provides an ideal lens to examine
the effectiveness of Bank Street's leadership programs. Unlike rigid, compliance-driven models,
EvaluLEAD is stakeholder-driven, incorporating quantitative and qualitative methods to allow
for an assessment that reflects the diverse experiences of program participants, faculty, and
partner organizations. This emphasis on stakeholder involvement ensures that evaluations are not
only comprehensive but also inclusive, making everyone feel integral to the evaluation process.
EvaluLEAD aligns with Bank Street's mission to develop leaders who create meaningful change
in their schools and communities by integrating a focus on episodic, developmental, and
transformative results across individual and organizational domains.

This section explores how EvaluLEAD serves as the conceptual foundation for this study,
offering a structured yet adaptable approach to measuring leadership program success. The
discussion will outline the framework's key components, its relevance to Bank Street's leadership
initiatives, and its connections to existing educational leadership standards, such as the
Professional Standards for Educational Leaders (PSEL) and the National Educational Leadership

Preparation (NELP) standards.



The EvaluLEAD framework offers a comprehensive, open-systems approach to
evaluating leadership development programs, making it highly relevant to this area of inquiry. At
its core, EvaluLEAD emphasizes the dynamic and reciprocal relationships among key factors:
context, result types, domains of impact, and forms of inquiry as shown in Figure 1 (Grove,
Kibel, & Haas, 2005). Context refers to the cultural, organizational, and societal environments in
which leadership development occurs, shaping and being shaped by leadership practices. The
framework identifies three interrelated results forms—episodic, developmental, and
transformative. Episodic results are specific, time-bound outcomes, such as completing
leadership training or achieving certification benchmarks. Developmental results refer to
progressive changes over time, like the enhancement of leadership competencies or shifts in
organizational practices. Transformative results represent profound changes in beliefs, values,
and behaviors that lead to systemic or cultural shifts within organizations or communities. These
results unfold across three overlapping domains: the individual, organizational, and
societal/community levels, reflecting the multidimensional impact of leadership development

(Grove et al., 2005).

Key Definitions

Term Definition

Context The environment in which the program operates, including
cultural, organizational, and leadership factors.

Episodic Results Short-term, specific outcomes directly linked to program
activities.

Developmental Results Long-term changes that evolve over time.

Transformative Results Profound, fundamental changes in perspective, behavior, or
performance.

Domains of Impact The levels at which changes occur — individual, organizational.

Evidential Inquiry Collection of factual, measurable data.

Evocative Inquiry Gathering qualitative data through stories, reflections, and
personal experiences.

Table 1. EvaluLEAD Framework & Key Definitions



EvaluLEAD's dual focus on evidential and evocative inquiry strengthens its applicability
to Bank Street's leadership programs. Evidential inquiry relies on measurable, data-driven
evidence such as performance metrics and surveys, aligning with accreditation requirements like
those from the Middle States Commission on Higher Education (MSCHE, 2023). In contrast,
evocative inquiry captures qualitative, narrative-based data, including personal reflections, case
studies, and stakeholder experiences, providing a deeper understanding of the transformative
impacts of leadership programs (Grove et al., 2005). This dual approach allows for a more
nuanced evaluation that respects quantitative accountability and qualitative insight.

The integration of EvaluLEAD into Bank Street's conceptual framework is particularly
significant given the institution's progressive educational philosophy and commitment to social
justice. The framework's focus on contextual evaluation aligns with Bank Street's mission to
connect teaching to real-world experiences and promote holistic development (Bank Street
College of Education, 2024). Additionally, EvaluLEAD's emphasis on stakeholder involvement
complements Bank Street's collaborative approach, ensuring that evaluations reflect the diverse
perspectives of faculty, students, partner organizations, and accrediting bodies. This alignment is
further supported by the literature on leadership evaluation, including the Professional Standards
for Educational Leaders (PSEL) and National Educational Leadership Preparation (NELP)
standards, which emphasize leadership competencies and performance indicators (National
Policy Board for Educational Administration (NPBEA, 2015; NPBEA, 2018). EvaluLEAD also
complements established evaluation models such as Kirkpatrick's Four-Level Model, which
focuses on assessing training effectiveness (Kirkpatrick & Kirkpatrick, 2006), and Utilization-
Focused Evaluation, which prioritizes the practical application of evaluation findings (Patton,

2008).



EvaluLEAD's appropriateness for understanding Bank Street's area of inquiry lies in its
holistic, flexible, and stakeholder-centered approach. Unlike rigid, compliance-driven models,
EvaluLEAD accommodates the complexity and diversity inherent in leadership development
programs. Its adaptability ensures that evaluations are tailored to the unique contexts of different
partner organizations, instilling confidence in its ability to maintain a cohesive framework for
assessing program effectiveness. Furthermore, its emphasis on continuous learning and
improvement aligns with Bank Street's goal of fostering reflective practice and lifelong learning
among educators and leaders.

The EvaluLEAD Framework forms the foundation for this study. Unlike traditional
assessment methods that focus on linear cause-and-effect, EvaluLEAD recognizes that
leadership development happens in episodic, developmental, and transformative ways across
individual, organizational, and societal levels. Due to time limits, this study will focus only on
the individual and organizational levels. This framework will enable Bank Street to evaluate
success through immediate program results—such as skill development and stakeholder
satisfaction—as well as the influence of leadership on schools and communities. EvaluLEAD's
focus on evocative inquiry promotes a thorough exploration of qualitative insights—including
narratives, case studies, and participant reflections—offering a richer and more precise view of
program effectiveness.

Incorporating EvaluLEAD into this research aligns with existing leadership standards that
guide Bank Street's program design. The PSEL and NELP standards highlight visionary
leadership, instructional excellence, equity, community engagement, and operational
effectiveness. While PSEL offers broad leadership principles for a leader's entire career, NELP

concentrates more on preparing for building-level leadership with specific requirements for skills



demonstration, data usage, and internship experiences. Both standards support the framework,
providing clarity while maintaining the key elements of successful leadership.

Using EvaluLEAD, the project framework supported both institutional objectives and the
real experiences of those engaging with Bank Street’s programs. It fostered a comprehensive,
coherent, and adaptable approach to defining leadership success—one that combines individual

paths with systemic change.



PROJECT QUESTIONS

The project centers on four core research questions designed to reveal how success is
defined, measured, and experienced in Bank Street’s leadership programs, with a particular focus
on aligning internal practices with the needs of external stakeholders. These questions are
intentionally framed to identify areas where faculty and staff (as change agents) can enhance
program design and delivery, where stakeholders shape definitions of success, and where
organizational practices might enable or inhibit transformative impact.

Project Question 1: How do Bank Street faculty and staff currently define and measure success
in their leadership development programs? This question explores the internal logic of the
program’s evaluation practices. What are the formal and informal indicators of success used by
faculty and staff? Do they focus primarily on episodic results (e.g., course completion,
credentialing), or are they also assessing developmental outcomes (e.g., leadership growth over
time) and transformative changes (e.g., shifts in equity-oriented leadership identity)? This
question will also examine what kinds of evidential data (surveys, rubrics, performance metrics)
and evocative data (narratives, reflections) are being used, and how these inform decision-
making and accountability.

Who is expected to change? Faculty and staff—by aligning their definitions of success with
more holistic, equity-centered frameworks and by improving their capacity to evaluate those
dimensions meaningfully.

Project Question 2: How do stakeholders—including participants, alumni, and partner
organizations—define success, and how does this align with Bank Street’s evaluation practices?
Given EvaluLEAD’s emphasis on stakeholder-defined outcomes, this question seeks to

understand how definitions of success vary across constituencies. Do participants value the same



outcomes as faculty or partner organizations? Are evocative experiences (e.g., personal growth,
impact in their communities) being captured and acknowledged alongside formal assessments?
This question also probes misalignments—gaps between what is measured and what is
meaningful—and explores the implications for program trust, engagement, and improvement.
Who is expected to change? The institution—by using stakeholder perspectives to recalibrate
evaluation tools, definitions of impact, and long-term planning strategies.

Project Question 3: What leadership program components contribute to developmental and
transformative outcomes for individuals and organizations? This question addresses the drivers
of success by identifying the specific elements—such as coaching, practicum experiences,
curriculum content, or reflective practice—that generate meaningful growth. Drawing on
EvaluLEAD’s multidimensional model, we will analyze which components yield episodic gains
(e.g., completing a leadership project), support developmental growth (e.g., improved decision-
making capacity), or catalyze transformative change (e.g., shifting institutional cultures toward
equity). Attention will also be paid to whether these outcomes are equitably distributed across
program participants.

Who is expected to change? Program designers and implementers refine or expand high-impact
components and make design choices that prioritize long-term growth.

Project Question 4: What contextual or institutional barriers hinder the achievement of
meaningful leadership outcomes, and how might these be addressed?

Leadership development does not occur in a vacuum. This question investigates how
organizational structures, policies, and cultures—such as financial aid access, communication
practices, or lack of mentorship—may inhibit the realization of developmental or transformative

results. This aligns with EvaluLEAD’s attention to context and the role it plays in enabling or



constraining success. By naming these barriers, the study seeks to offer actionable strategies for
organizational change.

Who is expected to change? Bank Street as an institution—by removing systemic obstacles and
redesigning organizational supports that foster inclusive leadership development.

Together, these four questions provide a comprehensive map for evaluating the current
state of Bank Street’s leadership programs and identifying opportunities for growth. They also
reflect EvaluLEAD’s integrated approach to results (episodic, developmental, transformative),
domains (individual and organizational), forms of inquiry (evidential and evocative), and
contextual sensitivity. By centering stakeholder voices and institutional values, this inquiry will
produce findings that are both strategically actionable and mission-aligned, enabling Bank Street

to build a more coherent, adaptable, and equity-centered model for leadership preparation.



PROJECT DESIGN

This project was designed to explore how leadership success is defined, experienced, and
evaluated among participants in Bank Street's National Aspiring Principals Fellowship.
Grounded in EvaluLEAD’s equity-centered categories of impact—episodic, developmental, and
transformative—our research design intentionally prioritized diverse stakeholder voices,
coherence with institutional values, and practical relevance for improvement. Each element of
the project design, from data source selection to instrument development, was structured to align
with the conceptual framework and respond to the core tensions outlined in the problem of
practice. The following section details our instruments, sampling approach, and data collection
process.

Data Collection

The purpose of our data collection process was to obtain a comprehensive understanding
of the effectiveness of the leadership program at Bank Street Graduate School of Education
along various dimensions. To answer the project questions, a mixed method data collection
strategy was implemented. This design enabled us to explore both the measurable outcomes and
lived experiences associated with leadership development programs at Bank Street. We chose
document analysis, structured focus groups, individual interviews, and surveys to ensure a
comprehensive understanding of the program’s effectiveness and challenges from multiple
stakeholder perspectives.

Study instruments included:
e Focus group protocols for alumni, current participants, and faculty
¢ Individualized interview protocols for program administrators

e Surveys administered to alumni and participants from the past three years



These instruments were guided by our conceptual framework and informed by EvaluLEAD’s

three categories of impact: Ephemeral, Enduring, and Transformative. All questions were

reviewed to ensure alignment with these categories, and demographic questions were included

only when essential to answering the research questions (see Table 1).

What We're Measuring

Best Collection Method

EvaluLEAD Impact Category

Effectiveness of Key Program

Focus Groups (Faculty, New Leaders),

Components Surveys (Alumni & Participants) Ephemeral & Enduring
Focus Groups (Alumni, Participants),
Struggles in the Program Faculty Observations, Surveys Ephemeral & Enduring

Program Evaluation

Surveys (Alumni, Participants), Focus
Groups

Enduring & Transformative

Logistical Issues (Barriers to

Students)

Interviews (Staff), Focus Groups

(Faculty & Participants), Surveys

Ephemeral & Transformative

Table 2. EvaluLead Collection Method Matrix

Data Collections Sequence and Protocol Development

The study’s data collection process followed a sequential design:

1.

evaluation priorities/criteria.
2.

shape interview and focus group protocols.
3.

ensuring coherence and relevance across all instruments.

Document analysis initiated the process, surfacing existing definitions of success and

Interviews and focus groups followed, leveraging insights from the document analysis to

Surveys were then developed to reflect themes emerging from the qualitative phase,

This sequencing enabled us to explore emerging patterns in depth and verify them across

multiple data sources. Each item in our protocols and surveys was cross-referenced with the

conceptual framework to ensure relevance and rigor. To enhance reliability and validity, we

consulted Babbie (Chapter 5), pilot-tested all instruments with members of the partner

organization and incorporated inclusive question wording practices.




This layered, iterative design enabled the project team to identify emerging patterns across
data sources while staying responsive to the cultural and institutional nuances of Bank Street's
leadership programming. By triangulating perspectives from alums, faculty, students, and
administrators, the team generated a nuanced dataset that reflects shared understandings and
divergent viewpoints. This approach deepened the analysis and grounded it in shared language,
institutional values, and the everyday realities of aspiring school leaders.

This comprehensive, stakeholder-informed data collection design reflects our commitment to
credibility, inclusivity, and usefulness. By integrating input across stakeholder groups and
aligning the methods with established frameworks, a robust foundation for program evaluation
and continuous improvement in leadership development was established. Appendices B-D
include the full survey instruments, focus group and interview protocols. Appendix A provides a
visual timeline of our data collection sequence, illustrating the logic and flow of our design.

Sampling & Recruitment

Participants were recruited using purposive sampling in collaboration with Bank Street’s
alumni and leadership teams. We prioritized representation across a range of roles, backgrounds,
and years of participation. All alumni from the past three years and current participants were
invited to complete surveys. Focus groups and interview participants were selected based on
availability, role, and degree of program engagement. While the study is not generalizable to all
populations, sampling was designed to enable triangulation across stakeholder types.

As a result of the sampling and recruitment, the following depicts the data collection

totals by collection method:



Component Planned Status Notes

One-on-One

Interviews Yes Completed (6 participants) Successfully conducted.
Completed (2  sessions, 5

Alumni Focus Groups |Yes participants) Successfully conducted.
Completed (2  sessions,  3|Slight variation in session

Student Focus Groups |Yes participants) size, but objective met.

New Leaders Focus Completed (1 session, 3

Groups Yes participants) Successfully conducted.
Completed (1 session, 1|Low turnout, but qualitative

Faculty Focus Group |Yes participant) data was rich.

Alumni &  Student

Survey Yes Completed (41 total responses)  |Successfully conducted.

Table 3. Data Collection Totals by Method

One-on-One Interviews (6 participants): These were conducted with Bank Street staff
members to investigate the logistical, administrative, and structural challenges associated with
the leadership program. The staff provided their perspectives on the operational strain, barriers to
communication, and student support systems.

Alumni Focus Groups (2 sessions; 5 participants): Open-ended focus groups were conducted
with alumni who had successfully completed the program. The focus of these groups was to
reflect on their leadership development, the practical implications of program components, and
suggestions for improvement.

Student Focus Groups (2 sessions; 3 participants): Although two focus groups were
conducted, one was converted into a one-on-one interview because of a participant's early
departure. Students provided real-time reflections on workload, school and work balance, the
accessibility of faculty support, and how well the program aligned with their leadership goals
New Leaders Focus Group (1 session; 3 participants): This group provided real-time feedback

from individuals who currently work for the New Leaders program. The participants discussed



the challenges of integrating the development of leadership identity with academic and logistical
demands.
Faculty Focus Group (1 session; 1 participant): Even though the session was intended to be
conducted as a focus group, only one faculty member attended. This session continued to provide
valuable insights into faculty perceptions of student progress, program alignment with standards,
and communication challenges with staff.
Alumni and Student Surveys (41 total submissions): Surveys targeting both alumni and
current participants are in the final design phase and will be deployed digitally. The survey
includes Likert scale items and open-ended questions that assess perceptions of leadership
readiness, support systems, and barriers to success. These quantitative measures will serve to
complement the qualitative findings and provide broader pattern recognition.
Surveys (41 total submissions):

e Alumni Surveys: 11 responses

e Student Surveys: 30 responses

Likert-scale ratings and open-ended feedback regarding perceptions of leadership readiness,
program component effectiveness, institutional supports, and barriers to success were collected
in these surveys.

The data collection process largely proceeded as planned. Although the project team
encountered minor scheduling conflicts, and one student was unable to complete their focus
group session, valuable insights from all intended stakeholder group were collected. The
inquiry's integrity and comprehensiveness were preserved due to the adaptations made, such as
conducting individual faculty interviews and finishing the student interview, despite our desire

for broader faculty participation.



Analyzing the Data

To analyze the data, the team employed a systematic, multi-stage approach that integrated
both qualitative and quantitative methods to ensure a comprehensive understanding.
Qualitative & Quantitative Analysis

The qualitative analysis process began with careful preparation and organization of the
data collected through surveys, focus groups, one-on-one interviews, and document reviews. All
interviews were transcribed verbatim, and transcripts were meticulously cleaned and stored
securely, with identifying information removed to protect confidentiality. These materials were
organized in a secure OneDrive platform for ease of access and collaboration.

The team immersed ourselves in the data by reading through all transcripts multiple
times, making initial notes about emerging themes, patterns, or notable statements. This
familiarization stage helped lay the groundwork for deeper analysis.

Coding was conducted using ATLAS.ti, resulting in over 600 original codes. These were
grouped into four overarching categories, then refined through iterative review—ultimately
condensed into approximately 80 codes. Continued analysis and team collaboration yielded 21
final codes, which served as the foundation for identifying major thematic patterns. This process
culminated in the development of broader themes aligned to our project questions. Themes were
further reviewed for coherence, reliability, and depth. Peer feedback was incorporated to
strengthen validity, and direct participant quotes were selected to illuminate key insights.

Quantitative data were first cleaned to remove incomplete or unreliable responses and
address missing values. Descriptive statistics—such as frequencies, percentages, means, and
medians—were calculated to understand general response trends. Data visualizations, including

tables and charts, were created to support interpretation. Subsequent cross-tabulations enabled



comparisons across participant subgroups (e.g., alums, faculty, New Leaders staff), highlighting
potential variations in experience.

The analysis process was not without its challenges. Due to evolving legal and political
considerations, our partner organization restricted access to certain requested documents, which
limited our ability to triangulate findings fully. Some insights were gained through interviews;
however, the lack of internal documentation limited the depth of our analysis. Additionally, the
team initially selected Taguette as the primary tool for qualitative analysis. Upon further review,
we transitioned to Atlas.ti to better meet our analytic needs. While this tool enhanced our
capabilities, onboarding, and access challenges required additional learning time and technical
navigation.

Data and the Conceptual Framework

To make sense of the rich and varied stories emerging from participants, we turned to the
EvaluLEAD framework as a guiding structure. By mapping the emergent themes to its three core
domains—episodic, developmental, and transformative—we were able to more deeply
understand the different layers and trajectories of leadership development within the program.
This approach not only brought coherence to the data but also illuminated areas of strength and
opportunities for growth, especially in fostering more transformative learning experiences
grounded in equity and professional identity.

Episodic outcomes captured those short-term, tangible experiences that marked key
moments in participants’ journeys. These included completing a practicum, receiving targeted
mentorship, or delivering a final capstone presentation. These events offered clear and
measurable indicators of progress. However, they were often isolated in nature—important

milestones, but not always connected to broader, lasting change.



The developmental domain told a different story: one of gradual, cumulative growth.
Here, participants described increasing confidence in their leadership abilities, more nuanced
instructional decision-making, and a growing capacity to lead with data and integrity. These
changes reflected the program’s deliberate scaffolding of leadership competencies over time, and
many alums credited their experience with helping them advocate more effectively and think
more systemically about their roles as educators and leaders.

Most powerful, however, were the transformative outcomes, more profound shifts in how
participants viewed themselves and their purpose. These changes were less common but equally
meaningful. For a notable subset, especially individuals from historically marginalized
backgrounds, the program was described as life-changing. Students recounted moments of being
seen, affirmed, and challenged in ways that reshaped their sense of agency. As one participant
shared, “This program helped me see myself as a leader for the first time.” Such reflections
highlighted a profound reimagining of identity and potential—evidence of change that is not just
professional but deeply personal.

In summary, the EvaluLEAD framework offered an effective way to organize and
interpret these stories. It validated the program’s impact across various aspects while also
emphasizing a clear need: to deepen and sustain the kinds of learning that not only teach
leadership but fundamentally transform how it is experienced.

Data and the Literature

As themes emerged from the data, it became clear that many participant reflections closely
aligned with existing research on educational leadership preparation, equity, and adult learning.
This convergence not only validated the program’s design but also underscored the enduring

relevance of foundational concepts in the field.



Mentorship and coaching emerged as key strengths in participants’ experiences—frequently
described as essential sources of growth and support. These findings align with research that
highlights the importance of guided, relationship-based professional development (Darling-
Hammond et al., 2010). Participants consistently emphasized the influence of mentors who
provided not only technical guidance but also encouragement and affirmation, especially for
those navigating complex school systems.

Similarly, the emphasis on practice-based learning was strongly affirmed in the data.
Participants described their practicum and fieldwork as central to their growth, offering real-
world challenges that helped them apply theoretical knowledge in meaningful ways—an
approach supported by existing literature (Orr, 2011). The credibility of faculty with real-world
experience also stood out. Students appreciated instructors who provided practical insights in the
classroom, reflecting research that emphasizes the importance of relevance and expertise in adult
learning (Knowles, 1984).

Peer and cohort support played an equally critical role. Participants emphasized how being
part of a cohort fostered a sense of belonging, trust, and collaboration. This aligns with research
on community-based learning models that promote collective identity and shared practice
(Wenger, 1998).

At the same time, the data revealed key challenges. Despite the program’s focus on equity,
several students faced structural barriers—such as limited course options, registration problems,
and unclear policies—that interrupted their experience. These findings reflect a growing body of
research suggesting that equity must be built into both policy and infrastructure, not just intent

(Khalifa et al., 2016).



Communication and administrative inefficiencies also surfaced as primary issues.
Participants highlighted delays in information flow, inconsistent expectations, and a general lack
of institutional coherence—problems that reflect findings on the effect of hidden curricula in
leadership development settings (McLaughlin & Talbert, 2001). Additionally, the financial
burden of participation surfaced frequently, despite available scholarships. This reflects systemic
access issues that have long been recognized in leadership pipelines (Loeb et al., 2012).

While much of the data matched existing research, two important gaps appeared. First,
participants called for stronger partnerships and clearer alignment with broader policy contexts.
Second, cultural and psychological barriers—such as imposter syndrome or navigating mostly
white spaces—were present but not always systematically addressed in the program’s formal
structure. Tackling these issues will be crucial for moving forward with the program’s goals of
equity and transformative leadership development.

Partnerships and Policy Alignment

The literature strongly advocates for systemic collaborations—such as university-district
partnerships—to strengthen clinical Preparation and contextual relevance in leadership training.
However, beyond mentorship structures, little evidence of such strategic partnerships emerged in
our data. This gap suggests a missed opportunity to deepen alignment with literature-backed best
practices in program design and delivery.

Cultural and Psychological Barriers

A second notable omission was the absence of explicit narratives around imposter
syndrome, leadership identity development, and other psychological challenges. These elements
are well-documented in the literature as critical considerations for equity-focused leadership
development. Their absence from participant responses may indicate either a lack of structured

space for such discussions within the program or a gap in how these experiences are validated



and supported. Future program enhancements could benefit from surfacing and addressing these
less visible yet deeply impactful dimensions of leadership growth.

What Does the Data Tell Us?

The data from the leadership program at Bank Street reveals a complex interplay of
strengths and challenges within its structure. On the positive side, mentorship and coaching
emerged as critical supports that significantly contribute to participants' growth. Flexible
scheduling and actionable feedback were also highlighted as essential components for working
professionals. However, structural and administrative barriers, such as enrollment fees, transcript
delays, and siloed systems, were frequently cited as obstacles. Communication gaps, including
unclear financial aid policies and inconsistent messaging about program requirements, further
complicated participants' experiences. Additionally, the financial burden of tuition and fees was a
recurring theme, with some students struggling to manage costs despite scholarship
opportunities.

Project Questions Responses Based on Data
How can Bank Street faculty and staff measure success in their leadership programs?

Bank Street faculty and staff can measure the success of their leadership programs
through a combination of quantitative and qualitative metrics, focusing on both individual
achievements and the practical application of leadership skills. Quantitative measures include
graduation rates, certification exam pass rates, and assignment completion, which provide
tangible indicators of student progress. Qualitative measures emphasize curriculum alignment
with real-world challenges, participant engagement in reflective supervision, and peer
collaboration. Tools such as feedback loops, competency-based rubrics, and portfolio reviews

offer a comprehensive evaluation of students' development.



Success is also reflected in students’ ability to apply leadership skills in real-world
settings, particularly within their schools. Alum testimonials highlight how practicum
experiences, mentorship, and coaching support this application. For instance, Lucas Allen shared
how mentorship played a pivotal role in his growth: “My mentor’s support... really helped, my
principal gave me the space to proceed” (Alumni Focus Group). Similarly, Cassius Knox noted
the transformative impact of learning to analyze data critically: “It was the first time I learned to
look at data this way—not just pulling numbers but analyzing underlying issues” (Alumni Focus
Group).

However, some participants suggest that current measures could be improved to capture
the depth of leadership development better. Diana Riley observed that existing assessments
sometimes feel like a checklist rather than an authentic evaluation of skills: “If it were more
focused and deeper, I think we’d have a more authentic assessment of what the skills are that
they re developing” (Diana Riley Transcript). This feedback points to the potential value of
incorporating more reflective and performance-based assessments.

While these metrics effectively measure individual success, there is no comprehensive
evaluation framework for assessing the program as a whole. Developing such a measure could
provide valuable insights into the overall effectiveness of Bank Street’s leadership programs and
ensure alignment with broader institutional goals.

How do stakeholders define success within leadership programs, and how does this align with
participants’ experiences?

Stakeholders define success through a combination of skill acquisition, equity-focused
outcomes, and leadership impact in professional settings. Key skills such as advocacy and data-

driven decision-making are central to their vision, alongside fostering justice-oriented leadership



that promotes equity and empowerment. This aligns with participants’ experiences in many
ways, particularly through practical applications like shadowing experiences and capstone
projects. For instance, Renee Masters shared, “The program gave me the tools to advocate, to
lead, to impact my school...” (Student Focus Group), demonstrating how the program’s focus on
leadership development translates into real-world impact. Similarly, Nia Graves highlighted the
emotional and cultural responsiveness of faculty, particularly faculty of color: “They really care
about students... not at the cost of their mental health” (Alumni Focus Group), reflecting Bank
Street’s commitment to equity and holistic support.

Participants also noted areas of misalignment between stakeholder definitions of success
and their lived experiences in the program. While many appreciated the program’s practical
focus, some expressed concerns about communication gaps regarding costs, grading
inconsistencies, and administrative processes. These logistical hurdles left some participants
feeling unsupported despite the program’s overarching goals. For example, while stakeholders
emphasized equity and empowerment, unclear policies or logistical challenges sometimes
detracted from participants’ overall experience of such.

Ultimately, while stakeholders’ definitions of success—centered on leadership growth,
equity, and practical application—are primarily reflected in participants’ experiences, addressing
these misalignments could further enhance alignment and ensure that all aspects of the program
support its ambitious goals.

What program components contribute to achieving success in leadership programs?

Key program components contributing to success in leadership programs include mentorship,
practicum integration, peer support, instructor relevance, and opportunities for in-person
engagement. These elements collectively foster skill development, real-world application, and

community building.



Mentorship and Coaching: Mentorship programs connect participants with experienced
leaders who provide guidance and support. For example, Lucas Allen shared how his
mentor helped him gain principal buy-in, illustrating the practical impact of mentorship
on leadership growth (Alumni Focus Group).

Practicum Integration: The practicum serves as a bridge between coursework and real-
world leadership tasks. Students consistently valued its alignment with their academic
learning. One participant noted how the "problem of practice" mirrored actual challenges
faced by leaders, enhancing their ability to apply theoretical knowledge to practical
scenarios (Student Focus Group).

Peer Support and Cohort Models: Cohort-based learning fosters community and
professional networks among participants. Cassius Knox highlighted how his cohort
formed an ongoing network that strengthened peer-to-peer learning and collaboration
(Alumni Focus Group).

Instructor Relevance: Participants appreciated professors with direct experience in
leadership roles. One student remarked, “Every one of our professors had done the role
or they had experienced boots on the ground for the content they were teaching,”
emphasizing the importance of instructors who can provide real-life examples and honor
students’ journeys (Alumni Focus Group).

Seminars and In-Person Sessions: In-person seminars offer valuable opportunities for
connection and collaboration. Felix Gage described these sessions as transformative
moments where participants could meet peers face-to-face for the first time after virtual

interactions, strengthening relationships and engagement (New Leaders Focus Group).



Additional support included structured flexibility in coursework scheduling, integration of
PSEL standards, and use of case studies, all of which enhanced the curriculum’s relevance to
real-world leadership scenarios. Collectively, these components equipped participants with the
skills, networks, and practical experience needed to succeed in leadership roles.

What program components create barriers or hinder success in leadership programs?

Program components that create barriers or hinder success in leadership programs include
administrative inefficiencies, communication gaps, logistical challenges, and equity-related
shortcomings. These barriers can undermine participants’ experiences and their ability to engage
with the program entirely.

¢ Administrative and Structural Issues: Inefficiencies in institutional systems like
registration, billing, and grade tracking cause confusion and frustration. For example,
Talia Wren shared difficulties in knowing who to contact and the lack of textbook
reimbursements (Alumni Focus Group). Lois Henning and Elena Stratton added,
“Registration, tracking grades, [and] feedback timelines need attention if we want
leadership learning to feel coherent” (Lois Henning+ Elena Stratton Transcript).

e Delayed or Inadequate Communication: Participants frequently cited last-minute changes
to classes and program schedules as a source of stress. One participant explained,
“Notifications often came late. Spring break wasn’t clearly communicated. There was a
lack of consistency with class days too. For working professionals, knowing the schedule
ahead of time is critical” (Student Focus Group).

e Course Scheduling and Availability: Cancelled courses disrupted program sequencing
and affected financial aid eligibility for some students, delaying their progress and

increasing financial strain (Lois Henning+ Elena Stratton Transcript).



¢ Financial Concerns: Unexpected costs—such as enrollment fees not applied toward
tuition—created additional stress. These barriers were especially pronounced for
participants juggling work and school.

e Equity and Belonging Gaps: Some participants noted a lack of cultural resonance. One
shared, “Bank Street is not an HBCU... there’s a different vibe that can’t be replicated”
(Student Focus Group). Others expressed disappointment when in-person opportunities
were canceled, such as the Atlanta conference mentioned in the New Leaders Focus
Group.

e Operational Hurdles: Registration complications following leaves of absence, and other
procedural roadblocks, further hindered participants’ experiences. Felix Gage highlighted
these challenges as particularly frustrating (New Leaders Focus Group).

Addressing these barriers—through improved administrative processes, proactive

communication strategies, equitable support systems, and consistent scheduling—could

significantly enhance participants’ ability to succeed in leadership programs.



FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This section provides a comprehensive summary of the study’s main findings and the
corresponding strategic recommendations; each clearly aligned with the central research
questions guiding this capstone project. The analysis combines stakeholder perspectives,
empirical literature, and established best practices to highlight both the strengths and systemic
challenges within the current leadership program. The recommendations are intentionally
designed to address identified gaps, reinforce effective practices, and promote long-term
program coherence, equity, and effectiveness. Together, the findings and recommendations
present a theoretically grounded and practitioner-informed framework for ongoing improvement,
supporting the broader goals of transformational educational leadership and institutional
accountability.

Finding 1: Mentorship, Practicum Experiences, and Peer Collaboration as Catalysts for
Transformative Leadership Development.

In analyzing participant narratives, one theme resounded with remarkable consistency:
the transformative power of relational learning. From mentorship to peer collaboration to
practicum experiences, these components emerged not as supplemental features but as
foundational pillars of the graduate leadership program's impact.

Participants frequently cited mentorship as the most meaningful element of their
development. Across student and alum interviews, mentorship was characterized not only as
instructional but also as relational and affirming. One fellow described their mentor as "the first
person who actually saw me as a leader before I saw it in myself." Another emphasized, "It
wasn't just what they taught me—it was how they believed in me. That changed everything.”

These testimonials resonate with Shriberg and MacDonald’s (2013) assertion that leadership



development must move beyond content delivery to embody mentorship and transformative
relationships: “Programs that foreground relationships, trust, and identity development create
leadership capacities that endure well beyond graduation.”

Practicum-based learning provided a complementary anchor. Participants spoke with
pride about projects they led—redesigning instructional models, facilitating community
engagement forums, or piloting school-wide interventions. One student shared: "The practicum
showed me what the theory couldn't. I had to navigate pushback, build consensus, and adjust my
leadership in real-time." These accounts support Brinkerhoff's (2002) framework of dynamic,
performance-based evaluation, which advocates for real-world practice as the crucible for
developing leadership skills.

Peer collaboration functioned as both a support system and an intellectual challenge.
Described by one alum as "a learning family," the cohort structure fostered vulnerability and
critical friendship. Students discussed navigating complex identity topics, race and equity issues,
and policy debates within these circles. "My cohort challenged me to stop playing it safe," one
fellow explained. "We held each other accountable for the type of leaders we wanted to be." This
aligns with the findings of Myran, Clayton, and Sanzo (2011), who emphasize that "cohort-
based learning models facilitate critical dialogue and collective efficacy," both of which are vital
for equity-minded leadership.

The impact of these high-touch, high-engagement experiences was not simply
anecdotal—it revealed a deliberate pedagogical design that values lived experience, emotional
intelligence, and praxis. However, many participants noted that the power of these experiences

was often despite the program structure rather than because of it. In other words, the strength of



mentorship and practicum was contingent on individual faculty or mentor engagement rather
than being uniformly embedded into program design.

This variability highlights the need for systemic alignment, a theme that will be explored
in subsequent findings. As it stands, Finding One illustrates that the program's most potent
growth mechanisms are those rooted in relational, experiential learning environments that
prioritize trust, reflection, and authenticity. These elements support not only leadership
knowledge but also leadership identity, which is crucial for lasting impact.

Finding 2: Disjointed Communication, Inconsistent Instruction, and Vague Expectations

Disrupt the Learning Environment

While the graduate leadership program offers high-impact experiences such as
mentorship and practicum placements, participants described a persistent undercurrent of
frustration related to the program's organizational infrastructure. Specifically, students, alums,
and adjunct faculty consistently identified disjointed communication systems, inconsistent
instructional practices, and vague academic expectations as barriers to optimal learning. These
organizational breakdowns diluted the efficacy of core program components and contributed to
unnecessary stress and inequity.

Students across cohorts expressed confusion over basic logistical and curricular matters,
citing conflicting information and delays in communication. "It was like playing telephone,” one
participant explained, "I'd hear one thing from my instructor, a different thing from the advisor,
and no one seemed to know the official policy." Another shared, “We often didn’t get the
syllabus until two weeks into the course. How are we supposed to prepare for anything when
expectations change every semester?” These quotes underscore the uncertainty participants

navigated in the absence of consistent, timely, and transparent communication systems.



Adjunct faculty echoed this concern, particularly around the lack of onboarding and
curricular alignment. Several described operating in “silos” with minimal guidance from
program leadership. One faculty member noted, “We re expected to deliver high-quality
instruction, but there’s no shared rubric, no mentor training, and no calendar with clear
sequencing. It’s like we re all reinventing the wheel every term.” These conditions not only
undermined instruction but also eroded faculty morale, making it challenging to scaffold student
learning across courses.

For students navigating full-time employment, caregiving, or first-generation college
experiences, these gaps were especially harmful. One student recounted, “/ was juggling work
and school and needed clarity to plan. Instead, I was left to guess what was coming next. It felt
like I was set up to fail.” The data reveal that inconsistent practices—while frustrating for all—
exert a disproportionate toll on those already managing systemic challenges. This directly
contradicts the program’s equity goals and highlights an urgent need for reform.

Janke (2015) reinforces that communication infrastructure is not merely administrative
but pedagogical—it directly impacts equity and academic success. Myran, Sanzo, and Clayton
(2011) similarly argue that “leadership development cannot flourish in fragmented systems.”
Without a shared hub for knowledge dissemination and program coordination, even well-
designed leadership curricula falter in execution.

These findings suggest that current practices are overly reliant on the informal knowledge
of individual instructors or staff rather than being embedded in institutional systems. The result
is a fragile ecosystem where students and adjuncts must continually "decode" expectations rather
than focus on learning. As one student put it, “I didn 't feel like I was being prepared to lead. 1

felt like I was surviving a series of surprises.”



To fulfill its mission of preparing culturally responsive and equity-centered leaders, the
program must model those same principles in its internal operations. Transparent, centralized,
and proactive communication strategies are not ancillary—they are foundational. Without them,
the program’s potential impact remains undermined by operational inconsistency and perceived
inequity.

Recommendation 1: Establish a Centralized Communication Hub

One of the most persistent and destabilizing challenges reported across all stakeholder
groups was the lack of a consistent, accessible, and reliable communication system. This
recommendation proposes the design and deployment of a centralized digital communication hub
that would serve as the program’s “single source of truth.” Such a system would reduce
confusion, promote equity, and improve coordination by ensuring that all students, faculty, and
mentors have access to accurate and timely information.

This recommendation directly responds to Finding 1 (Disjointed Communication,
Inconsistent Instruction, and Vague Expectations), Finding 3 (Lack of Shared Instructional
Frameworks and Standardized Assessments), and Finding 5 (Inconsistent Application of
National Standards). It is also closely connected to broader institutional challenges identified in
the capstone project, including fragmented faculty onboarding, student frustration with unclear
expectations, and faculty disconnection from programmatic goals.

Participants shared numerous examples of communication breakdowns. One student
noted, "I missed a practicum deadline because I was told something different by two instructors.
1 didn't know who to believe." Another shared, "I never saw a course sequence or clear
calendar—just bits and pieces of info in emails.” These communication gaps not only disrupted

academic progress but created a broader culture of uncertainty, which disproportionately



impacted students managing multiple responsibilities or navigating higher education systems for
the first time.

Adjunct faculty expressed similar frustrations. As one remarked, “There’s no one place
to get guidance. I usually rely on another adjunct to forward me what I need.” This ad-hoc
approach to communication signals an urgent need for digital infrastructure that promotes
transparency and alignment.

A centralized communication hub can address these issues by serving as:

¢ An administrative dashboard: Displaying critical dates for registration, billing, practicum,

and capstone milestones.

e A curriculum alignment space: Housing syllabi templates, standards-aligned rubrics, and

faculty onboarding materials.

e A collaboration tool: Providing discussion boards, shared calendars, and resource

libraries for students and faculty.

e A policy repository: Making program expectations, advising materials, and academic

policies consistently accessible.

Strategic use of such a system is supported by Janke (2015), who identified that academic
programs with well-designed internal communication tools foster more coherent experiences,
reduce student attrition, and improve instructional alignment. Similarly, Myran et al. (2011)
emphasize that effective communication systems are essential in leadership preparation,
particularly when working with distributed faculty or hybrid modalities.

From a design perspective, the platform must be intuitive, mobile-responsive, and structured

around the student lifecycle. Course sequences, practicum requirements, advising appointments,



and assessment rubrics should be organized by program milestones, allowing users to access
what they need when they need it.
Implementing a centralized hub will also support the following:

e Equity: First-generation, part-time, and remote students will no longer need to rely on

informal networks to obtain essential information.

e Faculty engagement: Both adjuncts and full-time instructors will be better equipped to

deliver aligned instruction and understand programmatic goals.

e Trust and accountability: Stakeholders will feel more confident in the program when

communication is predictable, consistent, and sourced.

To ensure its success, the hub should be co-developed with input from faculty, students, and
alumni. User testing, feedback loops, and implementation pilots can help refine usability and
adoption. In the long term, integrating with university systems, such as learning management
systems (e.g., Canvas, Blackboard) and institutional email, can make the platform sustainable
and scalable.

Moreover, communication is not only transactional—it is relational. As such, the hub should
reflect a tone of inclusion, partnership, and respect. Personalization features, such as advisor
check-ins, peer forums, and optional mentorship matching tools, can enhance the sense of
community, particularly for students navigating the program remotely.

A centralized communication hub is not merely a technical fix. It is a strategic commitment
to equity, transparency, and academic excellence. When paired with clear instructional
frameworks and aligned assessment practices, the hub becomes a cornerstone for systemic
improvement. By minimizing uncertainty and maximizing access, it empowers students and

faculty alike to engage meaningfully in the work of transformative leadership preparation.



Finding 3: Lack of a Shared Definition of Success Inhibits Program Alignment and
Progress

This finding is closely tied to and reveals a core structural vulnerability: the absence of an
articulated, shared vision for what graduate success looks like. Stakeholders—including faculty,
students, adjuncts, and program leadership—demonstrated varying understandings of what it
means to "succeed" in the program. This ambiguity led to misalignment across instructional
design, practicum goals, mentoring expectations, and student self-assessment.

In multiple interviews, students expressed confusion about what competencies they were
expected to master and how those competencies connected to their real-world leadership
contexts. As one participant shared, “It felt like every course was aiming at a different target. [
wasn’t always sure what we were building toward or how to connect the dots.” This sense of
disconnection undermined student motivation, complicated goal-setting, and diluted the
program’s perceived value.

Faculty echoed these concerns, noting a lack of consensus on programmatic goals. Some
instructors focused on operational leadership, while others emphasized instructional leadership
or equity-based decision-making. Without a unifying Graduate Success Profile (GSP), faculty
defaulted to individual interpretations of the program’s mission—resulting in inconsistent
messaging and uneven student preparation.

Adjuncts, in particular, felt they were operating in a vacuum. One shared, "/ got a
syllabus but not much else. There wasn't a clear sense of what success looked like for students or
me as an instructor.” This lack of guidance not only impacted course design but also undermined
the mentoring of practicum experiences, which are meant to be cornerstones of the program. This

disconnect between program design and implementation is well-documented in the literature.



The Aurora Institute (2016) emphasizes the value of a well-defined graduate profile, stating, "4
graduate profile specifies the knowledge, skills, and dispositions that students will need to
succeed and thrive after high school... [and] describes the knowledge, skills, experiences, and
attributes that students must attain to be successful... in a world characterized by rapid change.”
Although this quote refers to K-12 graduates, its logic applies equally to advanced leadership
preparation. A similar call for structural clarity is made by Briggs (2010), who states that
“collaborative leadership requires new structures and approaches to be clearly defined and
shared among stakeholders.”

Additionally, the Lumina Foundation’s Degree Qualifications Profile (2014) offers a
national benchmark for postsecondary learning outcomes, emphasizing “applied learning” and
clearly defined performance expectations across disciplines. Such models provide structure for
curriculum alignment, accountability, and stakeholder transparency—precisely the kind of
cohesion missing from this program's current structure. This finding reveals more than just a
missing document—it reflects a systemic gap that affects virtually every part of the leadership
pipeline. Without a shared definition of success, the program struggles to provide coherent
learning pathways, consistent faculty onboarding, equitable assessment, and meaningful
mentorship. Addressing this gap is foundational to improving the integrity, effectiveness, and
credibility of the program.

Recommendation 2: Develop a Graduate Success Profile

To bring cohesion, clarity, and shared purpose to the graduate leadership program, this

recommendation proposes the development of a Graduate Success Profile (GSP). A GSP is a

research-informed, collaboratively defined articulation of the core competencies, mindsets, and

professional dispositions expected of program graduates. It serves as both a vision and a



roadmap—anchoring the curriculum, informing assessments, guiding mentoring relationships,
and aligning the program with institutional goals and national leadership standards.

This recommendation is most directly aligned with Finding 3 (Lack of a Shared
Definition of Success) which revealed gaps in program coherence and instructional alignment. In
interviews and focus groups, students and faculty repeatedly emphasized the lack of a
communicated vision for what constitutes successful program completion. As one faculty
member noted, "We're all working toward graduation, but we aren't necessarily working toward
the same outcome."

The absence of a shared definition of graduate success creates downstream confusion—
affecting advising, course design, practicum evaluation, and capstone expectations. Students
shared that they often felt unclear about the cumulative goals of their learning: “Every instructor
has their own spin on what leadership means. I wish we had one set of traits or standards we
were all working toward.” In such an environment, learning can become fragmented,
inconsistent, and inequitable.

A well-constructed Graduate Success Profile addresses these concerns by defining the
knowledge, skills, and dispositions that all program graduates should demonstrate. It provides a
centralized framework for instruction, assessment, and program evaluation. According to the
Aurora Institute (2016), “Graduate profiles empower institutions to ensure that every learner is
equipped with the competencies they need for success beyond the classroom.” Similarly, the
Lumina Foundation’s Degree Qualifications Profile (2014) offers a powerful example of how
institutions can systematize outcomes across learning environments.

The development of a GSP should be a collaborative process. Faculty, students, alums,

and community partners must be engaged to ensure the profile is inclusive, contextually relevant,



and tied to the real-world demands of school leadership. This participatory design process
strengthens stakeholder buy-in and increases the likelihood that the profile becomes a living,
guiding document rather than a static artifact.

The Graduate Success Profile would ideally include:

e Core Leadership Competencies: Including instructional leadership, ethical decision-
making, equity-centered systems thinking, and strategic planning.

e Professional dispositions include resilience, cultural responsiveness, empathy, and
collaboration.

e Performance Benchmarks: Tied to authentic leadership tasks such as leading a school
improvement initiative, designing a professional learning plan, or conducting an equity
audit.

Integrating the GSP into every aspect of the program ensures that all instructional,
mentoring, and assessment practices are consistently aligned. Course syllabi would be mapped to
specific GSP elements, and capstone evaluations would include reflection on how students
exemplify the profile in their practice. Mentors would be trained to support and observe students'
development through the lens of the GSP, creating a consistent feedback loop across fieldwork
experiences. The GSP also enhances the program's capacity for ongoing, continuous
improvement. With a common framework, program leaders can analyze data on graduate
outcomes, align faculty development, and adjust course content to better support student
learning. The GSP becomes both a north star and a tool for measurement.

Moreover, by anchoring the GSP in national leadership standards—such as NELP and

PSEL—the program can ensure alignment with professional expectations and state certification



requirements. This not only enhances student readiness but also reinforces the program’s
credibility and competitiveness within the field of educational leadership.

Finally, the GSP supports equity by making learning goals transparent and consistent. It
reduces the variability that often disadvantages students from underrepresented backgrounds or
those unfamiliar with the unspoken norms of higher education. It levels the playing field by
clearly stating what success looks like—and how to get there.

The Graduate Success Profile is more than an aspirational document; it is a
transformative tool for coherence, alignment, and accountability. By embedding it across
program structures—from syllabi to practicum to capstone—the institution demonstrates its
commitment to clarity, quality, and equitable Preparation of the next generation of school
leaders.

Finding 4: Inconsistent Application of National Standards Undermines Equitable
Leadership Preparation

While the program is designed to align with national leadership frameworks such as the
NELP and PSEL standards, its application across courses and instructors lacks cohesion.
Students noted significant inconsistencies in how standards were presented, taught, and assessed
throughout the program. In some courses, standards were deeply embedded in learning activities
and clearly articulated in syllabi; in others, they were absent or ambiguously referenced. This
uneven exposure left students uncertain about how to demonstrate their alignment with
professional benchmarks—particularly when preparing for certification or capstone evaluations.

Adjunct faculty, who comprise a substantial portion of the teaching staff, reported
receiving minimal training or orientation on these national standards. As one participant noted,

"We're expected to teach standards that were never explained to us." This gap in faculty



onboarding contributes to disjointed instruction and weakens students' confidence in the
program's ability to prepare them for state and national expectations. The problem is not one of
intention but of execution. Faculty who were well-versed in the standards often found ways to
integrate them meaningfully into assignments and discussions. However, the lack of a program-
wide framework for integrating standards results in significant variations in student experiences,
depending on instructor assignments. As a result, learning becomes fragmented, and outcomes
become difficult to assess consistently.

Brinkerhoff (2002) emphasized that strong partnerships and institutional practices require
alignment with shared standards and goals. Similarly, New Leaders (2011) illustrated how a
clearly defined leadership framework can improve coherence and raise instructional quality
when consistently applied. The inconsistent implementation of NELP and PSEL standards in this
program undermines the very purpose of those national benchmarks—to ensure a baseline of
leadership competence and promote equity in educational Preparation.

Addressing this issue requires more than reference in syllabi; it demands a strategic
commitment to embedding standards throughout instructional design, assessment practices,
faculty development, and mentoring expectations. Doing so will enhance both student
preparedness and faculty cohesion, aligning the program with its stated mission and national best
practices.

Recommendation 3: Build a Program Logic Model

A program logic model is an essential systems tool for articulating the "how" and "why"
of program function. It provides a visual and conceptual roadmap that clarifies the relationships
between a program's resources, activities, outputs, and outcomes. In the context of this graduate

leadership program, a logic model would clarify how inputs—such as faculty expertise,



mentoring relationships, and community partnerships—connect to the program's core processes
and ultimately lead to both short- and long-term leadership outcomes. This recommendation is
grounded in all five significant findings from the data and is particularly responsive to the need
for greater structural coherence, transparent evaluation, and equitable student outcomes.

Participants in this study frequently expressed a lack of clarity regarding what the
program aimed to achieve and how various instructional and experiential components
contributed to these goals. As one student put it, "It often felt like we were checking boxes
without knowing what the endgame was." This sentiment underscores the lack of a unifying
framework and highlights the potential for a logic model to serve as an anchoring mechanism.
Through shared design and implementation, a logic model can foster coherence, reduce
ambiguity, and increase stakeholder confidence in the program's strategic direction.

Drawing on Ormsby and Morrow’s (2019) work, which outlines the successful use of
logic models across 13 Tennessee community colleges, this recommendation builds on a proven
strategy for program alignment and evaluation. Their study demonstrated how mapping inputs,
activities, and outcomes improved institutional coordination and strengthened student success
indicators. Likewise, Shriberg and MacDonald (2013) emphasize that sustainability in leadership
education requires long-term planning frameworks that embed clarity and foster stakeholder
engagement.

Tushnet (1993) also affirms that well-functioning educational partnerships rely on clearly
defined objectives and logic chains. Her work reinforces the idea that programs must explicitly
connect their strategic activities with desired leadership outcomes—both for internal
stakeholders and for external accountability bodies.

A logic model for this leadership program would include the following core components:



e Inputs: Faculty capacity, practitioner-mentor networks, adjunct instructor expertise,
institutional support, digital tools, and community partnerships.
e Activities: Instructional design, course delivery, practicum coordination, mentorship
integration, and co-curricular leadership development.
e Outputs: Student portfolios, practicum projects, mentor evaluations, capstone
presentations, and leadership reflections.
e Outcomes:
o Short-term: Increased leadership self-efficacy, instructional leadership
competencies, and reflective practice habits.
o Medium-term: Success in certification exams, employment in leadership roles,
and demonstration of core competencies aligned with NELP/PSEL.
o Long-term: Sustained leadership in high-need schools, contribution to community
transformation, and higher retention in the education workforce.

Importantly, the process of creating the logic model should also be participatory.
Students, faculty, mentors, and program staff must be involved in defining the model's
components to ensure relevance, ownership, and alignment with the program's goals. This co-
construction process fosters shared language and mutual investment in program
improvement. Once implemented, the logic model can serve multiple functions:

e Asacommunication tool, it provides clarity for incoming students and adjunct
instructors, ensuring all stakeholders understand the program’s design and purpose.
e As an accountability framework, it enables program leaders to track outcomes and

intervene when performance indicators lag.



e Asa planning guide, it supports continuous improvement through data-informed
decision-making, allowing the program to iterate based on feedback, outcomes, and
evolving leadership needs.

This recommendation directly addresses the findings related to the lack of a shared
definition of success (Finding 3) and the inconsistent application of standards (Finding 4). It also
supports the program's ability to scale out its strengths—namely mentorship, practicum, and peer
collaboration—by clearly linking these assets to programmatic outcomes.

Ultimately, the creation of a program logic model marks a critical first step in
transforming the graduate leadership program from a loosely connected sequence of activities
into an intentionally designed system for leadership development. By embedding clarity,
coherence, and collective purpose, the logic model ensures that every stakeholder knows not
only what they are doing but also why it matters.

Collectively, the findings highlight a leadership program characterized by its
transformative potential yet constrained by systemic inconsistencies and misalignment. While
mentorship, practicum experiences, and peer collaboration stand out as powerful catalysts for
growth, they are frequently implemented unevenly and without the structural coherence
necessary to sustain their impact. Communication breakdowns, the absence of a shared definition
of success, and the inconsistent integration of national leadership standards compromise the
program's commitment to equity and dilute its overall effectiveness. The recommendations
presented—rooted in stakeholder perspectives, scholarly literature, and evidence-based
practices—offer a strategic roadmap to strengthen alignment, foster transparency, and advance

equity-centered leadership development. Taken together, these proposed actions position Bank



Street to fulfill its vision of cultivating culturally responsive, community-driven leaders equipped

to lead transformative change in schools and communities.



LIMITATIONS
While this capstone project presents actionable recommendations grounded in qualitative

insights and stakeholder feedback, several limitations should be acknowledged. First, the sample
size for interviews and focus groups was modest and may not reflect the full diversity of
experiences across all stakeholders. Participation was voluntary, which introduces the potential for
self-selection bias; individuals who chose to participate may have had particularly strong positive
or negative opinions, thereby skewing the representation of views.

Second, the project relied heavily on qualitative data. While rich in context and nuance,
qualitative insights can be influenced by the framing of questions, researcher interpretation, and
participant willingness to share openly. Although efforts were made to triangulate findings
across different stakeholder groups, the absence of quantitative metrics limits the ability to
generalize findings across all cohorts or years.

Third, due to time constraints and the academic calendar, alumni participants were drawn
largely from recent graduating classes. This may have limited the scope of reflection and the
longitudinal insights that could have enriched the understanding of program impact over time.
Additionally, while faculty and administrative staff were invited to participate, the range of
participation varied, and certain roles—particularly adjuncts or newer staff—may not be as
strongly represented in the data.

Lastly, while this project provides a foundation for future program development, it does
not include implementation or measurement of the proposed changes. Therefore, outcomes from
the recommendations remain theoretical until further evaluated. Despite these limitations, the
findings and recommendations provide valuable insights and a strong starting point for

programmatic reflection, coherence, and continuous improvement.



CONCLUSION

This capstone project aimed to explore how leadership success is defined, experienced,
and assessed within the Bank Street National Aspiring Principals Fellowship. Drawing upon
qualitative and quantitative methods—including surveys, interviews, focus groups, and
document analysis—the study revealed both the enduring strengths and persistent challenges
within the program.

Participants consistently identified mentorship, practice-based learning, and culturally
affirming instruction as essential to their growth as equity-centered leaders. However, they also
surfaced critical concerns around structural inefficiencies, inconsistent communication, and a
lack of shared expectations—all of which diluted the program’s intended outcomes. The
EvaluLEAD framework offered a robust lens through which to interpret these varied
experiences, illuminating a developmental arc from episodic learning to transformational identity
shifts.

While this inquiry is bound by its methodological limitations, the findings offer a clear
and actionable pathway toward increased coherence, equity, and alignment. Key
recommendations include developing a comprehensive evaluation model through the
establishment of a graduate success profile, enhancing operational systems, expanding relational
learning opportunities, and articulating how each programmatic component serves as a stepping
stone on the pathway to success. These improvements aim not only to elevate the student
experience but also to strengthen the program's systemic impact.

In closing, this white paper underscores Bank Street's enduring commitment to

progressive education and leadership driven by justice. By centering the perspectives of those



most intimately involved in the Fellowship, this research contributes to a deeper institutional

understanding and lays the groundwork for meaningful, mission-aligned transformation.



APPENDICES

Appendix A:

Visual Timeline of Data Collection Sequence
Capstone Seminar | Timeline: Data Collection & Analysis Activities

Synthesize findings and draft analysis
Finalize coding and analysis
Complete data collection and begin analysis
Continue data collection and transcription
Launch surveys and conduct interviews
Pilot and finalize instruments
Collect program documents
Develop draft instruments

Finalize data collection methods

Mar 13 Mar 23 Apr 02 Apr 12 Apr 22 May 02 May 12
Date

March 11 - March 17, 2025
» Finalize data collection methods (surveys, interviews, focus groups)
* Confirm participant groups and sampling strategy
March 18-March 24, 2025
» Develop draft versions of all data collection instruments
» Design interview and focus group protocols
* Begin coordinating with partner organizations for participant access
March 25- March 31, 2025
* Request and begin collecting relevant program documents and materials
* Revise instruments based on team and advisor feedback
* Begin IRB Preparation if needed

April 1 - April 7, 2025



» Pilot test instruments with a small sample (where applicable)
 Finalize survey questions and delivery format
* Schedule interviews and focus groups
April 8 - April 14, 2025
» Launch surveys to student and alums participants
* Conduct interviews and/or focus groups with faculty and partners
* Begin early document analysis
April 15 - April 21, 2025
« Continue data collection (surveys remain open)
» Transcribe interviews and organize focus group notes
April 22 - April 28, 2025
* Complete survey collection
+ Conduct initial coding of qualitative data
* Begin preliminary analysis of survey results

April 29 - May 5, 2025
» Finalize document analysis

« Complete qualitative data coding
* Create summary tables, charts, and themes from survey and interview data

May 6 - May 12, 2025
« Synthesize quantitative and qualitative findings

» Draft analysis sections for inclusion in the white paper

* Review findings with advisor and tea



Appendix B:

Leadership Program Survey (Student and Alumni Participants)

Instructions: Please respond to the following questions regarding your experience in the
leadership program.
1. Program Information
*  What was your program of study?
2. Current Role
a. What is your current role? (Select one)
b. Teacher
c. Assistant Principal
d. Principal
e. Other (please specity)
3. Program Effectiveness
a. On a scale from 1 (Not Effective) to 5 (Highly Effective), rate the following:
i. The program's ability to prepare you for leadership roles
ii. The quality of mentorship and faculty support
iii. The effectiveness of hands-on training and coursework
4. Open-Ended Responses
* What were the biggest challenges you faced in the program?
« What were your greatest successes in the program?
* Did you feel adequately supported by faculty/staff? If not, please explain.
* Were there any administrative or institutional barriers that impacted your

progress? If yes, please explain.



*  Would you recommend this program to others? Please explain why or why not.
» If you could change one thing about the program, what would it be?

*  What additional resources would have helped you succeed?



Appendix C:

One-on-One Interview Guide
Purpose: To gather insights on logistical barriers and institutional challenges affecting
participants.
Opening Statement: "Thank you for meeting with me today. We are exploring ways to
enhance the leadership education program by identifying logistical challenges and areas for
improvement. Your insights will help us better support participants. This conversation is
confidential, and you are free to share openly."
Consent form:

https://forms.office.com/Pages/ResponsePage.aspx?id=0 X9aur7is0gOUGT6gPrsrVxgu7 eWwIN

vHGgEFen38tUNjhCWTczTkdMUVdQQOIFOExOVzZNKQKkMOTC4u

1. Program Logistics & Barriers
» What logistical challenges do students face in completing the program?
* What are the most common issues faculty/staff encounter while managing the
program?
* Have you observed any patterns in student dropouts or struggles related to logistics?
2. Administrative & Structural Challenges
» Are there institutional policies that create barriers for students?
»  What resources or support structures could improve student success?
 How can faculty and staff collaboration be improved to enhance the student
experience?
Closing:
"Thank you for your time. Your insights are incredibly valuable in helping us refine the

program. If anything else comes to mind, feel free to share.


https://forms.office.com/Pages/ResponsePage.aspx?id=0

Appendix D:
Faculty Focus Groups

Purpose: To understand program effectiveness, participant struggles, and areas for
improvement.

Opening Statement: "Thank you for joining today's discussion. We are conducting this
focus group to gain a deeper understanding of your experiences teaching in the Leadership
Education Program. We aim to gain a deeper understanding of what is working well, the
challenges you observe, and ideas for strengthening the program. Your input is incredibly
valuable. This discussion is confidential, and participation is voluntary. Please feel free to
share your honest thoughts. Let's begin."

Consent form:

https://forms.office.com/Pages/ResponsePage.aspx?1d=0X9aur7is0qgOUGT6gPrsrVxeu7 gWwIN

vHGgEFen38tUNThCWTczTkdMUVJQQOIFOExOVZNKQKkMOTC4u

1. Effectiveness of Key Program Components
*  What aspects of the program do you believe are most effective in supporting
student leadership development?
« Can you share an example of a time when a student or cohort showed strong
growth or success as a result of program components?
*  Which instructional strategies (e.g., case studies, fieldwork, mentorship)
seem most effective in your teaching experience?
2. Student Struggles & Challenges
* What everyday struggles do students face in your courses or across the program?

*  What structural or pedagogical factors do you think contribute to these challenges?


https://forms.office.com/Pages/ResponsePage.aspx?id=OX9aur7js0qOUGf6gPrsrVxgu7

*  What kinds of support (instructional, emotional, institutional) do you feel
make the most significant difference in student success?
3. Program Evaluation & Suggested Improvements
» Ifyou could change or strengthen one aspect of the program, what would it be?
* How well do you feel the curriculum aligns with current leadership standards
and real- world practice?
*  What tools, supports, or professional development would help you better support
students or improve course delivery?
*  What feedback have you received from students regarding the program's
strengths and areas for improvement?
4. Logistical & Institutional Considerations
* Have you encountered administrative or logistical challenges when teaching
in the program?
» Are there institutional policies or systems that create barriers for faculty or

students?

*  How might the structure or delivery of the program be improved to better support

both faculty and student needs?



Appendix E:

Research Question Matrix

Research Question

Methods

Example Questions

RQ1: How do Bank Street
faculty and staff measure
success in leadership
programs?

Document analysis, interviews,
focus groups

“What indicators or outcomes
do you use to measure
program success? “How is
evaluation data currently used
to inform program
decisions?”

RQ2: How do stakeholders
define success, and how
does this align with
participants’ experiences?

Surveys, interviews, focus groups

“What does a successful
leadership experience mean to
you? “To what extent did the

program meet your
expectations of leadership
development?”

RQ3: What program
components contribute to
achieving success in
leadership programs?

Focus groups, interviews, surveys

“What aspects of the program
supported your growth as a
leader?”

RQ4: What program
components create barriers
or hinder success in
leadership programs?

Focus groups, interviews, surveys

“Were there any components
of the program that limited
your development?”’




Appendix F:
Student Survey Report

Participant Demographics

The responses analyzed came from a diverse group of 30 leadership program participants. Their
professional backgrounds and program enrollment reflect the variety of leadership pathways at
Bank Street:

e Program Type:

o 16 master's Program Students

o 13 Certificate Program Students
e Current Roles:

o 16 Teachers

)

1 Principal
o 2 Assistant Principals

1 Dean of Students

)

o 9 in “Other” roles, including:
& Title I/III Teacher/Coordinator
& Instructional Coach
& Social Worker
This demographic mix illustrates the broad application of Bank Street’s leadership program across
classroom, administrative, and student support roles, which informs the range of experiences
shared in the open-ended responses.

Quantitative Analysis

e Program Components Effectiveness (Scale 1-5):

o Q3 1 (Overall preparation effectiveness): Average rating of 4.66



o Q3 2 (Real-world applicability of curriculum): Average rating of 4.72
o Q3 3 (Leadership preparation): Average rating of 4.38
e Faculty/Staff Support (Q6): only 30 people answered
o 100% of respondents (24 out of 24) felt adequately supported.
e Administrative/Institutional Barriers (Q7):
o 37.5% reported experiencing barriers; 62.5% did not.
e Program Recommendation (QS):
o 96% of respondents (23 out of 24) would recommend the program.
This strong endorsement reflects positively on the curriculum's relevance, the faculty support
structure, and overall program satisfaction.

Recurring Themes and Insights

1. Strong Sense of Community and Peer Support
e Many students consistently praised the cohort model and emphasized the value of peer
learning. The sense of belonging and mutual support within cohorts was seen as a key
driver of personal and professional growth.
e “The cohort experience provided invaluable learning and emotional support.”
“Having a peer network made a huge difference.”
2. Faculty Expertise and Supportiveness
e Participants frequently highlighted the knowledge, accessibility, and encouragement of
faculty members. Students viewed faculty as pivotal to their development, often going
“above and beyond” in providing mentorship and academic guidance.
e “Faculty were experts and deeply supportive of our learning.”

“Their practical experience gave us a clearer picture of leadership.”



3. Mission Alignment and Social Justice Orientation
e A significant number of students noted that the program’s mission, particularly its
emphasis on progressive education, equity, and social justice, resonated deeply with them
and shaped their leadership perspectives.
e “The focus on anti-racism and equity really grounded my leadership development.”
“The curriculum aligned with my values.”
4. Applied Learning and Real-World Relevance
e Students appreciated the opportunities for practical application, including internships and
reflective assignments. They emphasized the importance of hands-on experiences in
shaping their leadership capacity.
e “Real-world application through internships made the theories come alive.
e However, some noted inconsistencies in field experiences, with concerns about the
quality of placement or its alignment with program goals.
5. Desire for More Structured and Aligned Curriculum
e Some students expressed a desire for clearer learning outcomes and a more cohesive
curriculum structure across courses and instructors. A few noted that course content felt
disjointed at times or that expectations varied between faculty.
e “The coursework felt scattered and sometimes disconnected.”
“More consistency across instructors would be helpful.”
6. Logistical and Administrative Challenges
e Several students raised concerns about scheduling issues, lack of communication, and
administrative inefficiencies. These operational barriers detracted from their overall

experience.



“There was too much confusion around scheduling and deadlines.”

“Administrative support needs improvement.”

Implications for Program Improvement

Curriculum Development: Strengthen curriculum consistency across instructors and
course goals, particularly for certificate-track students whose experience may differ from
those in full degree programs.

Field Placement Support: Increase quality control and oversight of internship experiences
to ensure equity and relevance across placement sites.

Administrative Communication: Improve clarity and responsiveness around logistics,
scheduling, and program updates.

Faculty Development: Continue investing in faculty who embody the program’s social
justice mission and support reflective leadership.

Leverage Peer Learning: Build on the cohort model’s success with more structured

opportunities for collaboration and peer-led dialogue.



Appendix G:
Alumni Survey Report

Participant Demographics
The alumni survey included a total of 10 respondents, with the following professional and
academic backgrounds:

e Academic Credentials:
o 7 held a Master’s degree
o 3 held a Certificate
e Current Roles:
o 5 are Teachers
o 2 are Assistant Principals
o 3 selected Other, including titles such as:
& English Language Learners Coordinator
& Equitable Supports Coach
& Instructional Coach

Quantitative Analysis

Alumni generally rated the program highly across all measured dimensions:
e Preparedness for leadership roles received an average rating of 4.4 out of 5.
e Contextualization of leadership learning (e.g., aligning theory with real-world
experience) was rated the highest at 4.8.
e Fieldwork effectiveness received a strong 4.4 rating, indicating hands-on experiences
were valued.
These ratings suggest the program is well-regarded in its ability to prepare leaders for practice in

diverse educational settings.



Recurring Themes and Insights

1. Valued Aspects

Alumni repeatedly praised the program’s emphasis on cohort-based learning,
contextualized curriculum, and fieldwork. These elements contributed significantly to
their development as leaders.

One respondent shared, “The combination of practical experience and critical
reflection in a supportive cohort made me feel prepared to lead with confidence.”
Another noted, “The coursework connected deeply to my daily work, and the

’

instructors pushed me to think about equity and justice in new ways.’

2. Challenges

A frequently mentioned challenge was balancing the demands of the program with
full-time work.

Alumni described the difficulty of managing time, with one stating, “The workload
was at times overwhelming given my responsibilities at school.”

Others pointed to logistical barriers such as scheduling and communication gaps: “It
was unclear who to go to with questions,” and “Some of the course planning felt

)

disconnected or last minute.’

3. Growth & Success

Alumni described significant personal and professional growth, particularly in how
they developed their leadership identities and approaches to equity.
One respondent said, “This program helped me develop my leadership voice and gave

me the tools to advocate for change in my school.”



e Another reflected, “I now understand how to lead with intention, especially when

addressing the needs of historically marginalized students.”

4. Areas for Improvement

5.

e Several respondents offered constructive feedback aimed at program improvement.

e One suggestion was to increase flexibility: “More evening or weekend courses would
have helped me balance work and school.”

e Others wanted more clarity and connection: “Stronger alignment between advisors and
program goals would make a big difference,” and “I wish there had been more
structured mentorship throughout the program.”

Support & Recommendation

e Many alumni expressed deep appreciation for the faculty and the program’s ethos.

o  “Faculty were deeply invested in my growth,” wrote one respondent.

e Another emphasized, “I always felt supported, even during the toughest moments.”

e A strong number also indicated they would recommend the program to others, often

citing its values-driven and practical focus: “If you care about progressive education

and equity, this is the program for you.”

Implications for Program Improvement

Strengthen Advising and Mentorship Structures: Alumni called for more consistent and
proactive advising. Establishing clear advisor expectations and structured mentorship
opportunities could improve student guidance and support.

Improve Program Logistics and Communication: Logistical frustrations were common,
particularly around scheduling and unclear communication. Streamlining these systems

would enhance the overall student experience.



Increase Flexibility for Working Professionals: Balancing coursework with full-time
jobs was a major challenge. Offering flexible formats like hybrid or weekend options could
better support working educators.

Deepen Equity-Centered Leadership Development: Alumni appreciated the equity
focus but want it embedded more consistently across the curriculum. Strengthening this
integration would reinforce Bank Street’s commitment to social justice.

Enhance Alumni Engagement and Longitudinal Evaluation: Many alumni are eager to
stay connected post-graduation. Formalizing alumni engagement and tracking outcomes

over time could sustain impact and inform program growth.



Appendix H:
Working Group Sample Facilitator Agenda: Program Logic Model

Host: Bank Street School of Education
Participants: New Leaders, Alumni, Current Students (various stages of the program)
Objective: Co-create a program logic model to serve as the guiding framework for success
Date: [Insert Date]
Time: 9:00 AM — 5:00 PM
Location: [Insert Location]
Pre-Work for Participants
Participants should complete the following before the meeting:
e Review Program Materials: Familiarize yourself with the current principal leadership
development program structure, goals, and outcomes.
e Logic Model Basics: Complete a short reading or video on logic model frameworks
(provided by facilitator).
e Reflect and Prepare: Identify one strength and one challenge of the current program. Be
prepared to share.
e Bring Data: Alumni and current students should bring examples of outcomes, impacts, or
stories from their experience.
1. Welcome & Introductions (9:00-9:15 AM)
Facilitator Talking Points:
e Welcome participants and thank them for their time and commitment.
e Review the day’s objectives and agenda.

e Set group norms for collaboration.



Guiding Questions/Prompts:
e What do you hope to achieve today?
e What is one strength you bring to this group?
Facilitator Moves/Strategies:
e Icebreaker activity (e.g., quick round of introductions and sharing hopes for the
day).
e (learly state the purpose and expected outcomes.
2. Overview of Logic Models (9:15-10:00 AM)
Facilitator Talking Points:
e Define what a logic model is and why it’s useful.
e Share examples of logic models from other programs.
Guiding Questions/Prompts:
e What are the key components of a logic model?
e How might a logic model help our program?
Facilitator Moves/Strategies:
e Mini-presentation with visuals.
e Q&A to clarify understanding.
3. Break (10:00 — 10:15 AM)
Facilitator Moves/Strategies
e Remind participants to return promptly.
e Use the break to check in with individuals who may need support or have

questions.

4. Program Inputs and Activities (10:15 — 11:30 AM)



Talking Points:
e Review current program inputs (resources, participants, curriculum).
e Discuss key activities (workshops, coaching, fieldwork).
Guiding Questions/Prompts:
e What are the main resources we invest in the program?
e What activities have the most impact? Why?
e What activities could be improved or expanded?
Facilitator Moves/Strategies:
e Small group discussions.
e Chart paper or digital whiteboard to capture ideas.
e Facilitator synthesizes key points.
5. Program Outputs and Short-Term Outcomes (11:30 AM — 12:30 PM)
Facilitator Talking Points:
e Define outputs (immediate results of activities).
¢ Discuss short-term outcomes (changes in knowledge, skills, attitudes).
Guiding Questions/Prompts:
e What do participants know or do differently right after the program?
e What evidence do we have of these changes?
e How can we measure these outputs and outcomes?
Facilitator Moves/Strategies:
¢ Brainstorming session.
e Use sticky notes or digital tools to categorize outputs and outcomes.

e Facilitator guides consensus on key outputs and outcomes.



6. Lunch (12:30-1:15 PM)
Facilitator Moves/Strategies:
e Encourage informal networking and conversation.
e Check in with participants to gauge energy and engagement.
7. Intermediate and Long-Term Outcomes (1:15-2:30 PM)
Facilitator Talking Points:
e Define intermediate outcomes (changes in practice, school culture).
¢ Discuss long-term outcomes (impact on student learning, school improvement).
Guiding Questions/Prompts:
e What changes do we see in schools led by our alumni?
e How do these changes impact students and communities?
e What data or stories support these outcomes?
Facilitator Moves/Strategies:
e Storytelling circle: Alumni and students share experiences.
e Small group work to identify and prioritize outcomes.
e Facilitator helps connect outcomes to inputs and activities.
8. Break (2:30-2:45 PM)
Facilitator Moves/Strategies:
e Remind participants to return promptly.
e Use the break to check in with individuals and address any concerns.
9. Drafting the Logic Model (2:45-4:00 PM)
Talking Points:

e Synthesize all previous discussions into a draft logic model.



e Identify gaps and areas for further exploration.
Guiding Questions/Prompts:
e How do the inputs, activities, outputs, and outcomes connect?
e Where are the strongest links? Where are the weakest?
e What assumptions are we making?
Facilitator Moves/Strategies:
e Use a template or visual tool to map the logic model.
e Facilitator guides the group in filling in each section.
e Encourage all voices to contribute.
10. Feedback and Next Steps (4:00-4:45 PM)
Talking Points:
e Review the draft logic model.
e QGather feedback and suggestions for improvement.
¢ Discuss next steps for refining and using the logic model.
Guiding Questions/Prompts:
e What is working well in this draft?
e What is missing or needs clarification?
e How will we use this logic model moving forward?
Facilitator Moves/Strategies:
e QGallery walk or round-robin feedback.
e Facilitator summarizes key feedback and action items.
11. Closing and Reflection (4:45-5:00 PM)

Talking Points:



e Thank participants for their contributions.
e Reflect on the day’s work and next steps.
Guiding Questions/Prompts:
e What was most valuable about today’s session?
e What are you taking away from this experience?
Facilitator Moves/Strategies:
e Quick reflection activity (e.g., one-word share-out).
e Provide clear next steps and follow-up communication.
Additional Notes
e Materials Needed: Chart paper, markers, sticky notes, digital collaboration tools, logic
model templates.
e Roles: Consider assigning a note-taker and timekeeper.
e Follow-Up: Share the draft logic model with all participants for feedback and

finalization.



Appendix I:

Implementation Plan: Centralized Communication Hub Using CANVAS

Step 1: Review Existing Data from Capstone Research

Use research findings—survey and focus group data—to inform design priorities.
Actions:

1. Pull specific examples of communication breakdowns and recurring pain points.

2. Categorize themes into module types (“No consistent calendar,” “Unsure where to

find policies,” “Advisor access unclear”).

3. Match these categories to Canvas module functionality using the provided layout.
Literature Support: Holton et al. (2016) emphasize the use of real-world evidence to build
systems that reduce fragmentation and increase clarity.

Step 2: Build the Leadership Hub Course Shell in Canvas
Create a stand-alone, non-credit “course” that serves as the central communication point for all
stakeholders.
Actions:
1. Title it something like: “Leadership Program Hub — 2025.”
2. Organize Modules to match the layout: Start Here, Calendar, Syllabi, Policies, Directory,
Student Resources, FAQs, Announcements.
3. Add all students, faculty, adjuncts, and administrators to the course with appropriate
permissions.
Literature Support: Myran et al. (2011) implemented a similar model for multi-site coordination,
improving program-wide coherence.

Step 3: Assign Roles and Establish Posting Protocols



Ensure every module has an owner and clear content expectations.
Actions:
1. Assign the Program Coordinator as the Instructor (with complete editing and publishing
rights).

2. Assign staff, adjuncts, or leads as Designers responsible for specific modules.

3. Create a shared “Posting Schedule” document within the Hub.
Literature Support: Janke (2015) showed that the success of centralized hubs depends on clearly
defined roles and responsibilities.
Step 4: Pilot the Canvas Hub with a Small Cohort
Gather usability feedback and identify missing features.
Actions:

1. Enroll 1-2 students, one faculty, and one adjunct in the Hub.

2. Ask them to complete tasks, such as locating deadlines, contacting an advisor, and

downloading a syllabus.

3. Debrief or use a Canvas survey to gather feedback.
Literature Support: Janke (2015) emphasized iterative improvement through stakeholder
testing.
Step 5: Launch the Full Program Rollout
Make the Hub the go-to location for all leadership program communication.
Actions:

1. Announce the launch via email and in orientation sessions.

2. Require faculty to link materials to the Hub.

3. Use Canvas announcements to drive traffic to the Hub.



Literature Support: Holton et al. (2016) found that alignment in communication platforms
reduced confusion.
Step 6: Train All Users and Promote Active Use
Ensure full access and literacy among students, faculty, and adjuncts.
Actions:
1. Create a “Welcome to the Hub” video and post it under “Start Here.”
2. Offer optional Zoom sessions for walkthroughs.
3. Add FAQs and troubleshooting tips inside the Canvas shell. This can include a section
where cohort members can answer each other's questions.
Step 7: Monitor Use and Improve
Keep the Hub updated and responsive to program changes.
Actions:
1. Use Canvas Analytics to track module usage.
2. Include a feedback survey at semester’s end.
3. Schedule quarterly content reviews.
Literature Support: Myran et al. (2011) and Janke (2015) emphasize the importance of

continuous feedback for sustainable systems.



Appendix J:
Working Group Sample Facilitator Agenda: Defining Success
Host: Bank Street Graduate School of Education
Participants: New Leaders staff, program alumni, K-12 parents, high school students
Objective: Co-create a shared definition of success and a success profile for the principal
leadership development program
Date: [Insert Date]
Time: 9:00 AM - 5:00 PM
Location: [Insert Location]
Pre-Work for Participants
1. Review the PSEL Standards: [Provide link or document]
2. Review the NELP Standards: [Provide link or document]
3. Review the New Leaders Program Theory of Change: [Provide link or document]
4. Optional Pre-Work:
e Reflect on your own experiences or expectations of effective school
leadership.
e Consider what “success” looks like for principals in your community.
e Review any available data or feedback on the current program.
Agenda
1. Welcome & Introductions (9:00-9:30 AM)
Facilitator Talking Points:
e Welcome participants and thank them for their time and commitment.

¢ Briefly explain the purpose of the day and the importance of diverse perspectives.



e Invite participants to introduce themselves, their role, and one hope for today’s
session.
Guiding Questions/Prompts:
e What brought you to this work?
e What do you hope to contribute or gain from today’s session?
Facilitator Moves/Strategies:
e Start with a warm welcome and set a positive, inclusive tone.
e Use a “popcorn” or “round-robin” technique to ensure all voices are heard.
e Record hopes and expectations on a chart or digital board for reference
throughout the day.
e Acknowledge and validate each participant’s contribution.
2. Overview of Objectives & Process (9:30-9:45 AM)
Facilitator Talking Points:
e Review the agenda and objectives.
e Highlight the importance of pre-work and how it informs today’s discussion.
e Explain the day’s structure and the collaborative approach.
Facilitator Moves/Strategies:
e Visually display the agenda and objectives (on a slide, chart, or handout).
e Check for understanding by asking if anyone has questions or needs clarification.
e Emphasize the collaborative nature of the work and the value of each participant’s
perspective.
3. Grounding in Standards & Theory of Change (9:45-10:30 AM)

Facilitator Talking Points:



e Briefly recap PSEL and NELP standards.
e Summarize the New Leaders Theory of Change.
e Connect these frameworks to the work of defining success.
Guiding Questions/Prompts:
e How do these standards and the theory of change relate to your vision of principal
success?
e What stands out to you as most important in these frameworks?
Facilitator Moves/Strategies:
e Provide a concise summary or visual overview of each standard and the theory of
change.
e Use a “think-pair-share” activity to encourage reflection and discussion.
e Invite participants to share connections between the frameworks and their own
experiences.
e Record key points on a shared board or chart for reference.
4. Break (10:30-10:45 AM)
Facilitator Moves/Strategies:
e Remind participants to return promptly.
e Use the break to check in with individuals who may need support or have
questions.
5. Stakeholder Perspectives on Success (10:45 AM-12:00 PM)
Facilitator Talking Points:
e Invite participants to share their unique perspectives on what makes a principal

successful.



e Emphasize the value of hearing from all voices, including students and parents.
Guiding Questions/Prompts:
e What does “success” mean to you in the context of school leadership?
e What qualities or behaviors do you associate with successful principals?
e Can you share an example of a principal who exemplifies success?
Facilitator Moves/Strategies:
e Use a structured sharing protocol (e.g., “whip-around” or “speed-dating” format)
to ensure all voices are heard.
e Encourage quieter participants by directly inviting their input.
e Record themes and examples on a chart or digital board.
e Acknowledge diverse perspectives and highlight commonalities.
6. Lunch (12:00-1:00 PM)
Facilitator Moves/Strategies:
¢ Encourage informal networking and conversation.
e Check in with participants to gauge energy and engagement.
7. Small Group Brainstorm: Success Profile Components (1:00-2:15 PM)
Facilitator Talking Points:
¢ Divide participants into mixed stakeholder groups.
e Assign each group to brainstorm key components of a success profile for
principals.
Guiding Questions/Prompts:
e What knowledge, skills, and dispositions should a successful principal have?

e What outcomes should we expect from successful principals?



e How can we measure or recognize success?

Facilitator Moves/Strategies:

e Pre-assign or randomly assign groups to ensure diverse perspectives in each

group.
e Provide clear instructions and time limits for each task.
e Circulate among groups to offer support, clarify questions, and encourage
participation.
e Encourage groups to use sticky notes or digital tools to capture ideas.
8. Report Out & Discussion (2:15-3:00 PM)
Facilitator Talking Points:
e Invite each group to share their ideas.
e Facilitate a discussion to identify common themes and unique insights.
Guiding Questions/Prompts:
e What themes emerged across groups?
e Are there any areas of disagreement or tension?
e What do we want to prioritize in our success profile?
Facilitator Moves/Strategies:
e Use a “gallery walk” or “jigsaw” approach for groups to share their work.
e Summarize and synthesize themes as they emerge.
e Encourage respectful dialogue and curiosity about differing viewpoints.

e Record key themes and priorities for the group.
9. Break (3:00-3:15 PM)

Facilitator Moves/Strategies:



e Remind participants to return promptly.
e Use the break to check in with individuals and address any concerns.
10. Drafting the Shared Definition & Success Profile (3:15-4:15 PM)
Facilitator Talking Points:
¢ Guide the group in synthesizing the discussion into a draft definition of success
and a success profile.
e Encourage consensus-building and clarity.
Guiding Questions/Prompts:
e How can we capture the essence of what we’ve discussed today?
e What language feels inclusive and meaningful to all stakeholders?
e Are there any gaps or areas needing further clarification?
Facilitator Moves/Strategies:
e Use a shared document or chart to collaboratively draft the definition and profile.
e Encourage participants to suggest language and edits in real time.
e Facilitate consensus by seeking agreement on key points.
e Ask probing questions to clarify and refine ideas.
11. Next Steps & Closing (4:15-5:00 PM)
Facilitator Talking Points:
e Review the draft definition and profile.
e Discuss next steps for refining and disseminating the definition and profile.
e Invite final reflections and feedback.
Guiding Questions/Prompts:

e What are your key takeaways from today?



e What additional input or support is needed to finalize the success profile?
e How can we ensure that this work is meaningful and actionable for all
stakeholders?
Facilitator Moves/Strategies:
e Summarize the day’s work and highlight key accomplishments.
¢ Invite participants to share final thoughts or feedback in a round-robin or open
discussion.
e Outline clear next steps and assign roles or responsibilities as needed.
e Thank participants for their contributions and energy.
Additional Notes
e Facilitator Tips:
e Ensure equitable participation by encouraging quieter voices.
e Use visual aids or collaborative documents to capture ideas.
e Build in opportunities for reflection and feedback throughout the day.
e Materials Needed:
e Flip charts, markers, sticky notes, or digital collaboration tools.

e Copies of PSEL, NELP, and Theory of Change documents.
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