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I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

We frustrate a lot of people because they looksatnd say, “You know, you have a
potential school leader and you might not thinkshibe rock star of all rock stars, but
this person’s pretty good and they'll start a prgiwod school, and certainly it will be

a hell of a lot better than the other schools arikighborhood.” And our response is,
“That’s not good enough.” (Husock 2006)

—Michael Feinberg, KIPP co-founder

The Knowledge Is Power Program (KIPP) is the largaslic charter school network in the
United Stateswith 141 elementary, middle, and high schools 812013—-2014 school year. The
network has grown rapidly from KIPP’s first fiftrape classes in 1994 (see Figure I.1) and
plans to add 23 more schools in fall 2014. KIPRPosthand regions are often cited as exemplars
of successful charter schools and effective prast{take et al. 2012; Mathews 2009). Key
elements of KIPP’s model—the Five Pillars that ledljay the foundation for the “No Excuses”
model—have strongly influenced the charter schoatmunity and even traditional public
schools (Mathews 2009; Thernstrom and Thernstrodd 26ee Houston Independent School
District’s Apollo 20 program).

Figure 1.1. Number of KIPP schools and students, by year
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Sources: KIPP Foundation and Mathematica data.
Note: Ten schools that closed or left the KIPP network are not included in counts after losing KIPP affiliation.

Repeated findings that KIPP schools have positiygacts on student achievement have, in
part, fueled KIPP’s rapid growth and expandinguafice. Of the many studies examining KIPP,
four used relatively rigorous designs; each fouosiffve impacts that were educationally

L KIPP's status as the largest charter network 9722008 is based on data obtained in Furgeson @0l2).
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important and statistically significant. A natiordei study of 43 KIPP middle school used
propensity-score matching to identify comparisardsnts (Tuttle et al. 2013). The estimated
impacts were positive in each of the first fourrgeafter enroliment in a KIPP school, across
four academic subjects, and for all examined stusi@ingroups. For example, three years after
enrollment, the estimated impacts in math and repdiere 0.36 and 0.21 standard deviations
(SDs), respectively.(Experimental impacts based on randomized admmigstteries for a much
smaller sample of schools and cohorts were comsigtigh these findings.) An earlier analysis of
22 KIPP middle schools, also using propensity-sooaéching, found that 18 schools had
significant positive impacts on math achievemetdrahree years and 14 schools had significant
positive impacts on reading achievement (Tuttlal.e2010). The effects were often large; half of
the KIPP schools had math impacts of 0.48 SDs aerand half had reading impacts of 0.28
SDs or more. Another propensity-score analysisiie KIPP Bay Area (California) middle
schools also found positive impacts, with effeetsging from 0.16 to 0.86 SDs (Woodworth et
al. 2008). Finally, Angrist et al. (2010) used ape&rimental design based on a randomized
admission lottery at KIPP Lynn (Massachusetts)storeate that each year of attendance
increased achievement scores by 0.35 SDs in mdtf.4& in reading, with both impacts
statistically significant.

The KIPP Foundation was created in 2000 to expaedtPP approach from the two
original KIPP academies in Houston and New YorkyGatrimarily by training leaders to open
and manage KIPP schools (for more information Mathews, 2009). The foundation is not a
typical charter management organization but insesaablishes the general operating principles
that define KIPP—the Five Pillars—and licensesrigbt to use the KIPP name to organizations
that have KIPP-trained school leaders who agreeaimage schools in alignment with KIPP’s
philosophy and the Five Pillars. The foundationedeps and trains leaders through the KIPP
School Leadership Programs (KSLP) and has sev#rat oles, including establishing
performance expectations for schools and regi@vsewing performance; providing guidance
and feedback; and extending promising practiceseffiedtive programs across the network.

Almost all KIPP schools—135 of 141 schools in 201&@8epart of geographically based
regions (for example, KIPP DC and KIPP Houstonj #ra charter management organizations
operating under a license agreement with the faumaaKIPP regions and schools collaborate
with the foundation in many areas, but have distiasponsibilities and substantial autonomy.
Usually encompassing a metropolitan area and geddny a local board, regions set general
leadership practices and culture; hire and dissthsol principals; and provide local
professional development, including leadershiptray. (Regions often also provide support to
their schools on instruction, human resources,nessi operations, technology, and
development.) There is substantial diversity ircpcas within each region, as regional executive
directors (EDs) attempt to balance economies déswad consistency while enabling flexibility.
KIPP schools in regions typically have substaritedibility and often autonomously select
junior leaders at the school, such as assistamtipals (APs) and grade-level chairs (GLCs).

“These are the average impacts for 38 schools,eaith school weighted equally. For reference, nalipmormed,
vertically scaled assessments suggest that theatygain from the end of 5th grade to the end bfgdade is 0.32 in
reading and 0.41 in math (Hill et al. 2008).
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KIPP schools that are not part of a region—labsladle-school sites in this report—have
leadership practices set by the principal and hdard

In 2010, the KIPP Foundation won a competitive §8llion scale-up grant from the U.S.
Department of Education’s Investing in Innovati@) competition to further invest in the
development of effective principals. In its i3 posal, the foundation identified KIPP principals
as a key to network effectiveness and developiregngtleaders as essential for future growth in
the network. This leader-focused approach refl€t$’s commitment to internal leadership
development as well as school principals’ integoé in the KIPP model due to their autonomy
and accountability. Using i3 funding through 20ttte foundation is enhancing performance
evaluation; supporting directors of leadership dtgwment; subsidizing leadership coaching;
expanding leadership training; enabling schoolsite APs the second year after they open; and
enhancing training for successor principals, athwine objective of increasing the pipeline of
highly effective leaders to lead new and existidgosls. In addition, as part of the i3 grant,
KIPP is committed to documenting and disseminataglership practices at KIPP schools. This
report fulfills part of that commitment.

Leadership at KIPP

The “power to lead” is one of the five core opergtprinciples (the Five Pillars) that all
KIPP schools sharé.The power to lead gives KIPP principals: (1) abdity to hire and fire
administrative staff and teachers based on perfocemand results in their classrooms and (2) the
ability to allocate school resources based on stiudieeds. This pillar requires accountability and
autonomy, requiring principals to be “effective demic and organizational leaders” in return
for control of school practices, budget, and s@@insistent with this principle, each KIPP
school and region has the flexibility to developl @amplement specific leadership practices—
administrative structure, process of selectingdesdeadership development, and leader
evaluation—differently, responding to local conte&hd enabling innovation that can be shared.

KIPP’s Leadership Competency Model identifies the kowledge, skills, and attitudes
required for effective leadership; the model guideslevelopment and provides a
common framework for leadership at KIPP.

The KIPP Leadership Competency Model (LCM) ideasfthe skills, knowledge, and
attitudes that KIPP seeks in its leaders, estahtisthe foundation and framework for a unified
national leadership approach. Beginning in 2002 KPP Foundation supported the creation of
the LCM through interviews and focus groups witmgipals of high-achieving KIPP schools as
well as through a literature review of studies exang the competencies of successful leaders in
different fields. After a 2009 revision, the foutida developed a strategy and tools for
cultivating these competencies. For example, thaedation encourages regions and schools to
evaluate potential leaders using the competenai@peovides frameworks that can be used in
that process. The LCM is organized by four core competencyteliss(see Figure 1.2). Other

3 All new KIPP schools are planned in existing region
“ http://www.kipp.org/our-approach/five-pillars

® The KIPP Foundation’s Healthy Schools and Regiepsrt helps regions and boards evaluate school and
principal performance. The report describes theallvkealth of KIPP schools and regions based da filam
stakeholder surveys and interviews, school achiemtnand other quantitative metrics.
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competencies, such as instructional leadershipprdtions management, build on the core
competencies and vary by leadership role).).

Figure 1.2. KIPP Leadership Competency Model

[ STUDENT |
 “FOCUS

Source:  http://www.kipp.org/school-leaders/leadership-competencies.

The competency categories can be summarized as:

1. Student focus The ability to create high expectations for aratkeffectively with
educationally disadvantaged students.

2. Drive results. The ability to focus on achieving challenging goatsle managing time and
resources effectively; this includes making timaégcisions, learning from previous
decisions, and remaining accountable.

3. Build relationships. The ability to effectively communicate with comniity stakeholders
and a self-awareness of strengths and weaknesses.

4. Manage people The ability to effectively motivate, supervisedadevelop staff and to lead
teams toward shared goals.

The literal and figurative center of the LCM istadent focus, and effective KIPP leaders
must also drive results, build relationships, arathage people. Each of these four core
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competency categories identifies specific requa@ahpetencies, and each competency includes
key behaviors that describe the actions a lea#testdnat demonstrate proficiency in that
competency. For example, drive results includeslgaesion making competency and one of the
key behaviors in that competency focuses on corsegs, as an effective leader “considers
both the longer-term and unintended consequengastehtial decisions.”

KIPP’s School Leadership Programs (KSLP) developdie skills embodied in KIPP’s
Leadership Competency Model and promotes a commornulture in KIPP schools;
within this framework, KIPP regions and schools hae substantial flexibility on
leadership practices.

The KIPP Foundation seeks to develop the compedsifior all leaders through various
training programs collectively referred to as KSIRis report focuses on five nationally-run
KSLP yearlong leadership programs (see Table hdt)@éach target a distinct set of skills
corresponding to various KIPP leadership r8léBogether, these programs help leaders develop
the skills needed to progress through KIPP’s mostraon sequence of leadership roles:
classroom teacher to teacher leader (grade-lead BLC] or department chair) to assistant
principal (AP) or dean to principal.

Table 1.1. KIPP School Leadership Programs through 2011

Fisher Fellowship 11 125 Founding principal at new
(started 2000) school

Miles Family Fellowship 17 48 Individuals preparing for
(started 2007) Fisher Fellowship
Principal Prep 17 135 Successor principal at
(started 2003) existing school
Leadership Team 40 135 AP or dean

(started 2007)

Teacher Leader 107 242 GLC or department chair

(started 2007)

Source: KIPP Foundation data.
Note: Programs during 2010-2011. Complete descriptions of each program are provided in Chapter V.
AP = assistant principal; GLC = grade-level chair.

The KIPP Foundation and KIPP regions and schodlalmrate on implementing KSLP.
The foundation designs and conducts most KSLPitrgimmften using KIPP principals and
regional leadership staff as instructors. Somaitngi such as coaching and residencies, happen

®KIPP introduced additional programs starting in 20dut we do not address them in this report. We db not
discuss the Principal Development program (start&08). Unlike the other five KSLP programs, thisgram
does not prepare leaders to advance to new pasitiorrather provides additional professional dgwedent for
existing leaders. Principal Development offers fwun-day sessions each year on a variety of tajgpending on
perceived needs; the program does not have arlisstbcurriculum. Although primarily designed faincipals,
other school leaders—such as assistant principalsnestructional coaches—participate as well. There formal
application or selection process; enroliment idained by staff interest, which regions commurdatthe
foundation.
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at the school or regional level. KIPP regionalfstdégo have an important role in the KSLP
application and selection process. The PrincipepPrteadership Team, and Teacher Leader
programs all have a regional- and school-leveliappbn process, and the regions or schools
select from among their applicants which candidatisattend the program. The other two
programs, the Fisher and Miles Family Fellowshiyasie a national application process—open
to non-KIPP staff—with fellows chosen by a comnattmmprised of KIPP Foundation staff and
regional staff.

The KIPP Foundation created these programs overasrspecific leadership needs became
clear. Given the principal’s central role in the® model, the foundation needed to quickly and
efficiently train founding principals to open newR® schools to enable growth. Thus the Fisher
Fellowship, named after founders Donald and Doskér, was created in 2000. For the next six
years, KIPP opened roughly 40 new schools unddetuership of the leaders trained through
this program, called Fisher Fellows. In 2003, thenfdation began a push to intentionally plan
for preparing successors of founding principalsdamnching the Principal Prep program (known
as Leaders in Training until 2007). To developepne of individuals with the potential to
become school principals, in 2007 the KIPP Foundeagtarted the Miles Family Fellowship,
which provides less-experienced but promising ppalccandidates—particularly those who
have not worked at KIPP or in similar schools—wvathextra year of preparation before
applying for the Fisher FellowshigFinally, in 2007, the Teacher Leader and Leadpr§keam
programs were created to further develop the |lshiepipeline by training grade-level or
department chairs and APs or deans, respectively.

Working within the framework of the LCM and unifi&y common KSLP training, KIPP
schools and regions develop and implement divelagelrship practices. They structure
leadership roles, select leaders, and evaluateéewelop leaders. KIPP regions and schools also
manage principal transitions. However, this intemail local diversity does not preclude a typical
KIPP approach to leadership. In a few areas, thedation has identified and shared promising
practices developed by regions and schools; inr@tteas, KSLP, sharing between leaders, the
LCM, and the Five Pillars support the use of comrieaalership practices across the network.

KIPP strives for planned leadership transitions baed on a principal pipeline at each
school.

Principal turnover is common at all public schoalgh the average tenure lasting fewer
than four or five years (Fuller and Young 2009; &satt al. 2005). Turnover rates in schools
with more low-income and minority students—the &ngopulation of KIPP schools—are
higher (Fuller and Young 2009; Loeb, Kalogrideg] &orng 2010). These principal transitions
can negatively affect student achievement (Béteflidogrides, and Loeb 2011).

By building a leader pipeline, KIPP aims to crgatenned transitions involving successors
who have both relevant experience and trainingodita that pipeline, KIPP encourages schools
to consider leadership potential when hiring teesled then extensively developing leadership
skills. Leadership development occurs through fotna@ning programs, less-formal
professional development opportunities, and woskgasnents that build skills sequentially.

’In practice, some Miles Fellows become APs or deaasdecide to remain in those positions.
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These experiences and programs create regularatbd/igys to the role of principal (Figure

.3).2 For example, teachers with promising leadershifsdkecome grade-level chairs (GLCs)

or department chairs, building team leadershigss&ihd instructional coaching knowledge.
These teachers usually attend the specialized Kidaléher Leader program and learn
organizational, management, and instructionalskiiLCs become APs or deans and attend the
KSLP Leadership Team program, further developiagit@nd schoolwide management and
organizational skills as well as knowledge relatetheir specific responsibilities. Through this
pipeline flow leaders who are familiar with KIPPaptices, have experience with different
leadership roles within KIPP, and provide an exgrered “bench” when a principal leaves a
school and a successor is needed.

Figure L.3. KIPP leadership pipeline

ROLES Teachers with Grade/Level Assistant Principals/ Successor Principals
Leadership Skills Department Chairs Deans . o
/ Founding Principals

TRAINING / / — /

(KSLP)

SKILLS

Note: This figure does not include the Miles Family Fellowship that provides less-experienced but promising
principal candidates with an extra year of preparation before applying for the Fisher Fellowship.

Many strong teachers never enter the pipeline agrgss to principal. Often KIPP teachers
with leadership abilities do not progress beyoradl@hi.C positions. (GLCs are still primarily
teachers.) These teachers may prefer to continwerto directly with children, and KIPP
schools encourage these teachers to be instructeamters like GLCs, coaches, or department
chairs.

Report overview and methodology

Leadership practices are a key component of th&Kiedel, and as the largest and one of
the most influential charter school networks, KIB&dership practices matter for American
public education. This report seeks to describePKIFadership practices in place prior to receipt
of the i3 grant. In this report, we focus each ¢bapn one research question:

* How do KIPP regions and schools structure leaderspiroles? (Chapter Il)

* How do KIPP regions and schools select principalsa build a leadership pipeling
(Chapter 111)

* How are KIPP leaders developed and evaluatéd(Chapter 1V)

* What is the transition process between leaders atIRP school® (Chapter V)

8Many KIPP principals also eventually become regitemders. Consistent with the i3 grant, this réefmcuses on
the principal pipeline.
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This report focuses on leadership practices img@D11 to provide a baseline, or starting
point, for examining how KIPP leadership practiceange as i3 funding is distributed (see
Figure 1.4)? The majority of the data reflects leadership peastat a specific point in time;
practices have continued to evolve since that timpart due to i3 fundindf’ This report also
aims to identify key leadership challenges and pso1g leadership practices, as part of an i3
grant commitment and consistent with KIPP’s dewirghare what it learns with other schools
and educators.

Figure 1.4. i3 Reporting time line and data collection

Pre-13 l i3 implementation

SCHOOL YEAR 2009-10 I 2010-11 I 2011-12 I 2012-13 I 2013-14 I 2014-15

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Leader census l KSLP survey
April-Sept. ‘11 ’ Nov.-Feb. ‘12

Case studies
Sept.-Nov. ‘11

Leadership practices data collection

Although we present topics in different chaptersdarity, they are integrated in the KIPP
model. For example, the KIPP Foundation encouradsswho serve as deputy principals
(leadership structure) to gain experience and akgeton training (development) necessary to
become effective principals (transition). Similarly each chapter we report individual
leadership practices at KIPP regions and schoatshiose practices are part of a coherent
system and may not work in isolation.

Throughout this report, we seek to identify whetied where leadership practices are
similar across KIPP schools and regions. Usuakgéhcommonalities result not from explicit
dictates from the KIPP Foundation, but from acsharing or the shared influence of LCM and
KSLP. Identifying these common practices helpgientify the KIPP leadership approach as it is
implemented in autonomous regions and schools., Thukis report, we seek to describe the
explicit practices promoted across the KIPP netvaordt the practices shared by KIPP schools
and regions, as well as leadership areas where ihédriversity among KIPP schools.

°The KIPP Foundation received i3 funds in Septen@sd0, and, in a few cases noted in the report, sifrtieese
funds were distributed prior to summer 2011.

19Some tables summarize practices between 2008—02041i3-11 (relevant dates are indicated in the rtbas
accompany tables).
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Four data collection efforts used multiple methods.

The information presented in this report was oladithrough three main data collection
efforts: (1) a census of almost all KIPP princip@6é of 97 schools participated) and all 22
regional EDs! (2) a review of KSLP documentation and participdatia, and (3) an online
survey of KSLP participants. (See Appendix A forremmmformation on the census.)
Mathematica also conducted four case studies oPK#&gions or schools. The case study
findings are not part of this report but can beaot®d by request from Mathematica or KIPP.

Census to identify leadership practices at KIPP sajols and regions The census
collected data on the leadership practices impléedeat all KIPP schools and regions as well as
characteristics of all KIPP principals. The sanfpdene for the census used a list of all 2010—
2011 principals and EDs provided by the KIPP Fotindawhich included 101 principals from
97 schools (some schools have co-principals) ameégiénal leaders from 22 KIPP regions. The
data for the census come from three sources:

1. Structured telephone interviews of principals and egional EDs Trained interviewers
conducted interviews about 45 minutes in lengti\piincipals and about an hour in length
with regional EDs. The interviews focused on tredkrship practices at KIPP schools and
regions. We conducted interviews with representatat 96 schools and all 22 regions in the
four-month period from April 28, 2011, to SeptemBeR011, with most completed in May
and June. The questions for the phone interviews wien open-ended, requiring coding
using detailed protocols to ensure high reliahility

2. Brief questionnaires of principals Questionnaires were designed to identify theqebk
characteristics (work experience, demographicsa@ademic background) of principals.
Most principals (82 percent) submitted completedsionnaires. As part of the
guestionnaire, principals submitted selected docusn#ustrating their leadership practices.

3. Historical data provided by the KIPP Foundation. The KIPP Foundation provided data
describing the characteristics of KIPP principatdjools, and regions (for example, KSLP
participant information and data on principal ti&oas).

Review of KSLP documentation to identify how the KPP Foundation teaches
leadership practices From August to November 2011, the KIPP Foundapiavided
Mathematica with documentation on KSLP selectioth programming. The KSLP documents
included brochures and application materials distad to interested candidates, training
materials, and rubrics used to select Fisher aresMiamily Fellows as well as KSLP program
overviews and agendas, which indicate the objestaral content of each KSLP program. We
reviewed these documents and followed up with KHeBndation staff to ask clarifying
guestions and request additional information wheressary. We used the documents primarily
to summarize the KSLP application and selectiorcgss and the history and purpose of each
KSLP program. To describe the characteristics andd of each KSLP program in more detalil,

™n a few cases, we interviewed the interim or insanprincipal at a school. A few schools had twepcimcipals,
and we interviewed both. We interviewed 21 EDsEBtrequest, in two regions we also interviewedrase
regional leader (for example, a chief academicefiiand in one region, we only interviewed a seregional
leader. For simplicity, we refer in this reportaibinterviewed regional leaders as EDs.
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we analyzed agendas for the 2010-2011 programtgedentify how much each program
focused on each LCM competency and used differstituctional methods.

KSLP participant survey to identify perceptions ofKIPP training . The KSLP
participant survey was conducted from November 20idugh February 2012. The sample
frame included all individuals who participatedeither the Fisher or Miles Family Fellowship
programs or the Principal Prep, Leadership Tearfieacher Leader programs between the
2008-2009 and 2010-2011 school years (N = 426 pdreents received an email invitation to
participate in a 20-minute web-based survey asébaut their most recent KSLP program. The
survey included questions about the KSLP applicgtimcess; the respondent’s experiences
during KSLP training; and more general questiormuaibespondents’ backgrounds, education
experience, current jobs, and future plans. Througthe data collection period, we sent
biweekly emails reminding respondents to completesurvey. Trained interviewers contacted
those who did not complete the survey after rengithhese email prompts to remind them to
complete the survey. On average, nonrespondingipamts received eight reminder calls. The
overall response rate for the survey was 76 percent

This report is part of a series examining and repding on effective leadership practices.

This report seeks to describe KIPP leadership jpescts implemented prior to the
foundation’s receipt of the i3 grant. The final RIF3 grant evaluation report, due for release in
2015, will examine the correlation between différeadership practices and school impacts,
identifying leadership practices associated withrergmsitive student achievement impacts.
(This report finds variation in leadership practieg KIPP schools; other work [Tuttle et al.
2013] found variation in achievement impacts betwi€d’P schools.) The final report will also
describe KIPP leadership practices during the 2RQ45 school year, facilitating a comparison
of how leadership practices changed during themgling period.

10
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Il. LEADERSHIP STRUCTURE

Key findings

Leadership structure helps formalize a princippkepne by providing junior leaders with
relevant leadership experience. At established K&EH®ols, the leadership almost always
includes a principal, an assistant principal omg@ad grade-level chairs. Most KIPP schoopls
also have other positions in their leadership stinec

KIPP schools typically open serving a single grauahel KIPP schools adapt their
leadership structure as they grow, as needs chandejepending on individual staff
availability. The KIPP Foundation recommends hiramgassistant principal or dean as early
as possible at new schools, and this practice appe®e increasing.

Most KIPP principals believe managing others, indional leadership, and operational
management are among their most important respbnsg The KIPP Foundation suggests
that schools create assistant principal positioitis general responsibilities across diverse
areas—instead of specialized leaders such as déastroiction—to increase the number of
staff ready to become principals. About half of RIBchools have at least one assistant
principal or dean position with such general restahties; all assistant principals or deans
at the remaining schools have specialized respititist

KIPP regions have ultimate authority over the leshlip structure in their schools—both the
specific positions and the responsibilities of epokition—but in practice, most regions grant
principals substantial autonomy over structurdatrtschools. The KIPP Foundation provides
guidance on some leadership structure issuesaside from requiring a Fisher Fellow as
principal of new KIPP schools, does not mandatéqaar leadership structures. Using i3 funds,
the foundation is providing new tools and guidafreegions and schools on issues that impact
structure, such as revising the LCM.

The leadership structure that KIPP EDs and prirsipaoose can influence leaders’
effectiveness and efficiency. Structure affectstiweeprincipals focus on their most important
responsibilities and how they delegate remainingartant tasks to other leaders within the
school.

Leadership structure also shapes the developmduatusé principals. As in other public
schools, junior leadership positions at KIPP sch@oé an important training ground for future
principals. The KIPP Foundation encourages KIPPaishand regions to formalize junior
leadership positions to create a robust pipelineitoire principals and to expose staff to diverse
leadership responsibilities at each leadershig.lévgarticular, the foundation advocates that
APs be assigned a broad set of responsibilities @ll/&ey areas of school leadership (a general
role) rather than a more specialized set of respiities over one or a few specific areas
(typified by the dean position, such as dean alestits)*? The foundation believes that assigning
APs general responsibilities better prepares tleeskers for the role of principal, who is

12 As described later, at some KIPP schools APs hpeeialized roles, and at some KIPP schools deares ha
general roles. These titles are not yet consistelefined across the network.

11
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expected to manage and lead all components ofttiak Because schools that have recently
opened have enrollments of roughly 100 students—PKd€hools typically open serving a single
grade—and are less likely to be able to afford ARBP’s i3 grants are being used to fund
general AP positions in new KIPP schools’ secorditaird year of operation.

In this chapter, we explore the leadership strectdrKIPP schools. First, we describe the
nature and structure of leadership positions. M®BP schools began relatively recently—all
but two opened after 2000—so we also examine hamger KIPP schools structure leadership
with few resources and how those structures evadve&chools age. Finally, we look at the
primary responsibilities of KIPP principals and ettheadership staff.

Leadership roles

How leadership positions are structured at eachPKdéhool determines the division of
responsibilities, which impacts the efficiency aftibctiveness of the leaders. Leadership
positions also influence the development opporiesiand experiences available to various
leaders, affecting their preparation to be prinisipthat is, structure affects the leadership
pipeline. Although the KIPP principal pipeline i#em modeled as staff moving from the role of
teacher to GLC to AP to principal—KSLP trainingoiganized around this model, for
example—the roles in that leadership pipeline \canysiderably across schools. Instead of an
AP, for example, many schools have a dean or atdirgvho fulfills a similar role. APs’ and
deans’ experiences and responsibilities make theatwaal pool of potential principals for new
or existing schools (see Figure 1.2). GLCs serveage junior leaders, almost always with a
narrower scope of responsibilities than princimal&Ps but greater authority or responsibility
than teachers and other staff. GLCs can grow oA and later the principal roles.

Most schools have three leadership tiers: prindiygically referred to aschool leadeat
KIPP schools), leaders underneath the principahfiied agtier 2 in this report), and leaders
underneath tier 2 (identified &sr 3). Generally, tier 2 refers to APs or deans and3tieefers to
GLCs and department chairs, but positions varysscschools and regions (for more
information about alternate leadership structuses, Appendix B). We structured our interview
guestions and our reporting around leadership tegher than specific positions because we are
examining the principal pipeline networkwide, anffledent schools have difference positions
and can include the same positions in differentgsaon the pipelin¥’

Almost all KIPP schools that have all planned grade have at least one AP or dean in tier 2
followed by GLCs in tier 3; leadership structures & most schools also include other
positions.

Almost all KIPP schools are led by a single primgjfput co-principals lead five schodfs.
EDs and principals offered different rationalesHaring the co-principal model. In some cases,
it is a temporary structure to strengthen a schwilwas experiencing challenges (for example,
poor student achievement or budgetary concerngthiers, the structure was adopted to

Bpositions that were explicitly reported not to betie pipeline for school leadership (for exampféce
managers) were excluded from most sections ofriaéysis. There might be additional tiers not cagdupy this
guestion structure.

In one of these schools, a principal is labele@Bn

12
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facilitate an upcoming leadership transition. OriBKregion experimented with a co-principal
model for elementary schools but determined trsamgle principal worked just as well.

At more established KIPP schools, tier 2 almostgmincludes APs or deans—94 percent
among schools in their third year of operationldeohave such a position (Table 1112)GLC
positions are the most common tier 3 positionsp@2ent of established KIPP schools have at
least one GLC), with about a third of schools dagving department chairs. (Some schools
count GLC or department or content-area chairseasghn tier 2.)

More than 40 percent of principals reported havaagiership positions other than AP, dean,
or GLC in tier 2 or 3. Between 13 and 34 percerKIefP schools three or more years old had
department chairs, special education coordinaiiosuctional coordinators, and social workers
in tier 2 and 3 positions. Principals at about artpr of schools report having a director of
operations or business manager in the leadergripgiwell. Aimost a quarter of KIPP schools
considered other positions to, such as social wpgpecial education coordinator, and
instructional coach, be part of the second leadetsir.

As KIPP schools age, they add leadership positiomsd tiers; new schools are adding AP or
dean positions earlier.

KIPP schools typically open with one grade and tipew one grade per year. Since school
funding is based on the number of students enrofi@ainger KIPP schools have fewer resources
to fund administrative positior§.Correspondingly, the total number of leadershigifimns at
KIPP schools tends to grow over time, with printspat schools in their first year reporting an
average of 2.8 leadership positions, compared pvititipals at schools in their third year of
operation reporting an average of 8.6 positiondl@#.1). For example, only one principal at a
school in its first year of operation reported mava GLC, but this jumped to about 80 percent
of principals at schools in years two and threepsdration. Some schools also add department
chairs as they age. By year three of operatiome32ent of schools had department chairs in
addition to GLCs.” Similarly, only about 50 percent of schools initiiest year of operation
reported having at least one AP or dean, compatridmore than 90 percent in year three or
later. Among schools with AP or dean positions, dkierage number grew from one in the
school’s first year to almost two in the schoolsid year or later.

In addition, schools tend to add leadership tisrthay age, and sometimes positions are
moved from one tier to another. For example 31gm@rof schools in their first year of operation
have no second leadership tier, but all schoalkeir second year of operation have a second
tier. Similarly, 94 percent of KIPP schools inithfest year of operation have no tier 3,
compared to 39 percent in their second year, angei@nt of schools in their third or more

5Schools use various titles to refer to positiors tesemble an AP role, including dean, directowjce principal.
We use AP or dean broadly to refer to these paositibat resemble the AP role. When AP or deandd ursthis
report to refer to those specific titles (not tmeduler group of similar positions), we note that.

®Resources are not the only factor; some princiggisrted not having tier 2 or tier 3 positions hesgathey had
not yet found the right person to hire.

" Among schools opened in 2003 or earlier, 50 percadtdepartment chairs, whereas roughly 10 peofent
schools opened since then had these roles. Theraawdifference among elementary, middle, and bajtools
regarding whether the school had department chairs.
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year. At younger schools, GLCs—typically tier 3—aamstitute a tier 2, but they rarely do in
older schools. Principals typically do not view G1.&s permanent tier 2 positions, but plan to
replace them with an AP or dean as the school grows

Table 11.1. Percentage of schools with pipeline roles and average number, by
tier and year of operation

Average number of positions
Percentage with position(s) (among schools with position)2

Schools Schools Schools Schools Schools Schools
3+ years 2 years 1year 3+ years 2years 1 year
old old old old old old

All reported positions at the school”

Principal 100 100 100 1.0 1.1 1.1
AP° 55 28 19 14 1.0 1.0
Dean’ 53 44 31 1.9 1.6 1.2
AP and/or dean® 94 61 50 1.9 1.6 1.1
GLC 79 83 6 4.0 2.1 1.0
Department/content-area chair 34 28 0 3.3 3.0 n.a.
GLC and department chair 32 11 0 7.4 6.0 n.a.
Instructional coordinator/ Director of 15 11 0 1.6 1.0 n.a.
instruction/ Instructional coach
Special education coordinator 18 11 31 1.0 1.0 1.0
Social worker/Guidance counselor 13 17 19 11 2.3 1.0
Director of ops/Business manager 26 22 31 1.0 1.0 1.0
Other 40 28 25 25 1.8 1.3
Total leadership positions reported® n.a. n.a. n.a. 8.6 6.0 2.8

Positions by tier

Tier 2

AP 55 28 19 1.4 1.0 1.0
Dean® 47 44 31 1.9 14 1.2
AP and/or dean® 94 61 50 1.8 1.5 1.1
GLC 6 39 0 3.0 2.3 n.a.
Department/ Content-area chair 2 0 0 4.0 n.a. n.a.
Other 20 33 25 2.0 1.3 2.5
No tier 2 0 0 31 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Total tier 2 positions reported“ n.a. n.a. n.a. 2.3 2.2 1.6
Tier 3

Dean’ 10 6 0 1.3 2.0 n.a.
GLC 69 44 6 4.0 1.9 1.0
Department/ Content-area chair 29 28 0 3.7 3.0 n.a.
Other 26 17 0 3.3 3.7 n.a.
No tier 3 13 39 94 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Total tier 3 positions reportedd n.a. n.a. n.a. 5.3 4.0 1.0
Sample size 62 18 16 62 18 11

Source: KIPP principal interviews.

Note: Positions in 2010-2011. There was some item-level nonresponse.

#Some of the averages are based on a very small sample (as few as two) of schools that have a position.
®ifa principal reported an additional tier of leadership these positions are included in the overall count.

° To be included in these counts, the position had to be specifically titled AP (or vice principal), or dean. The “and/or”
indicates that the school has either an assistant principal or a dean, or both.

¢ Schools with missing data on any of the row variables were treated as missing in the total count. Some positions
(for example, AP, dean, or GLC) are included in multiple rows, but they are counted only once in the total count.

AP = assistant principal; GLC = grade-level chair; n.a. = not applicable.
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KIPP schools that opened in the 2010-2011 acadgmaicinitiated the AP or dean position
earlier than schools that opened in 2008—-2009 09-22010. Although only 25 percent of
schools that opened in the 2008—2009 school yeatex their first AP or dean position in their
first year of operation, that proportion increage@&6 percent among schools opening in 2010—
2011 (Figure 11.1)® Close to 95 percent of schools three or more yaldreave an AP or dean
position in a second tier of leadership directlg@meath the principal, but this varies by both
the age of the school and the year the schooldpshed.

Figure 11.1. Year of operation in which first AP or dean position is created, by

school year opened
B Not applicable
MYear 1
Myear 2
Myear 3

60

50
40
30
20
10
L]

L wn
0
2008-09 2009-10 2010-11
School year opened

Source: KIPP principal interviews.

Note: Reported for schools opened in school year 2008—-2009 or later. Some percentages might not sum to 100
due to rounding.

Leadership positions at KIPP schools change and cde eliminated in response to
changing school needs and available skills.

KIPP principals can restructure leadership rolesddress changing needs or temporary
holes in the leadership pipeline. Between 2008—20@P2010-2011, a total of 29 AP or dean

8We counted a school as having an AP or dean ingmif the principal indicated that position wagiated
during or before the schools’ first year of operatiregardless of the current status of that osdi the school.
Because we did not explicitly ask leaders to repietspecific year of their first AP or dean pasit(only the total
number of tier 2 positions created in 2008—-2009922010, and 2010-2011), some older schools agnyidata
for this item. Data on the year of the first APdean position is more likely to be missing for salsdhat do not yet
have that position, so these reported statistighndverestimate the proportion of newer schooth WP or dean
positions. Reporting is limited to schools that g in the previous three academic years, becagsesked only
about new positions created in these years.
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positions were eliminated at KIPP schools and 1&A&ean positions had their responsibilities
changed? Some principals reported, for example, that arxpeeted departure of an AP or dean
and the absence of a qualified successor led thesimtinate that position temporarily and
distribute the responsibilities to several moraequireaders at the school. Some schools viewed
this redistribution of responsibilities as an ogpoity to train those junior leaders to take on
increasing responsibilities or to determine whiatobag them would be most qualified to take on
the AP or dean position in the future. Other schaolt AP or dean positions due to budgetary
constraints or due to a belief that a differenicire could operate more efficiently.

Leaders’ primary responsibilities

Principals’ descriptions of their main responsti@k reveal which roles they prioritize and
indicate how they share responsibilities with otleadership staff. Tier 2 and 3 responsibilities
affect the leadership experiences and trainingpelime leaders. According to staff at the KIPP
Foundation, tier 2 responsibilities often followeoof two models. At some schools, tier 2 staff
have more general responsibilities across mulipdas, functioning as deputy principals, while
at other schools tier 2 staff have specializedsiadech as dean of instruction, focusing on
specific domains. The KIPP Foundation, and somensgbelieves that general roles better
prepare tier 2 leaders for the diverse leadergspansibilities of principals, building a stronger
pipeline; in this view, generalists develop a wellnded skill set that creates more balanced
leaders and easier principal transitions. SomeasHavor specialized roles as a better match
between responsibilities and available skills seis as a way to strengthen specialized skills in a
leadership area.

Most KIPP principals believe managing others, instuctional leadership, and operational
management are among their most important responsilties.

The most common responsibilities reported by ppals were managing others,
instructional leadership, and operational managémeth about three-fourths of principals
listing both managing others and instructional &xabip, and almost 60 percent listing all three
responsibilities (Table 11.2%? We report responsibilities separately for print$ga a region or a
single-site school, because regions appear to lalssone leadership responsibilities, such as
fundraising, from their school (for more informatjsee Appendix C). About 90 percent of
principals reported managing others as a key respidity; however, the proportion reporting
managing others may be inflated because we spatyfijgrobed principals about management
responsibilities (EDs were not prompted). Theseagament responsibilities are often shared; at
many schools, tier 2 leaders help manage teadhaus)ess frequently, GLCs, department
chairs, coaches, and other leadership staff mendeess. Principals also widely cited
instructional leadership as a key responsibilify g&rcent). Principals often described
themselves as instructional leaders of their schophs bearing ultimate responsibility for the
academic achievement of their students. Finallyentisan half of principals also listed cultural

19 At one school with co-principals, one principal oeed a changed position, and the other princigabrted no
changed positions.

*Some categories overlap; for example, managingtifeen includes managing teachers, which canl@vavith
instructional leadership. We operationalized mamggithers when the focus was on management (fongea the
statement “| manage all staff”) and instructioreddership when that was the focus (for examplestdtement I
am the instructional leader of the school”).
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oversight as a responsibility. These responses gireeese. One principal described monitoring
school morale, or the “joy factor,” among staff atddents as a primary responsibility. Another
principal said that she leads the acculturatiorgse for incoming 5th graders (the entering class
of the school) to familiarize them with KIPP cukur

About 44 percent of principals listed building tedaships with students and parents and
community outreach as important responsibilitiesngtimes the relationship building is
formalized—a principal new to the role said thahle& parent meetings to hear parents’
concerns and to share his vision for the schoaicirals also described engaging with students
more casually; for example, one high school priacgaid that she talks to students at the
beginning of each day, at lunch, and during tramsiperiods. Community outreach, listed by
about 37 percent of participants, took many forsgvall. For example, one principal said that
she acts as a community liaison by attending neididond council meetings; another said that
he created partnerships that led to after-schagrams for students.

At about half of KIPP schools, at least one AP orehn position has general responsibilities
of managing staff, instructional leadership, and cliural leadership.

Within the KIPP network, tier 2 staff have eithengral or more specialized
responsibilitie$! Usually, but not always, APs have general resiiitgs, and deans have
more specialized responsibilities. General tieta®f fiave diverse leadership responsibilities that
fall in three key areas: instruction, culture, amanagement. Tier 2 who have specialized roles
concentrate on a more focused set of responggsiliiften involving either instruction or
culture. Specifically, it is common for schoolsitave both a dean of instruction or academics
and a dean of culture or students. Among tier @desawho have specialized roles, those on the
instructional side tend to work more with data sl and instructional goal setting; coaching
and giving feedback to teachers; taking part imicular decisions; and overseeing
administrative academic functions, such as testmjreport card distribution. Tier 2 leaders on
the cultural side tend to handle discipline; comioation with parents and relationship building
with students; public outreach to community pasreard other educational institutions (such as
colleges or high schools); and culture buildinghvitthe school through celebrations,
assemblies, and field trips. About 49 percent bbsts with tier 2 leaders have at least one
general tier 2 leadership rdfeSome schools have both general and specialized tiges.

“Because many KIPP schools have multiple tier 2sraligh specialized responsibilities—creating inmere
variation in tier 2 responsibilities—we do not refpive percentage of tier 2 leaders with partictdgponsibilities in
a table but focus on whether they follow one oftthle common models.

2 total of 77.5 schools reported having tier 2 kead the 0.5 results from one school in which the ¢o-
principals’ responses did not agree.
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Table 11.2. Percentage of schools and regions with common leadership
responsibilities for principals

Schools in a region

All site Principal- Region-
schools schools reported reporteda

Managing others” 90 89 90 48
Delegating responsibilities; managing performance; leading meetings;

helping staff meet goals

Instructional leadership 85 56 88 87
Overseeing curriculum; coaching teachers; reviewing lesson plans;

observing and giving feedback to teachers; choosing professional

development; developing professional learning communities

Operational management 75 83 74 84
Creating administrative systems and processes; overseeing office

management; handling finances; overseeing food purchasing and

service; handling transportation; addressing other logistical or

operational matters

Cultural leadership 58 72 56 35
Setting vision, mission, and values; ensuring cultural awareness;

motivating and inspiring; handling issues involving students’

character, discipline, health, and safety; participating in schoolwide

events

Building relationships with current students and parents 44 33 45 32
Modeling, supporting, communicating, and reaching out to students

and parents

Community outreach 37 44 36 29
Reaching out to government; speaking to media; creating

partnerships with high schools, colleges, other educational

institutions, businesses, and community groups; recruiting students

Developing leaders® 20 11 21 24
Carrying out leadership development training; giving leaders specific

development opportunities; modeling for other leaders; coaching

other leaders on their leadership

Data-based decision making 16 0 18 9
Setting and achieving school goals; establishing a school

performance plan for measurement; analyzing teacher performance

data to improve instruction; encouraging the use of data in decision

making

Fundraising 9 33 6 6
Meeting with donors; marketing and speaking at fundraising and

advocacy events; giving tours

Board relations 7 56 2 1
Receiving mentoring and coaching from board members; attending

and presenting at board meetings; getting buy-in from board

members

Sample size 94 9 85 22

Source: KIPP principal and ED interviews.
Note: Responsibilities in 2010-2011.

# Regional percentages are weighted by the number of schools with nonmissing data in that region to facilitate
comparisons.

® Most principals were asked specifically about management responsibilities but were not asked about other
categories.

¢ Some responsibilities that might include aspects of leadership development, such as performance evaluation, are
captured in other categories.
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I1l. SELECTING PRINCIPALS AND THE LEADERSHIP PIPELINE

Key findings

A committee composed of KIPP Foundation and redistadf select the Fisher Fellows
who are trained to start new KIPP schools. Thectiele criteria focus on demonstrated
leadership competencies and the candidate’s absity teacher to improve student
achievement.

Regions and school boards select successor pris@peaxisting schools and typically
used the pipeline development process. In pradtiee process was generally informal
(without requiring applications or formal evaluatsoof a task, such as a sample teaching
lesson) and closed (limited to certain applicamt@ith candidates preselected).

When selecting successor principals, about fotindibf regions prioritized candidates
with strong teaching and management skills. EDsrpided different skills for founding and
successor principals—entrepreneurship or visioridonding principals and effecting change
within existing structures for successor princip8gst regions preferred principals who ha
worked at KIPP or similar schools but said they ldaionsider other candidates. Aside fron
favoring those with KSLP training, regional EDs diok report favoring candidates with
specific types of education or leadership training.

= X

How KIPP principals are chosen—the process folloaed the skills or experiences
favored—determines who leads KIPP schools. In tiRPKnhetwork, the selection process differs
for founding principals at new schools and sucaegsacipals at existing schools that the
principal is leaving. Principals who will found nesshools—the Fisher Fellows—are selected
by a committee comprised of regional staff and KR@Randation staff. For successor principals,
the KIPP Foundation plays a less direct role, piihcipals chosen by the regional ED or, for
single-school sites, by the school board (for miefermation about boards, see AppendixXt).
The KIPP Foundation’s LCM is intended to serve &saework for all principal and leader
selection.

At KIPP schools, the principal selection processrbegins with the selection of tier 2 and
tier 3 staff because these staff become the ppeliriuture candidates for principal. To the
extent that these leaders are in the principallipipeidentifying the criteria used to select them
helps reveal the traits that staff must have terethie pipeline and those that can be developed in
the pipeline. Moreover, if schools and regions fptice similar attributes and training when
selecting tier 2 and tier 3 leaders and when satpg@rincipals, these junior leaders might be
better candidates to eventually transition intoghecipal role.

#The foundation must approve the principal selebiedingle-site schools and retains approval auhést
principals of regional schools. In practice, therfdation plays a more active role in the seleabibschool leaders
at single-site schools and approves each seldotibis typically not actively involved in the selien of successor
principals for regional school. However, foundatsiaff confirmed that the foundation rarely exd¢hisse powers to
influence the selection of successor leaders la¢reiype of school.
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In this chapter, we first describe the selectiarcpss for founding and successor principals
and for the tier 2 and tier 3 leaders who formghacipal pipeline. We then explore the
characteristics, work experiences, and traininggeoin principals and other leaders. (For
information on the challenges KIPP regions and slshimce when trying to attract or develop
high-quality leaders and the approaches used twowve those barriers, see Appendix D. For
information on KIPP principals’ demographic chaeaidtics and background, see Appendix E.

The selection process for founding principals

The KIPP model typically grants autonomy to regiand schools, but the foundation
manages the selection process for founding priteigho establish the academic environment
and school culture at new KIPP scho®i§he KSLP Fisher Fellow program selects the
principals who will found new KIPP schools, and tekkows complete the yearlong program
before starting their new school. The foundatiod eegions collaborate in recruiting and
selecting fellows—although the intensity and ext@ntegional participation varies—and the
process involves interviews with KSLP staff, regibeDs, and principals.

Principals of new KIPP schools are chosen through selective Fisher Fellow process; after
an initial screen, candidates undergo three succegs phases of interviews focused on
teaching effectiveness and leadership competencies.

The KIPP Foundation recruits candidates for théetig-ellowships through headhunting,
referrals, research, and individual conversati@etection of Fisher Fellows occurs in
conjunction with the selection of Miles Family Feells. The Miles Family Fellowship is a one-
year program intended to prepare participants toine Fisher Fellows, though admission to the
Fisher Fellowship is not guaranteed. Most apple&spress interest in both fellowships, and the
selection team decides which fellowship betterthis candidate.

Fisher and Miles Family candidates are winnowedugh four selection phases—an
application review, telephone interview, regiomderview, and a final set of interviews in
Houston, commonly called the selection evérfthe review teams at each phase vary in size and
memberg® Most applicants are eliminated during the appiicateview (Figure 111.1). In 2010—

%70 be eligible for the Principal Prep, Leadershgaih, and Teacher Leader KSLP programs, candidatssta
nominated by a school or regional leader and még@tmam criteria established by the KIPP Foundatfion
example, Principal Prep candidates must have fears teaching experience with documented resluiss p
experience in a supervisory or coaching positioschbol). Beginning each February, regional andacleaders
identify promising candidates for these progranth giidance from KIPP’s chief learning officer aottier KSLP
staff. Candidates nominated by school or regiotadf &ho complete the required application matsrae admitted
as long as funds are available (i3 funding is beisgd to expand the number of slots). Occasioraltgndidate not
yet prepared for a particular program—for examal&LC nominated for Principal Prep—applies; in themre
cases, the foundation can recommend that the catledp@rticipate in another program that will maoifectively
meet that person’s current leadership developmesds

% To make the fellows selection process more mardggethe foundation created three selection cywidsthree
associated application deadlines. In 2010-2011firdteapplication deadline was in October, theosekin January,
and the third in February. Each cycle involvesfthe successive phases, and the four stages cf/the take
roughly five weeks. Candidates can apply to anyecyc

% For each phase, the pool of reviewers has remdaieyl constant over time. Each year, the KIPP Fiation
holds a reviewer orientation at the beginning efdklection process to discuss the selection ierised the scoring
rubrics for each selection phase, focusing on &iayges since the previous year.
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2011, fewer than 10 percent of applicants were emés start a new school, with some
additional applicants chosen as Miles Family Fedow

Figure I111.1. Number of Fisher/Miles Family fellow applicants progressing to

each selection phase and number of fellowships awarded, 2010-2011
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During the first phas€’ all candidates submit an online application teaeviewed by the
KIPP Foundation recruiting team and passed ongiomnal EDs. According to the foundation,
applicants are judged on education and professhm{ground, other relevant experiences
reflected in their résumés, the achievement resfissudents they have taught, and two short
essays.

Applicants who pass the application screen arg¢eduo participate in stage Il, a 45- to 60-
minute telephone interview covering topics sucmasivation for leadership, relevant past
experiences, and student achievement in classesitiagdate taught. In addition to this
interview, applicants also submit a videotapeddestesson plan, and three recommendation
letters. The KIPP Foundation reported that candglate evaluated using a rubric aligned with
LCM competencies.

The strongest stage Il applicants are then matthesbions for on-site interviews and
instructional lessons in stage lll. Applicants gagically matched to the region listed as their

" Dozens of recommended candidates from within tH&Pknetwork or from partner organizations such each
For America (TFA) are often evaluated before thet fpbhase. After reviewing each candidate’s résuheKIPP
Foundation assigns a prospect rating to each catedid help it prioritize its recruitment efforBrospect ratings
are based on three aspect’s of a candidate’s baukdr level of management experience in a schaoldeship
position, record of driving strong achievement fesseither as a teacher or administrator (operatioed as 1.5
years of growth per year), and work experience KtiRP school or school with similar operating pipies (such as
Achievement First).
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first choice though they might be asked to consadéifferent region if there is another strong
candidate for their preferred region or the setecteam feels the applicant is better suited to a
different region. Applicants then visit the regionwvhich they are most likely to be placed.
Regional visits typically last one to three dayd arclude interviews with regional leadership,
teaching a sample lesson (all principals are exgktct be their school’s instructional leader),
and observing and providing feedback on a lessaghtsby another instructor (a core principal
responsibility).

The remaining candidates are interviewed by seveaahs at a multiday selection event.
Three one-hour interviews focus on specific leadertopics, and Mike Feinberg (KIPP
cofounder and superintendent of KIPP Houston) adeets with each applicant for a final 20-
minute interview. Following these interviews, a cuittee of 12 to 16 members, including
Feinberg, the ED of the potential placement regamu, the six staff who conducted the three
topic-specific interviews (often principals and EDsonvenes to evaluate each applicant and
make the final selection decision.

Fisher Fellowships are awarded to the strongestidates based, in part, on selection
scores. The committee especially values the opioidhe relevant region ED, who might have
observed the applicant’s performance in a KIPP slohiobe able to speak to his or her capacity
to open and lead a regional KIPP school. Some @miagapplicants determined to need more
experience receive a Miles Family Fellowship. Apalits who are not awarded either fellowship
may be invited to apply to teach at a KIPP schibdhéy are an external applicant) or simply
continue with their current roles at KIPP.

The selection process for successor principals and the pipeline

KIPP regions and school boards (for single-siteels) select successor principals (for
information on the participants in the leader s@becprocess, see Appendix F). In this section,
we categorize the process used on two dimensidmsther the steps were formalized and
whether the selection process was an open onedhdidates understood. Formal selection
processes are characterized by the submissiontefiaia (such as an application, résumé, or
lesson plan) or the execution of a task (suchsasmple teaching lessoff)This clear process
facilitates transparency by clarifying how applitsaare evaluated. We defined open processes as
meeting two criteria: (1) the interviewee did nesdribe the process as limited to certain
applicants, implying that any interested candidatgld apply for the position (for example,
through the announcement of an opening); and ¢2ndidate was not preselected for the
position before the application process began.

ZWhen coding, the essential criterion is that theliapnt realized he or she was being evaluatethiposition
(informal processes do not meet this criterion). &ample, if an applicant taught a sample teackisgon as part
of the process, that is formal; conversely, if mgpal used classroom observation to choose catesdbut
teachers were unaware they were being considerdédadership or that this observation contributetheir
selection, the process was considered informalaft not always clear whether the candidate waseal@por she
was being considered for a position. Unless thédiegifon process described met the criteria fooranal process,
we coded it as an informal one.

®Pprocesses that did not meet both conditions wasssified as closed. For informal application preesswe
assumed the process was closed unless the lea#fiexp otherwise (if there was no submission ofarials or
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More than half of KIPP regions and single-site schals selected successor principals
informally.

Of the 19 regions that had chosen successor paiscgh the time of the interviews, 58
percent used an informal selection process faualtessor principals (Figure I111.2). About a
quarter of regions used a formal application predesall successor principals (26 percent) and
16 percent used a formal application process foresprincipals. Similarly, slightly more than
half of successor principals in single-school sitese selected using an informal process (57
percent)*°

Figure 111.2. Percentage of regions and schools with a formal application

process for leaders, by tier
100%

HINo leaders

M Some leaders

WAL leaders

Principals Principals Tier 2 Leaders Tier 3 Leaders
(% of regions) (% of single sites) (% of schools (% of schools)
Source: KIPP ED and principal interviews.

Note: Application process in 2010-2011. Tier 2 and tier 3 percentages are percentages only of those schools that
have tier 2 or tier 3 leaders (6 schools did not have tier 2 leaders and 31 did not have tier 3 leaders). Three
regions and one single-site school have not yet selected a successor.

Informal selection processes often involved theslimg. For example, EDs reported using
observations of the individual in previous posipoonversations with colleagues, or the
development of an individual development plan (IBdPprepare that leader for the role of
principal (see Chapter V for more information orPK). Formal processes often involved several
components, including the submission of résumésgerdetters, and essays; telephone

(continued)

execution of a selection task, we assumed the dateti were preselected). Processes that were apetoo
candidates from within the school or within theioggwere considered.

%' Note that we examined only the most recent tramsiti single-site schools. Because the data faetisehools
were reported by principals, it was not clear theyld comment accurately on the process used lieear
transitions.
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conversations; candidate visits to the school; Essto the candidate’s current school; sample
lessons; interviews with a variety of stakeholderspbservation of the candidate providing
instructional feedback to teachers.

More than two-thirds of EDs and single-site schodboards used a closed process to select
successor principals.

Few regions (21 percent) used an open procesd &uaessor principals; an additional 11
percent used an open process for some principigsré-il.3). About one-fourth of successor
principals at single-site schools were selectedgian open process.

Closed processes often focused on candidates pighBne. Examples include a
conversation between the ED and outgoing prin@palut which staff in the school were ready
for the principal role or monitoring the job penfeance of promising candidates. In contrast, an
open process involved posting the job on the KIRBsite or other external websites. One
region reported it interviewed external candidébesin open position, even if there was a likely
internal candidate, in case using a more inclugreeess could identify a stronger leader.
Another region notified all staff in the regiontbk leadership vacancy. In one region, all
leadership staff in the region were consideredearaduated on the LCM to assess who was most
ready for the principal role.

Figure 111.3. Percentage of regions and schools with an open application

process for leaders, by tier
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Source: KIPP ED and principal interviews.

Note: Application process in 2010-2011. Tier 2 and tier 3 percentages are percentages only of those schools that
have tier 2 or tier 3 leaders (6 schools did not have tier 2 leaders and 31 did not have tier 3 leaders). Three
regions and one single-site school have not yet selected a successor.
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To select tier 2 leaders, about half of KIPP pringdals used an informal process and about
half used a closed process; informal and closed presses were also common for tier 3.

Formal selection processes for tier 2 roles gelydoalgin by gauging or screening
candidates’ attitudes and values and eventuallydecmany rounds of interviewing and
demonstrations of instructional leadership skilispractice, in-depth processes were especially
common for external candidates. Informal selectimtesses of tier 2 leaders generally involved
the pipeline process, with some candidates thehdutested for the position. Candidates were
identified in diverse ways; principals mostly sp@i®mut evaluating knowledge, skills, abilities,
and work experience but also reported sometimexifgieg candidates because of their
leadership aspirations. Candidates were testdiferent ways, such as being observed
teaching; carrying out leadership responsibilit@sperforming “stretch tasks,” which involve
responsibilities appropriate for the target leakligrsole but at a smaller scale or more basic
level. Principals who selected tier 2 leaders uaimgnformal and closed process often reported
that staff supported their decisions because tieked the staff member who was the obvious
choice. Several principals echoed a similar notiepprting that they had a “clear-cut” choice or
that they “just know” who they should have selected

Nearly three-fourths of principals (74 percent)dusdormal processes to select tier 3
leaders, and a similar proportion of principals p&dcent) used closed processes for this tier.
This informal process was often based on infornrmagii@aned through classroom observations or
stretch tasks. A formal selection process for3i&aders could include a written application or
traditional interview.

Leader characteristics prioritized by regions and schools

The characteristics and experiences KIPP principafgy to the role shape their leadership
approach and, given their considerable autonomyg tiee potential to deeply influence the
direction of their schools. Understanding KIPP kEratcharacteristics thus helps to inform an
understanding of the leadership practices at Kif®as. Moreover, much of the influence
KIPP regions and school boards exercise over ffthiools results from their choice of principals
rather than through direct management of schoaladipes. Identifying characteristics KIPP
schools and regions seek when hiring leaders revdath leadership skills are prioritized
across the network. Any commonly sought skills aleo characteristics that most KIPP
principals likely share. Attributes prioritized tine selection of tier 2 and tier 3 leaders might
similarly identify a KIPP approach to filling pipeé roles and indicate which characteristics tier
2 and tier 3 leaders need to have and, impliaitlyich can be developed on the job.

About four-fifths of regions and schools prioritized teaching ability and management
ability when selecting KIPP principals.

KIPP EDs most commonly prioritized teaching abi(@2 percent) and management ability
(77 percent) when selecting principals (Table )JIIKIPP EDs reported that principals have to
understand what works in the classroom to achieag results with students as a principal.
According to EDs, principals must demonstrate thay have achieved academic results for
students, saying that they considered whetheripahcandidates “have academic results
serving the kids we serve” and that a principalusthbe a great teacher who is respected by
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their peers.” Examples of desired management ylmigiude being able to hold staff
accountable and being able to motivate teacherstafictco accomplish goals.

Table 111.1. LCM competencies and other common knowledge, skills, and
attitudes prioritized in the selection of leaders, by tier

Principals Tier 2 Tier 3
(% of leaders (% leaders (%

Knowledge, skill, or attitude prioritized in the regions of schools of schools
selection of KIPP leaders prioritizing) prioritizing) prioritizing)

Teaching ability 82 76 75
Successful record teaching students (demonstrated with high

student achievement), instructional knowledge, knowing and

demonstrating instructional best practices, content-specific

knowledge

Management ability 77 59 66
Supervision and management of adults

Teaching leadership 55 39 34
Strong teaching skills; ability to teach others to teach;
demonstrated ability to lead instruction

Whatever it takes 45 23 22
Performance “above and beyond”; willingness to work long hours
or do extra tasks; “grit”; and persistence

Vision/Mission 36 47 42
Establish, articulate, adhere to, or teach school’s or KIPP’s
vision, mission, values, and goals

Student management 36 45 39
Positive and strong relationships and communication with

students

Working within an existing structure?® 36 NA NA

Comfortable within an existing structure and making changes to
an existing school

Relationships with families 18 41 23
Positive relationships and strong communication with students’
families and parents

Flexibility 14 16 11

Organizational skills 5 26 33

Source: KIPP ED and principal interviews.

Note: Competencies prioritized in 2010-2011. Tier 2 and tier 3 percentages are percentages only of those
schools that have tier 2 or tier 3 leaders (6 schools did not have tier 2 leaders, and 31 did not have tier 3
leaders). EDs reported a mean of 6.0 categories in the selection of principals; principals mentioned a mean
of 5.0 and 4.5 categories in the selection of tier 2 and tier 3 leaders, respectively.

& Only for successor principals.
NA = not available.

Teaching ability (76 percent for tier 2 and 75 patdor tier 3) and management ability (59
percent for tier 2 and 66 percent for tier 3) wal the top two attributes prioritized in the
selection of second- and third-tier leaders. Mansage ability might be less frequently
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prioritized in the selection of tier 2 and tiereéatlers compared with principals because this skill
can be developed as individuals carry out loweellésadership roles. Organizational skills were
slightly more likely to be prioritized in the set@mn of tier 2 and tier 3 leaders than in selection
of principals (26 and 33 percent versus 5 peraespectively), possibly reflecting the logistical
and administrative roles of these leaders. Thepareded roles are especially true of tier 3
leaders such as GLCs and department chairs, who séirve an administrative leadership role
for their grade level or department.

Other highly valued skills for principals were teaw leadership (55 percent) and a
“whatever it takes” mentality (45 percent). EDs stimes tied teaching leadership to teaching
ability. For example, one ED said principals “Neede a great teacher first off, and not only ...
in their own right, but be able to then communidasg and share that well.” Other EDs also
emphasized the ability to help improve instructical]ing it important that principals know how
to coach or teach teachers. In line with the pdigephat being a KIPP principal is a time-
consuming and effort-intensive role, EDs also erseal the “whatever it takes” mentality,
with several citing concepts such as grit, persawe, and courage. EDs also said that principals
have to be willing to work hard and put in many sou

About one-third of regional EDs prioritized strostgident management skills and a strong
sense of vision or mission. Student managementgpasses building strong relationships with
students and commanding the respect of large grofugtsidents as the school’s ultimate leader.
Some EDs also connected the ideas of having stedaionships with students to carrying out a
vision or mission within a school, because prinlsae expected to convey that vision or
mission to students as well as other leaders, gtafénts, and other stakeholders. As one ED
said, principals are expected to be “Able to getiéding of teachers and families and kids
behind you and your vision.”

Almost all EDs prioritized different skills for fou nding and successor principals—
entrepreneurship or vision for founding and managirg change for successor principals.

Only three EDs said there were no differencesanstills required for founding and
successor principals; the remainder stated thegmpeel different competencies and skills for the
two types of principals.

About one-third of EDs said founding principals slibbe entrepreneurial; visionary; or
able to establish processes, dynamics, and cosrstiees. In particular, they said that founding
principals need to build community support to attraew students. However, one region
reported that although entrepreneurial skills wemgortant originally, they became less
important as the region grew more established Isectne region provides more supports to
principals. Three regions mentioned that competitiive and grit are important for founding
principals.

In the selection of successor leaders, the abditpfluence change within an existing
structure was reported by 36 percent of EDs. ER@bthat principals should be comfortable
making, inspiring, and motivating change withinexsting structure, including with the
existing staff and culture. Some EDs mentioned tdlationship building or generating buy-in is
more critical for successor principals because thiegrit an existing staff, whereas founding
principals recruit staff who have already bouglt itheir vision. Some EDs explicitly contrasted
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successor principals, who had to adapt and chaxgeng structures, to founding principals,
who had to establish such structures.

In addition, about one-third of EDs mentioned tifat ability to manage a larger staff or
experience managing adults was more critical focessor principals, who typically inherit a
fully staffed school. These EDs said that succegsnocipals, in contrast to founding principals,
have a leadership staff in place that can supperhtin areas in which they might need help,
such as instructional knowledge, and that succgssaripals should be able to achieve results
through managing other managers. Such traits, hexvave less important for founding
principals, according to these EDs, because theg feaver staff members at the outset and can
develop these management skills over time.

Leader experiences and training prioritized by regions and schools

KIPP principals’ experiences and training can shtapé leadership approach, and thus the
direction of KIPP schools. Different types of expaces and training might be relevant for
leadership. KIPP has a distinctive approach argétatudent population that may favor hiring
leaders with KIPP experience. Similarly, some ERg/ mrefer to hire candidates already within
their school or region to ensure familiarity withigue practices or context. KIPP regions may
also believe that certain types of training—inchglor in addition to KSLP—provide leaders
with needed skills and require leadership candgdetdiave completed that training.

Most KIPP regions would consider principal candidages external to KIPP or the KIPP
region, although most would do so only under certai conditions.

EDs from all but one region said they would considang a KIPP candidate from a
different KIPP region, and 86 percent of regiond siaey would consider hiring candidates from
outside of KIPP Most EDS said there are circumstances under whiolakes sense to hire
principals from outside the region or the KIPP ratkw However, most EDs expressed
willingness to hire external candidates only unditain conditions, listing circumstances under
which candidates from outside the region (73 pdjcamnoutside KIPP (82 percent) would be
considered. In some cases, EDs indicated an eixpiefierence for hiring principals from within
the region or KIPP. Often these EDs said they wairel an external candidate only if no
gualified internal candidate emerged. Accordingne of these EDs, “It’s too big a job and
people’s colors are never truly revealed until y@known them for six to seven months. It's
too much of a risk.” Some regions reported hiringiacipal external to KIPP or to the region
when they opened a new level of school—for examplen regions opened their first
elementary school they might not have internalgypal candidates with early childhood
experience fit for the role.

Other EDs didn’'t express an explicit preference,rbported that external candidates had to
meet specific conditions. For example, several Efld a candidate external to KIPP should
have had experience at a school similar to KIPRef3tsaid they would consider hiring a person

31 arge minorities of EDs specified, without beingmpted, that leadership and teaching experiencaldhe
within the KIPP network (45 percent) or within d&eol similar to KIPP (32 percent). Only about oifdfof
regions (18 percent) specified without being praedphat they preferred candidates with experientka same
KIPP region, and only one ED mentioned a preferéocexperience within the same KIPP school.
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external to KIPP if he or she was exceptionallylwaklified, came with excellent
recommendations from a trusted individual, or hgokeience with Teach For America. EDs
expressed similar considerations when hiring fratsiole the region (for example, wanting
candidates who had worked in a location facinglsinuhallenges). Other EDs indicated they
would start an external candidate in a tier 2 ovl8 first, before moving them into a principal
position.

Specific training was rarely sought in the selectio of principals or other leaders.

The only type of training sought for principals W&SLP, reported by 14 percent of EDs.
This low percentage citing KSLP probably reflet¢tattFisher Fellow and Principal Prep training
is geared toward leaders who have already beectsdlfor a leadership role, so most regions
expect KSLP participation after selection for teadership role, not before. No EDs reported a
preference for any other training when choosinggpals.

Principals also rarely sought specific formal thagnin tier 2 or tier 3 candidates. About 11
percent mentioned preferring KSLP for tier 2 caatig, but only one principal mentioned doing
so for tier 3 candidates. One-fifth of principateked for other (non-KIPP) training or education
in the selection of tier 2 leaders. For examplegnvhiring for a tier 2 position focused on school
culture, one principal looked for candidates whd training in behavioral management
techniques that centered on relationship buildimd) tudent communication. Another principal
said that she considered the types of professamatlopment tier 2 candidates have had,
including the kinds of instructional strategiesyttk@ew and the training sessions and workshops
they had attended. Some principals looked for gpgcific external credentials when hiring tier
2 and 3 leaders, such as a master’s degrees iatemtuwith concentrations in teaching,
leadership, or supervision or district or state eustrator certifications. (Some principals said
they were required to hire tier 2 leaders withifiedtions and master’s degrees by state
mandates.)
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IV. DEVELOPING AND EVALUATING LEADERS

Key findings

KSLP is an integral part of the pipeline—virtuadlly KIPP principals have completed a
Fisher Fellowship or Principal Prep program—angrtsgrams train staff for each of the
primary leadership roles at KIPP schools. KSLP tietlassroom training, individualized
coaching, and leadership observations and resptitnss#) each program uses a different mix
of instructional components to target different patencies. Large majorities of KSLP
participants were satisfied overall and with thalgy and relevance of most training
activities.

Almost all KIPP principals received coaching, whwas the most common form of
continuing development.

Principal evaluation at KIPP schools often occhrsugh a structured performance-
management process that includes setting goatchawol outcomes or leadership
competencies. Most regions or school boards coratuatal, semi-annual or quarterly
evaluations, and half of regions have weekly or thigrmonitoring.

Normal leadership turnover at KIPP schools (seey@na/) and the planned creation of
additional KIPP schools has and will continue tstain demand for new KIPP leaders. For
example, between the start of the 2008-2009 anti-ZWM 2 school years, KIPP schools created
a total of 96 new AP or dean positions. KIPP regiand schools must also continue to identify
and remedy skills gaps among existing leaders. Zaghof these needs, the KIPP Foundation
and KIPP regions have created programs and pradbgerepare staff to assume new leadership
roles and to further train existing leaders. Thenfdation’s KSLP uses summer courses and
school-year activities to prepare leaders for finales. (In practice, some leaders also receive
training for their existing roles.) The foundatialso offers coaching and other training to
existing leaders. Leadership development provideregions and schools often begins during
the process of leader evaluation—calpeaformance managemeatt KIPP—which ideally
identifies needs and appropriately structures dogciind other types of development to meet
those needs.

Using funding from the U.S. Department of Educdsa8 grant, the KIPP Foundation is
expanding both KSLP and regional leadership devety. These funds are increasing the
number of available seats in each of the KSLP @nogt At the regional level, the i3 grant is
funding director of leadership development posgitmexpand development opportunities for
new and current leaders. In this chapter, we fotukIPP development practices prior to most
changes created by i3 funding to provide a basé&inexamining how programs change after
receipt of that fundind?

We first describe KSLP’s instructional componeit&® then focus on regional and school
development, beginning with the performance-managemprocedures used at KIPP schools and

32 A few regions received i3 funding before interviefesthis study.
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regions to plan development for current and futeaelers. We conclude with a discussion of
how regions and schools develop their current lesade

KIPP School Leadership Programs (KSLP)

All KIPP schools and regions use KSLP to devel@uiées® and for some schools and
regions, KSLP is the primary form of leadershipelepment. KSLP offers five development
opportunities to build skills for specific leadeifsinoles: (1) Fisher Fellowship (founding
principals), (2) Miles Family Fellowship (preparatifor the Fisher Fellowship), (3) Principal
Prep (successor principals), (4) Leadership TeanJtstaff), and (5) Teacher Leader (tier 3
staff). (Large majorities of KSLP participants weedisfied overall and with the quality and
relevance of most training activities, see Apper@ix

Most principals have completed a Fisher Fellowshipr the Principal Prep program
through KSLP.

About 90 percent of KIPP principals have receiveahe KSLP training through the KIPP
Foundation (Figure 1V.1). Most principals have cdeted one of the two relevant KSLP
programs: (1) Fisher Fellowship (53 percent) famrfding principals or (2) Principal Prep (32
percent) for successor principals. The other KStdgmms only began in 2007, and few
principals had completed them by 2010-2011.

Each KSLP program uses different mix of instructioral components to target different
competencies.

Each KSLP program blends different training orrnstional components to form a unique
development program for each leadership role (sdxeTlV.1). Each component has an
identified purpose, a fixed duration, and spegiigtructional activities; some components are
shared across programs. Components can requireipants to develop products, such as
reports; samples such as school design plans, tajddeas for standards-based instruction; and
procedures for hiring, induction, and performan@agement. A description of each
component follows.

Orientation establishes norms. The orientationuices$ topics such as creating professional
learning communities, having authentic conversatiamd building relationships (for more
information, see Appendix J). Each orientationddtee days. Most orientations occur in May,
but the Miles Family Fellowship and Teacher Leanténtations begin in late July to allow
participants to finish the school year.

Individualized leadership plans (ILPs) set goald areasure progress. At the start of their
KSLP year, participants develop an ILP to identimpetencies to focus on throughout the
program. Participants and their managers—KSLP atadfthe regional ED or chief academic
officer (CAO) for Fisher and Miles Family Fellowsadprincipals for participants in Principal

%3 More than 80 percent of EDs mentioned KSLP asgfgutofessional development for their principalsd about
60 percent of principals of single-site schools tivered it as part of their professional developm&uaughly 67
percent of principals mentioned KSLP as professidagelopment for their tier 2 staff, and aboutpg&B8cent of
principals mentioned it as such for tier 3 staffek in the few regions that did not specificallyntien KSLP, all
new schools were founded by a Fisher Fellow.
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Prep, Leadership Team, and Teacher Leddeuse these plans to frame discussions and to
evaluate progress toward those goals three tintegepe. Each program structures its ILP
review process differently, targeting the compeienteaders need for their future roles. Fisher
Fellow ILP meetings are the most formal and arécsify held in person.

Figure IV.1. Percentage of principals who have participated in KSLP

100%
90%

53%

32%

Percentage completing program

13%

7% 7%
10%
0%
Any KSLP Miles Family Fisher Principal Leadership Teacher
program Fellowship Fellowship Prep Team Leader

Source: Data provided by the KIPP Foundation that included all principals and schools.

Note: Participation rates for 2010-2011 principals. Percentages do not sum to 100 percent because some
principals completed multiple leadership programs.

The Summer Institute provides the foundation fahEr Fellow, Principal Prep, and
Leadership Team activities (for more informatioee #\ppendix J). For five weeks in June and
July, participants complete university coursewotkat counts toward a graduate degree in
administrative leadership from National Louis Unsity. Courses are taught by instructors
assembled by the KIPP Foundation including profes®mucation consultants, KIPP principals
and regional leaders, other KIPP Foundation sk&8L,P staff members, and a KIPP co-founder.
Areas of study include leading for educational gqudecision making and negotiation,
organizational culture, performance managementuconal leadership and supervision,
school finance, law, and compliance issues. Ppdits are also coached by leadership guides,

34 Beginning in 2010-2011, Teacher Leader participhate the option to develop an ILP similar to thfise
Principal Prep and Leadership Team participants.

% Up to the summer 2011, participants took courséeat York University; after that year, the instéuvas moved
to the University of Chicago.
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who help participants understand and apply what tizere learned® Participants and guides
meet weekly to discuss development needs; thidsdmight be shared with school and
regional leaders.

Table IV.1. Components of KSLP programs

Orientation Required Required Required Required Required
Individualized leadership plan Required Required Required Required Optional
Summer Institute Required n.a. Required Required n.a.
School design plan Required n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Residencies Required n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Intersessions Required Required Required Required Required
Individualized coaching Required Required Required n.a. n.a.
Graduate coursework Optional n.a. Optional Optional n.a.
Check-ins/Ongoing support Required Required Required n.a. n.a.
New school site visit Required n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Source: KSLP program documents and interviews with KIPP Foundation staff.

Note: Components of KSLP programs in 2010-2011. With i3 funding, an additional component, the school quality
review, was added to the Principal Prep program. In this component, participants work with a team that
reviews the school where they will become the principal, obtaining an independent perspective on that
school and developing leadership priorities for their first years.

n.a. = not applicable.

Fisher Fellows plan and execute school design glab®s) to formalize their visions.
During the Summer Institute, Fisher Fellows draf$ibess plans describing the mission, values,
and visions for the academic and cultural companehthe schools they will be opening.
Fellows refine these plans throughout the firdbfeship semester until January, when the plans
are finalized and implementation begins. KIPP Fatioth staff, other fellows, and EDs provide
feedback throughout the planning process.

Residencies enable observation of practices at &ttrP® and KIPP-like schools.
Throughout the fall semester, Fisher Fellows cotepdeseries of residencies at different
schools, under the supervision of the hosting palc Some participants complete most
residencies within the region where they will warkile others travel throughout the country;
residency placement depends on the participanB'aihd development goals. Participants focus
on growth areas highlighted in their ILPs, sucleasling professional development sessions,
gaining coaching experience by providing teachetis fgedback on instruction, or designing
more effective management systems for the fromteffOn average, each Fisher Fellow
completes three residency rotations of at leasttoatbree weeks each, along with a few
additional shorter visits.

Intersessions cover program-related topics ini@sef retreats (for more information, see
Appendix J). Retreats include diverse topics irth&ag, instructional leadership, and school

3% eadership guides are distinct from other typekI®fP coaches. Leadership guides are typically KpEiRcipals
and EDs, KIPP Foundation staff, National Louis Wmaity professors, or KIPP leadership coaches.
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management and operations. Some in-person ILP ai@hs occur during select intersessions,
as well. Most Fisher Fellow intersessions lastehoesix days, with one intensive 10-day boot
camp each January. Intersessions in all other K@bBrams last three days.

Biweekly individualized coaching provides individizad support for all KSLP principal
programs. Fisher Fellows, Miles Family Fellows, &rthcipal Prep participants are assigned a
leadership coach from the KIPP Foundation to pre@vidnevaluative coaching separate from
ILP discussions. The discussion is confidential @aidred to each participant’s needs. KIPP
coaches are experienced educators with expertisadiership and school management; about
one-third of the coaches are from outside the KiB#vork. Fisher and Miles Family Fellow
coaches work in this capacity full-time, whereasstaiher coaches also work in another
capacity at the KIPP Foundation or within the KikRwork. Coaching meetings are typically
held over the phone for 50 minutes, though mostles make an effort to meet face-to-face
with fellows at least once during the fellowshigddership Team and Teacher Leader
participants do not have formal coaches throughiR® Foundation.

Additional graduate coursework aligned with KSLR casult in individuals earning an
administrative credential. Fisher Fellows, Printipeep, and Leadership Team participants can
pursue a graduate degree and administrative ciatl@vitA. in educational leadership) through
National Louis University at their own expense. Tegree program takes one year to complete
and starts with the Summer Institute courseworkedim a graduate degree and administrative
credential, participants must fulfill several regunents, including completion of regular reading
and writing assignments, quarterly case study aealyand participation in monthly learning
calls on various topics such as exemplary pedagadyeadership dilemmas.

Check-ins/Ongoing foundation support provide opjattes to ask questions and obtain
informal coaching. Fisher Fellows typically pantate in biweekly check-in calls with Fisher
Fellowship directors; other KSLP participants caguest additional coaching and support as
needed.

New school site visits provide founding principaiish feedback on the instruction and
culture of their school in its first year. Visiteeaconducted in the first semester of each new
KIPP school. Each Fisher Fellow participates aseaber of the review team of at least one
new school site visit.

Regional and school development practices

Leadership development provided by regions anddstsupplements KSLP, and can be
tailored to specific regional or individual neetistheir questionnaire responses, 65 percent of
KIPP EDs reported that their region had “a leaderdevelopment program,” and for many
regions, these programs include training for ppatcandidates to develop the competencies
identified in the KIPP LCM! Most regions and schools also ensure that ledde®s access to
ongoing professional development opportunitiesti@aarly coaching, through their schools,
region, and board, the KIPP Foundation, or extgonaliders (for more information on regional

3"Two EDs did not complete the questionnaire.
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leadership pipeline assessment and developmentgonsgand how EDs and principals support
struggling leaders and, see Appendix B).

Almost all 89 principals conferred regularly with leadership coaches, and coaching was the
most common form of continuing development for priipals.

All regions reported that principals receive coningy professional development, with
coaching being the most common (Table I*2All principals in regions, and 89 percent of
principals at single-site schools reported meetagmlarly with leadership coaches who
provided guidance on individual needs. Principedsnfregions have a greater variety of
leadership coaches than other types of leaderss@nd principals even have coaches from their
school, their regional board, and the KIPP Foudafsee Appendix K).

Table 1V.2. Percentage of leaders receiving types of professional
development, by leadership tier

Coaching 100 89 83 55
Trainings, meetings, or conferences 82 61 71 69
Additional resources 27 0 13 5
Peer discussion 18 6 4 2
School visits 18 11 13 3
Total 100 100 96 89
Sample size 22 9 96 95

Source: Data come from interviews with KIPP EDs and principals.

Note: Professional development received in 2010-2011. Tier 2 and tier 3 percentages are percentages only of
those schools that have tier 2 or tier 3 leaders (6 schools did not have tier 2 leaders, and 31 schools did not
have tier 3 leaders).

Most principals (82 percent of those in-region &tdoercent of those from single-school
sites) also attended trainings, conferences, arajipes of meetings that offered professional
development in a group setting. These sessionsl tocilde school- or regional-level meetings
and trainings; KIPP-sponsored workshops or tramingcluding the KIPP School Summit
(KSS); or development sponsored by external orgdioias. Fewer principals reported informal
networking to share best practices—only 18 peroéptincipals in regions reported discussing
issues with peers or visiting other schools. Finabout one-quarter of principals in regions
reported accessing additional resources such ammedrofessional readings to improve their
performance; no principals at single-site schogforted doing so.

A majority of tier 2 and 3 leaders received ongagangfessional development, though less
commonly than principals. For tier 2 leaders, caaghvas the most common form of
professional development (83 percent) followed fug trainings, meetings, or conferences (71
percent). School-provided coaches helped nearfymilbr leaders. Group professional
development was most common for tier 3 leaders.-thirds reported attending trainings,

% During interviews, we asked specifically about doag, but not any other category of developmend, this
might have affected response frequency for coaching
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conferences, or other types of group meetingshityignore than half reported receiving
individualized coaching. Only a few tier 2 and 8ders received other types of continuing
development.

Performance management

Leader development often begins with a performanaaagement process that sets goals
and evaluates strengths and areas in need of gewefd. Performance management also
evaluates and monitors leaders’ progress towarigwaoly their goals. (For a description of
strategies that EDs and principals use to retaiif, §ee Appendix B.)

Most regions and schools had a performance-managentgrocess for principals that
includes goal setting and regular evaluations; halbf regions monitored progress
during weekly or monthly meetings with the principd.

Nineteen EDs and eight single-site principals reggbthat they had a formalized goal-
setting process. Most EDs and single-site prinsipgported setting outcomes-based
performance goals. Those goals could be eithesdoathe region or the school or be based on
specific achievement or cultural metrics such adestt performance, attendance, and staff or
student retention. These measures were often Bgposing an online dashboard that provides a
snapshot of performance. Some EDs also reportedgsebmpetency goals focused on
individual principal skills using LCM-based toolsch as 360s or IDPS.

Fourteen EDs and six single-site school principgperted annual, biannual, or quarterly
meetings during which regional staff, typically 8B, or school boards reviewed or evaluated
principal performance and progress towards g8falie remaining regions and schools did not
mention the frequency of their reviews or reporigling entirely on weekly, monthly or
“constant” monitoring.

Half of EDs reported that the region or school boanducted weekly or monthly meetings
to monitor progress towards godlSchool boards that manage single-site schoollyIfked it
more difficult than regional staff to conduct sddgquent meetings.) Many regions use these
frequent meetings— often called one-on-ones orlciress—to complement periodic evaluations
and enable interim monitoring and feedback.

A few regions and single-site schools reportedarmmél performance-management
processes—either goal-setting, evaluations or mondg—for principals. These regions reported
discussing goals and providing feedback on pring@paormance “informally” or without a
“formal” principal evaluation process, or were diex@dng a process to implement.

%The 360 degree feedback tool calR&Dsprovides the leader with specific, competency-bdsedback from
major stakeholder groups, including a boss persmeqieer perspective, direct report perspectind,@her
stakeholder perspectives (as well as a self-assegirihe tool develops goals but does not evalp@tirmance.
This tool can be used to develop an individual tigy@ent plan (IDP). IDPs aim to identify and funtldevelop a
leader’'s competencies by documenting specific dddiehaviors, identifying what success will lodeliand
specifying steps to be taken.

“0A few EDs reported that principals are eligible fmmuses based on their performance reviews.
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V. PLANNING LEADERSHIP TRANSITIONS

Key findings

To help plan for transitions, most KIPP regionsasgshe pipeline annually. Regions, npt
schools, plan and execute most principal transtion

The KIPP Foundation recommends identifying sucaessalers early—218 months in
advance—to enable professional development anddugl transition of leadership duties.
Between 2008—-2009 and 2010-2011, most KIPP prihsipressors were identified less than
6 months in advance. Having identified successansmprove leader transitions; about half
of KIPP schools have an identified successor.

Principal transitions happen regularly at publicaas (Fuller and Young 2009; Gates et al.
2005). Although principal and tier 2 transitionsetst occur in KIPP schools that have recently
opened, most KIPP schools open for at least theaesyhave had a principal transition and a tier
2 transition (see Appendix J). Staff at the KIPRikaation believe that the relevant question for
planning is not “Will the principal leave?” but “teere a thoughtful transition plan in place for
when the principal does leave?”

The impact of a leader transition depends, in parthe leader involved. Losing successful
leaders can be difficult, but transitions can gismvide opportunities for innovation and career
advancement. In addition, when the current prirlagpanderperforming, transitions create
opportunities to improve the school. Regardleghefieader, unplanned transitions will
challenge schools. Planned transitions enable ssoce@rincipals to receive appropriate training
and learn from the outgoing principals. Well-pladtiensitions also ensure instructional and
administrative continuity; poorly planned ones ca&erwhelm unprepared successor principals
and, given the integral role of the principal ie tiIPP model, interrupt student learning. The
KIPP Foundation recommends that successor prircipaldentified 18 or more months in
advance to provide training and gradually transitiesponsibilities, with the outgoing principal
serving as a resource for the incoming one.

In this chapter, we describe how KIPP regions ambals plan and execute leader
transitions, and then present a case study finaimtne benefits of early identification of
successors. We also report whether regions anaischave identified successors for existing
leaders, and how far in advance successors wengfidd for previous transitions.

How regions and schools plan for and execute transitions

Advance planning can promote successful princialsitions. An integral part of transition
planning is building and monitoring the leaderghippeline, identifying successor principals,
enabling them to learn by serving in different soé a KIPP school, and gradually increasing
their leadership responsibilities. Planning andcakeag transitions can be a responsibility of the
region, the school, or both; identifying the leadersponsible for planning and executing
principal transitions indicates how KIPP schoolswaged transitions prior to i3. The i3 grant
provides subgrants to regions to hire directorleadership development (sometimes titled the
chief academic officer) to oversee the developméctrrent and future leaders in the region,
and individuals in these positions may play a nsigeificant future role in the planning and
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execution of leadership transitions in the futdog (nore information on how regions evaluate
transitions, see Appendix B).

KIPP regions assessed their pipeline at least anniig but the formality of planning varied
by region.

All KIPP regions reported assessing their pipeliaigleast once a year, to plan for any
upcoming transitions in leadership. As part of éhassessments, regions gauge whether and
when a successor principal will be needed for $ppexthools.

EDs reported conducting formal pipeline assessnaamtsally during regional meetings in
eight regions, and EDs in three more regions regaiibing so two to three times a y&afhese
pipeline reviews sometimes include examinationspefitific measures or indicators for all
principals in a region. Regions sought input frammg@pals about their transition plans and
successor principal options. In addition, regiastalff tried to identify low-performing principals
who might need to be transitioned out (for examipyereviewing performance evaluations).
Alternatively, some regions simply estimate thangipals stay in their role for about four years
and plan for transitions accordingly (for more imf@tion on pipeline assessment, see Appendix
B).

The remaining nine regions used more informal @ssents that generally involved EDs
planning for transitions on their own or communiegtwith principals or other regional staff
about emerging leadef$More informal assessments, some of which wereritiestas
constantly ongoing, primarily occurred through cersations and performance evaluations of
staff members who were emerging as leaders.

The regional ED was solely responsible for planningnd executing principal leadership
transitions in about half the regions; the ED shard responsibility in about a quarter of
the regions.

In about 80 percent of regions, the ED was whallpartially responsible for planning and
executing principal transitions (Table V.1). The &@s solely responsible in most of these
regions; in the rest, the ED shared responsibtiyically with the outgoing principal. In one
region, the ED shared responsibility with the bodmdhe regions where the ED was not
responsible for planning and executing transitiamather regional staff person, such as the
CAO or director of talent, was responsible.

Identifying successor leaders early

Longer leadership transitions enable more planamdyleader overlap that can minimize
disruptions caused by leadership changes (for inéwemation on strategies that facilitated
transitions, see Appendix B). ldentifying succedsaders in advance can improve transitions
when the outgoing leader does not provide enoughram notice to enable a planned transition.

“LIn one region, we did not collect information onetter and how frequently pipeline assessmentsaar@ucted.

“2Data were missing for two regions.
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Table V.1. Staff responsible for planning and executing transitions, by region

(1) ED? 81 73
(a) Alone (doesn't share responsibility with anyone else) 59 69
(b) With principal (either incoming, outgoing, or both) 24 25
(c) With someone other than principal 18 19
(2) Someone other than the ED" 19 27
Sample size 21 22

Source: KIPP ED interviews.
Note: As of 2010-2011. Some percentages might not sum to 100 due to rounding.

& Subcategories sum to more than 100 percent under “staff responsible for executing transitions” because one region
included both the principal and someone other than the principal in addition to the ED.

® Includes, for example, CAO or director of leadership or talent development.
CAO = chief academic officer; ED = executive director.

KIPP regions and schools identified successors fabout half of current principals and
nearly a third of tier 2 leaders.

Overall, KIPP regions and schools identified susoesfor 52 percent of KIPP principals
and 28 percent of tier 2 leaders. At the regioaatl, 29 percent of KIPP regions identified
successors for each principal in the region, athi®ytercent of KIPP regions had a pool of
candidates from which they would select a succgasocipal (that is, they have a shortlist, but
not yet identified the specific successor for gagsition), and about 52 percent of KIPP regions
had not identified a successor for at least sonmeipals. The percentages of schools that had
identified successors for tier 2 leaders were simdlthough only 19 percent had identified
successors for all tier 2 leaders, and 64 percamhinlo identified successors.

For those regions without an identified successoeéch principal, EDs had different
strategies for managing unexpected principal ttexms. Five EDs had identified interim
successors who could serve as principal temporiargyn emergency; often this was one of the
APs. Five other EDs said they would pull an idestifsuccessor or an AP from another school
in the region. One ED would pull a Fisher Fellowsave as successor principal and delay
opening a new school. In two regions, the ED wadd/e as interim principal. In another
region, the ED would run a search for a successocipal in other KIPP schools, regions, or
schools that are similar to KIPP.

Between 2008—-2009 and 2010-2011, most principal sessors were identified in less than
the 18 months in advance recommended by the KIPP Eadation.

The KIPP Foundation recommends 18-month princialsitions to provide substantial
overlap and allow the successor principal to rexzéiaining, including the 12-month long
Principal Prep program. Between 2008-2009 and 220114, this did not occur for most of the

41



KIPP LEADERSHIP PRACTICES MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH

schools where the transition period could be idieat* On average, 41 percent of successor
principals in a region were identified less tham@nths in advance in schools in regions, and
another 22 percent were identified between 6 anchd&hs in advance (Figure V.1). Just over a
third were identified 18 or more months in advarkRegions were relatively better at identifying
successors earlier than single-site schools—anfanfatter, 83 percent of successor principals
were identified less than 6 months in advance.

KIPP does not have a benchmark timeline for idgimiif tier 2 successors—tier 2 leaders
have on-site supervisors who can support them gtinieir transition into their new role—and
APs or deans were typically identified closer te transitiori:* Of schools with AP or dean
transitions between 2008-2009 and 2010-2011, opbrdent of APs or deans were identified
at least 18 months in advance. Nearly 60 percerg wentified 6 to 18 months in advance,
allowing for some transition planning.

Figure V.1. Length of time successors identified in advance for principals and
AP/dean transitions

100%
90%
80%
70% -
60%

B More than 18 months
50%

M6-18 months

40% -
M Less than 6 months

Percentage of leaders indentified

Principals Principals AP/dean positions
(in regions) (single site schools)

Source: KIPP ED and principal interviews.

Note: The transitions occurred between 2008—-2009 and 2010-2011. This chart includes regions and schools with
a known number of principal or AP/dean transitions between 2008—2009 and 2010-2011. One single-site
school had not experienced a principal transition in the past three years, and 62 percent of schools had not
experienced an AP or dean transition in that period. Some percentages may not sum to 100 due to
rounding. For each region, we first computed the percentage of successors identified each length of time in
advance, then averaged the percentages across regions. The same procedure was used to compute the
percentages for AP/dean transitions across schools. Data on principal transitions were collected at the
regional level for schools in a region. Counts cover the most recent transition at the school.

“3We coded how far in advance successors principale identified, not how far in advance the departi
principals announced they were planning to leavewing both when the transition will take place ahehtifying
who the incoming principal will be far in advananccontribute to managing successful transitions.

4 Positions titled vice principal, director, or ahet similar role are included in these results.
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APPENDIX A: CENSUS METHODOLOGY

In this appendix, we describe how we obtainedrmédion from KIPP principals and
regional EDs via a census and the methods usesti®and analyze the collected data. The
census enabled us to identify and describe leagepsactices at KIPP schools and regions at the
end of the 2010-2011 school year and to collect datthe characteristics of KIPP principals. In
the first section, we describe the modes of dallect®n for the census. In the second section,
we discuss the coding and analysis of the data.

Data collection

To document leadership practices at all KIPP schand regions, we contacted leaders at
each KIPP region and school. The KIPP Foundatioriged a contact list of all 2010-2011
principals and regional EDs, which included 102gipals from 97 schools (five schools had
co-principals) and 24 regional leaders (primari§s from 22 region$We contacted the
principal and ED at each school and region as of 8last, 2011, according to KIPP records;
when the targeted principal or ED was unavailake contacted the incoming principal or a
senior regional leader (for example, if the outggpmincipal left KIPP and was unresponsive to
interview requests, we replaced them with the inogrprincipal)?

The census data comes from three sources: (1)pairguestionnaires; (2) structured phone
interviews with principals and EDs; and (3) datayided by the KIPP Foundation.

Principal questionnaires

Questionnaires were administered to identify thrsqeal characteristics of principals, such
as work experience, demographics, and academighmakd® Principals responded by using
short lists, filling in numbers, or choosing a catry. We emailed the principal questionnaires
one week prior to phone interviews. Principals wlitbnot reply by the time of the interview
were reminded during the interview and further mehers were sent via email. Most principals
(82 percent) submitted completed questionndifEise questionnaire also requested documents
illustrating school leadership practices, and spnigcipals provided these (some schools did not
have such documents). If these materials werevedeén advance of the interview, they were
used to refine the interview protocol, and occaailgrthey were used to supplement information
gathered during the interview.

! Regional EDs were targeted for the regional inéavs; however, at ED request, in one region weriggved an
alternate regional leader and in another we indeved another regional leader in addition to the ERo schools
that were closing at the end of the 2010-2011 dojesr were excluded from the sample. In four casetsools had
co-principals and both leaders were interviewedana school, only one co-principal completed aaririew.

2In three schools, an outgoing principal was unawdd for interview and was replaced with the inaegrprincipal.
In one region, another regional senior staff mendoenpleted the interview in place of the ED. Wddad these
leaders’ experiences in the school or region predithmiliarity with the leadership practices of gahool and
region.

3We also collected questionnaires from 21 of 22aeaji leaders, but we only report one item from that
guestionnaire.

*In the few cases in which we interviewed a replasemprincipal, we do not report data from theip@sses to the
guestionnaire because their demographic and bagkdnmformation is not applicable to the 2010-26¢thool
year.
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Structured phone interviews

The interviews focused on leadership practiceslBPKschools and regions. We chose to
collect data using interviews rather than surveysriable interviewers to clarify questions and
ask follow-up questions when initial responsesraitiprovide sufficient detail. The interviewers
used detailed protocols that provided an introdycsoript, specified questions, and identified
areas for further probing. There were three prdgyame each for: regional leaders, principals at
regional schools, and principals at single-siteosth The interview protocols were drafted with
input from the KIPP Foundation and piloted withnf@r KIPP principals. To improve the flow
and clarity of the interviews, some modificationsre'made on an as-needed basis following
early interviews.

Principal interviews averaged about 45 minuteength and collected information about
school-level practices, including the selection dadelopment of the leadership staff within the
school. Regional ED interviews were about an hongland collected information about
regional practices, including the selection andettgyment of principals and future leadership
needs. For single-site schools, principal intergalgo gathered parallel information on some
practices gathered at the regional level for regji@chools. Interviews focused on nine
dimensions of KIPP leadership practices:

1. The leadership structure of KIPP schools and regand the responsibilities of KIPP leaders

N

The impact of the KIPP Leadership Competency Madel Healthy Schools and Regions
Framework (not addressed in the report)

Criteria used to select KIPP leaders

Leadership transitions

Pathways to KIPP leadership

The development of future KIPP leaders

The emphasis of KIPP schools and regions on devedpaders
Strategies schools and regions use to retain Isader

© © N o o s~

The approaches used to evaluate and manage tloerparice of KIPP leaders

Interviews were administered by eight interviewieasned at an all-day, in-person training.
A senior member of the project team participateddoh interviewer’s initial interview and
provided feedback to improve interview quality.dmitiewers met weekly to discuss challenges
and strategies for improving interview quality.

Interviews were completed with principals or otleaders at 96 of 97 schools; in 94 cases,
we were able to interview the individual designatgdKIPP as the official principal as of May
31st, 2011 (or at least one official principal @nsols with co-principals). KIPP EDs and
principals received an email from the KIPP Fouratatn early April 2011, describing the study
and requesting that regions and schools particifgtertly after, interviewers began contacting
leaders to schedule interviews. Interviews weredoated over four months between April 28,
2011, and September 2, 2011, although about 9@penere completed by the end of June.
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Interviews were completed with representatives fedin22 regions; in 21 of the 22 regions we
were able to interview the ED.

Data from the KIPP Foundation

Finally, the KIPP Foundation provided data desoglthe characteristics of KIPP
principals, including the principal’s overall yearsexperience as a teacher and principal; his or
her tenure in current position; data on principahsitions; and school and regional
characteristics.This information was used to supplement the infitiom gathered in interviews
and questionnaires. (We did not use replacementipals’ data for these items, since these
provided largely demographic and background infairomeabout the official principal as of May
31.) The KIPP Foundation also provided a list bK&SLP participants, which was used to
identify the proportion of KIPP principals who hpdrticipated in the various KSLP programs.

Coding and analysis

After the interviews, interviewers summarized resg®s to each question, and the
summaries were reviewed for comprehensivenesslantydy a member of the analysis team.
Based on this feedback, interviewers revised tterview summary using audio recordings as
necessary to fill in missing information. Interviewere then loaded into coding software (Atlas)
for analysis. The interview questions were oftearepnded, requiring a large coding effort
using detailed protocols to ensure high reliahilitiiere were three general types of responses,
each requiring a different analytic approach.

1. Clear response categoried-or some items, leaders’ response categorieslingted or the
coding scheme was obvious. This occurred for ortarek reasons: (1) the questions were
closed-ended (for example, “Does your school haleadership team that meets
regularly?”); (2) the responses fell into a smalinber of clear categories (for example, in
response to the question “Who is responsible fanmihg leadership transitions in your
regions?,” respondents almost always reported baesmall number of individuals,
including the executive director either alone ocatiaboration with the outgoing principal);
or (3) the categories of interest were known inaaabe (for example, whether the
responsibilities of the tier 2 leader were generapecialized).

In these cases, detailed coding schemes were ditafgpiide coders and document
decisions. Coders piloted the schemes on a sarhpleeoviews to ensure usability and
consistency across coders, revised the schemegtove consistency, and coded the full set
of interviews. For some items, coders also chogeesentative examples to illustrate the
categories. (In some cases, responses to othdiansewere also used to identify illustrative
examples.) Some practices that coders determineslimteresting or atypical, but not
necessarily representative of the full set of pcast are provided in Appendix C.

2. Unclear response categories with responses summaatzas frequenciesFor some items,
open-ended questions elicited responses that dithihanto a small number of known
categories, but once categories were identifi@chi possible to classify responses. To

®Data from the KIPP Foundation was provided at waipoints in time, and some data is missing farqipials
who transitioned into the role following the trarission of the data. Data on principal transitioaptares
transitions that occurred in the summer of 2011.
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identify categories, we used responses from a rarsimple of 20 school and 10 regional
write-ups. An iterative process was used to combimglar categories and narrow the range
of codes to those responses that were most commtbe sample. We usually limited the
number of response categories to the eight moguér® responses, but occasionally
included additional categories, including some gatties of interest to the KIPP Foundation.
Similar to the process for known response categodetailed coding schemes were
developed, piloted, and revised before being agpbehe full set of interviews. lllustrative
examples were selected using the same processategory 1. (In some cases, responses to
other questions were also used to identify illusteaexamples.) Interesting or atypical
examples of practices identified by respondentpereided in Appendix C.

3. Unclear response categories, no frequencidsor some open-ended questions, coders
identified all leaders’ responses using the codiiware. Coders then reviewed all these
responses together and summarized key themesatinat @p across several leaders’
responses and selected relevant examples illugjrtite theme. When possible, the coder
identified a spectrum to describe the range oftpreas implemented by KIPP leaders. No
codes were developed for these items, and fregeeace generally not reported. However,
in some cases, usually for ED responses, codergexbthe number of respondents for
specific themes to provide a sense of the reprageaness of that theme. No coding scheme
was developed for items in this category and thabity of the classification into themes
was not assessed.

Coding reliability

To assess coding reliability for items in respocetegories 1 and 2, we had two
independent reviewers code a random sample oftidbsand 10 regional intervieWi<Our
primary measure of interrater consistency (IRG)ascent exact agreement—an easily
interpretable statistic with a convention of 0.80 éxcellent reliability, although 0.70 can be
acceptable for more complicated coding schemediftéan et al. 20049 As this measure can
be less instructive when there are high leveldhahce agreement, we also report a simple kappa
coefficient (Cohen 1968). A kappa greater thandicates that observed agreement exceeds
chance agreement, with the magnitude indicatirength of agreement; a convention for
minimum acceptable simple kappa is 0.60 (Hartmarah. 004). When a coding scheme is
ordinal and has more than two possible codes gamgle, the number of transitions), simple
kappa does not distinguish between codes thairarasbut not exactly the same (that is, even
small differences are counted as disagreement)ebe cases, we also calculate a weighted

® At the start of the coding process, to improvéal®lity we had two reviewers code a sample of difos| and 10
regional interviews. Any coding discrepancies wesed to refine the coding guidance before the nedeaiof the
interviews were coded.

"For some items, coders could code missing (thevileeer did not ask the question) or not applicafde
example, the year the school hired the first tista2f when there was no tier 2 staff at the sch@ders usually
agreed on these codes or disagreed at most oneadhritem. (An exception is the item addressingtivr there
was a pool of identified successors for tier 2fstafthis case, the coders disagreed twice omfipication of
missing or not applicable.) To prevent agreemerthese codes from inflating IRC estimates, we ed@iithese
codes from the calculation of those estimates.
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kappa using Cicchetti-Allison weights (when botliexs only use the same two codes, the
weighted kappa equals the simple kappa.)

In general, the computed IRC indicate sufficietit®lity for the coding; that is, the percent
of exact agreement was greater than or equal Gdh8 either kappa or weighted kappa was
greater than 0.60 (see Tables A.1 and A.2). Fadltems for which IRC was less than the
recommended level, results are italicized in TaBldsand A.2.

Table A.1. IRC for items with known response categories

Percent

exact Weighted
agreement Kappa kappa

ED interviews

Open application for school leaders (n=8) 88 0.77 0.87
Formal application for school leaders (n=8) 75 0.59 0.75
Number of principals replaced with less than six months (n=6) 100 1 1
Number of principals replaced with more than 18 months (n=6) 100 1 1
Identified successor for principal (humber) (n=10) 100 1 1
Identified successor for principal (pool) (n=10) 88 0.60 -
Region determines leadership structure at schools (n=10) 100 1 -
Participants in the selection process for principal (n=10)
KIPP Foundation 100 1 -
ED 100 1 -
Other regional staff 78 0.50 -
Principal(s) 100 1 -
Other Leaders at the school 90 0.62 -
KIPP regional or school board 100 1 -
Other participants 100 1 -
Principals are evaluated on developing leaders (n=10) 90 0.62 -

Principal interviews

Positions at KIPP schools (n=11)

Principal 100 1 1
AP 91 0.79 0.93
Dean® 82 0.52 0.59
GLC* 100 1 1
Department/Content-area chair 100 1 1
Instructional coordinator/Director of instruction/ Instructional coach 91 0.74 -
Special education coordinator 100 1 -
Social worker/Guidance counselor 100 1 -
Director of ops/Business manager 100 1 -
Other Positions 72 0.44 -
Total number of tier 2 positions (n=11) 91 0.88 0.95
Number of new tier 2 positions (n=11) 63 0.41 0.52
Year of first AP/dean (n=3) 100 - -
Number eliminated tier 2 positions (n=10) 100 1 1

8To prevent coding drift, we assessed code-recdiility every 20 write-ups, and we found no pretis with
drift.
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Table A.1 (continued)

Percent

exact Weighted
agreement Kappa kappa

Principal interviews

Number of changed tier 2 (n=11) 90 0.63 0.44
Frequency of leadership team meetings (n=10) 20 0.86 0.93
At least one tier 2 position has general responsibilities (n=6) 100 1 -
Open application process for tier 2 (n=11) 100 1 -
Formal application process for tier 2 (n=11) 100 1 -
Number of tier 2 transitions (n=11) 100 1 1
Number of tier 2 replaced with less than six months (n=2) 100 - -
Number of tier 2 replaced with more than 18 months (n=2) 100 - -
Identified successor for tier 2 (number) (n=8) 88 0.75 -
Identified successor for tier 2 (pool) (n=7) 86 0 -
Participants in selection for tier 2 (n=9)
Other regional staff 89 0.77 -
Principal(s) 100 - -
Other leaders at the school 78 0.57 -
Other participants® 88 0.60
Participants in selection for tier 3 (n=5)
Principal(s) 100 - -
Other leaders at the school 100 1 -
KIPP regional or school board 100 1 -
Other participants 100 1 -
Note: Italicized items have percent exact agreement less than 80 percent or kappa less than 0.6. kappa is not

reported when there is no variation in sampled participants’ responses. Weighted kappa is not reported
when the response scale was not ordinal or there were only two response levels in sampled participants’
responses.

% One response was not coded.
AP = assistant principle; ED = executive director; GLC = grade-level chair.
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Table A.2. IRC for sample and classification items (list)

Item Percent exact agreement Kappa

ED interviews (n=10)

Primary responsibilities of school leader

Managing others 100 1
Instructional leadership 100 1
Operational management 100 1
Cultural leadership 100 1
Building relationships with current students and parents 100 1
Community outreach 90 0.61
Developing leaders 100 1
Data-based decision making 100 1
Fundraising 100 1
Board relations 100 -
Work experience and training sought in the selection of principals
KSLP 100 1
Other training 100
Knowledge, skills, and abilities sought in selection of principals
Drive results 100 1
Build relationships 100 1
Manage people 90 .62
Instructional leadership 100 1
Prove the possible 100
Operational management 100 -
Teaching ability 70 0
Management ability 80 0.41
Teaching leadership 90 0.52
Whatever it takes 90 0.80
Vision/Mission 100 1
Student management 60 0.09
Work within an existing structure 80 0.37
Relationships with families 100 1
Flexibility 100 1
Organizational skills 100 -
Barriers to attracting good candidates for principal positions
Insufficient pipeline of leaders within the school 80 0.62
Limited talent pool 90 0.80
Leadership candidates lack interest (total) 100 1
Job is too demanding 90 0.80
Qualified staff lack interest 100 1
Competition with non-KIPP schools and organizations for talent 90 0
Competition with other KIPP schools and regions for talent 90 0.62
Potential applicants lack confidence they will succeed 100 1
Limited control of KSLP Fisher Fellow selection process 100 1
Principals resist promoting their best staff 100 1
Respondent reported no barriers 1 0
Professional development provided to school leaders
Coachingb
School 100 -
Region 90 0.74
Board 100 1
KIPP Foundation 100 1
External 100 1
Unidentified 100 1
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Table A.2 (continued)
Item Percent exact agreement Kappa

ED interviews (n=10)

Trainings, meetings, or conferences”

School 100 -
Region 920 0.80
Board 100 -
KIPP Foundation 50 0.14
External 100 1
Unidentified 80 0
Additional resources 100 1
Peer discussion 100 1
School visits 100 1
Principal interviews
Primary responsibilities of school leader (n=11)
Managing others 100 0
Instructional leadership 100 1
Operational management 91 0.79
Cultural leadership 100 1
Building relationships with current students and parents 100 1
Community outreach 100 1
Developing leaders 91 0.62
Data-based decision making 82 0.56
Fundraising 100 1
Board relations 100 -
Knowledge, skills, and abilities sought in selection of tier 2s (n=11)
Drive results 100 1
Build relationships 91 0.91
Manage people 100 -
Instructional leadership 100 1
Prove the possible 91 0
Operational management 100 0
Teaching ability 93 0.62
Management ability 45 0.03
Teaching leadership 91 0.81
Whatever it takes 100 1
Vision/Mission 91 0.81
Student management 82 0.63
Relationships with families 100 1
Flexibility 91 0.62
Organizational skills 91 0.74
Knowledge, skills, and abilities sought in selection of tier 3 leaders (n=3)
Drive results 100 -
Build relationships 100 -
Manage people 67 0
Instructional leadership 100 1
Prove the possible 100 -
Operational management 100 -
Teaching ability 100 1
Management ability 33 0
Teaching leadership 67 0
Whatever it takes 67 0
Vision/Mission 100 1
Student management 100 1
Relationships with families 100 1
Flexibility 100 -
Organizational skills 100 1
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Table A.2 (continued)

Item Percent exact agreement Kappa

Principal interviews

Work experience and training sought in the selection of tier 2 leaders (n=11)

KSLP 100 0
Other training 100
Work experience and training sought in the selection of tier 3 leaders (n=3)
KSLP 100 -
Other training 100 -
Barriers to attracting good candidates for tier 2 positions (n=11)
Insufficient pipeline of leaders within the school 91 0
Limited talent pool 91 0.79
Leadership candidates lack interest (total)
Job is too demanding 100 -
Qualified staff lack interest 91 0
Competition with non-KIPP schools and organizations for talent 91 0.62
Competition with other KIPP schools and regions for talent 100 -
Potential applicants lack confidence they will succeed 82 0.42
Principals resist promoting their best staff 100 1
Respondent reported no barriers 100
Professional development provided to tier 2 leaders (n=11)
Coachingb
School 82 0.62
Region 100 1
Board 100 -
KIPP Foundation 100 -
External 100 -
Unidentified 100 -
Trainings, Meetings, or Conferences”
School 100 1
Region 91 0.81
Board 100 -
KIPP Foundation 100 -
External 91 0.74
Unidentified 82 -0.10
Additional resources 90 0.62
Peer discussion 100 -
School visits 100 -
Professional development provided to tier 3 leaders (n=3)
Coaching”
School 66 0.40
Region 100 -
Board® 100 -
KIPP Foundation® 100 -
External 100 -
Unidentified 100 -
Trainings, meetings, or conferences”
School 100 1
Region 100 1
Board 100
KIPP Foundation 100 -
External 100 -
Unidentified 100 -
Additional resources 100 -
Peer discussion 100 -
School visits 100 -
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Table A.2 (continued)

Note. Italicized items have percent exact agreement less than 80 percent or kappa less than 0.6. kappa. Kappa is
not reported when there is no variation in sampled participants’ responses. Weighted kappa is not reported
because the response scale was not ordinal or there were only two response levels in sampled participants’
responses.

& One response was not coded.

® The overall coaching (trainings/meetings/conferences) percentage presented in the report is created by totaling all
types of coaching ((trainings/meetings/conferences). That is, if a principal or ED reported any of the types of
coaching, they were included in the any coaching total.

ED = executive director.

Weighting

When two co-principals completed interviews andre@ort responses at the school level,
each principal’s response was weighted equally shahtheir combined response was given the
same weight as a principal in a school with onlg pnincipal. In some cases, such as
demographic information, data is reported for gpats rather than for schools. In these cases,
all principals are weighted equally.
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APPENDIX B: ADDITIONAL LEADERSHIP PRACTICES

In this appendix, we describe atypical leadershgeices reported by respondents, and
more common practices (labeled themes) that werdiited in the responses to open-ended
guestions but could not be efficiently or reliabbyded. We have selected practices that we
believe are of interest because they (1) illustnat® school context can shape leadership
practices; (2) identify practices that helped aosthirespond to a specific need; or (3) more fully
describe leadership practices at KIPP schools.g @t we are not able to evaluate the
effectiveness of the practices. Further, a prirlaipay report a practice to be effective when
implemented as part of a comprehensive plan, leupthctice may be less effective when
implemented in isolation.)

Alternate leadership structures

Some KIPP principals have created atypical leadesbsitions, adapting leadership
structure in response to school context or specdids. For example, one high school principal
emphasized strong college counseling and socidt wgoport for students and thus included
both counselors and college counselors on the ddeadership tier. Examples of other
uncommon tier 2 position titles reported by respond include: chief academic officer (school-
level), director of community relations, intervemtist, learning specialist, parent coordinator,
and school psychologist. Nontraditional tier 3 gosititles include deans (sometimes below an
AP in the leadership structure), instructional splest, Saturday school principal, director of
new teacher development, chief accountability effi@and English language learner coordinator.
Single-site schools reported sometimes handlingoresibilities typically assumed by the
regional structure for schools located in a regkor. example, at least two single-site schools
reported having a director of development, andlarateported having a grant coordinator in
tier 2. One school had three tier 3 leaders fohemade: values chairs, operations chairs, and
curricular chairs. Another school had a third leali tier that includes several deans of
students, GLCs, department chairs, counselorsheads of houses; the latter oversee cross-
grade student groupings to foster community bugdind school spirit.

Several schools reported having multiple leadersbgrdination teams, each with a
particular focus. For example, one school had welelddership team meetings that included the
principal, AP, special education coordinator, higy coaches, director of new teacher
development, and business operations managerséhol also had GLCs who met separately
every other week and were not considered parteofetdership team. Another school had three
different leadership teams. The core team—calleddmin team—was composed of the
principal, the AP, the dean of instruction, andagffmanager. This team met regularly with two
other teams: the first includes the GLCs and the &rts chair and the second includes the other
department chairs.

Although KIPP schools usually divided specialist éRdean roles into instruction and
culture, some larger schools had more than twoiaizesd AP or dean-like roles. For example,
one high school had an AP of student services, fatwwsed on school discipline and culture; an
AP of curriculum and instruction, who focused oowding instructional support for teachers;
and an AP of the upper school, who focused on gelt®unseling and preparation, testing, and
Advanced Placement classes. Other schools hadneeenspecialized areas of responsibility for
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tier 2 leaders. For example, one school had dedimsstruction; the upper school, who also
focused on instruction; students, who focused dtui@) instructional support, who focused on
students who need additional support and attenéind;the lower school, who focused on
counseling.

When KIPP principals wanted to focus on a speaBae they often delegated that issue to
a tier 2 staff member with available time. For epémnin the area of instructional leadership,
some tier 2 leaders taught classes, including mddssrooms, for teachers to observe best
practices or co-taught with newer or strugglingheas. In the area of cultural leadership, a tier
2 leader at one school was responsible for engamnents, students, and staff in KIPP’s
mission and values (“KIPP-notizing”). Tier 2 leasl@ften managed relationship-building and
outreach efforts; ran family nights; visited farediin their homes and communities; and
provided support in crisis situations, such asinhglfamilies if they become homeless. Finally,
some tier 2 leaders discussed student data in mmg® meetings with teachers to look at
benchmarks and revise lesson plans based on thasiést

Strategies for retaining staff

KIPP principals and teachers have demanding jaes Chapter 1l), raising concerns about
excessive turnover at KIPP schools (Henig 2008¢ofding to one principal: “Founding a
school is not a sustainable job. This is reallydh&ork, and we try to acknowledge the
challenges openly with all our staff, and sharemans for how the workload will change in
future years.” Retaining strong principals, tiearitl tier 3 leaders—or, more accurately,
postponing their departure—allows schools to ca®ito benefit from effective leaders while
providing time to build the pipeline of strong leas. During the principal and ED interviews,
we asked about successful strategies to retaingsponcipals and tier 2 and tier 3 leaders and
later used those responses to identify thehtegeneral, most KIPP schools and regions
reported seeking to retain leaders and potentaldes by providing challenging growth
opportunities, making leaders feel valued by primgdangible and intangible rewards, building
a positive working environment, or responding fldxito individual leaders’ needs. Many of the
reported practices are atypical or unique. Furtiverdid not identify how each practice was
funded (that is, whether the practice was fundethbypublic allocation, required additional
fundraising, or was funded by the principal oupotket).

Principals and EDs commonly reported providing digwaent or growth opportunities
within and outside school to ensure staff remagllehged and believe they are growing
professionally? According to one ED, “Staff stay because they amesssful and they know
they are being developed.” For example, some desticontinually stretching leaders to take on
new challenges and supporting them in those effoHis included involving leaders in decision
making or providing them with coaching or autonaimynake decisions. For principals, growth
opportunities included opportunities to lead negigral initiatives or mentor other principals.
Training was also common, such as sending st&fSioP, giving leaders an annual professional
development budget, and otherwise supporting amfditiprofessional development, such as

! Some principals and EDs noted that they had nodbstrategies and that their strategies were ffetteve.

2Many principals reported their strategies for neiteg leaders were similar to those used to reeschers at their
school.
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pursuing a master’s degree. One principal allowkzhder to move to a part-time schedule to
have time to complete a master’s degree.

Some schools and regions clarified future growtpasfunities by providing development
plans for leaders, with concrete goals and feedbagbrogress. For example, one principal
reported creating a four-year development plarafstrong teacher who was tempted to leave the
school. The plan outlined leadership roles withi@asing levels of responsibility, potentially
leading to a dean role. The principal reportedala@ “encourages the teacher to see herself at
the school for at least three to four more yeard,[ahe] is staying because she likes the
leadership component and growing within the schiddare frequent, less formal development
can also facilitate honest communication; at lesasgen principals and one ED mentioned that
regular one-on-ones with leadership staff helpethtaism open communication and retain
leaders. In the words of one principal, “When H&d doing [regularly scheduled one-on-ones],
that was just huge. . . . It really has changedmag | do leadership . . . really giving people the
time to build trust.”

KIPP schools and regions also aimed to make leddefsalued by using tangible and
intangible rewards. Financial rewards included pgyeaders well, providing raises and bonuses
to high performers, and structuring the pay saaleivard longevity. Other leaders provided less
tangible rewards; helping leaders to see their vasrikaluable and important was a key strategy
principals employed to retain leaders at their sthd-or example, some leaders advocate
providing regular praise. Others indicated theydwel it is important for leaders to see the work
they do as having an impact. Some principals reweaders with a bigger role in decision
making for the school. For example, one princigglarted, “Our stronger people have more of a
say in how our school runs.”

Other principals and EDs made efforts to build sifpee community at the school. In this
regard, principals often referred to the school mamity as being a family or as being made up
of good friends. One principal reported, “It reathatters to have strong relationships among the
adult staff at the school. Staff who know and leaeh other will help to make sure everyone
feels supported. Staff at the school are bestddeand those deep relationships might be the
biggest reason why the school has had so mucHistal®ther principals described more
general approaches to developing a strong sersmmhunity in the school, but did not provide
details on how they implemented these strategies.

Finally, in an effort to address the challengesléea experience with a job that puts so many
demands on their time, some principals reportekisgéo retain leaders by understanding their
individual needs and providing flexibility. For ergle, one principal provided gym equipment
on-site and weekly dry cleaning runs for staffret $chool. One region provided a day care,
which principals in the region were among the ficstise. Some principals reported reducing, or
being flexible about, the hours leaders were exquetd work: relieving leaders of Saturday
school responsibilities, giving grade-level ch4®.Cs) additional planning time, or allowing
staff to leave early or arrive late one day a wé&ske region reported shortening the school day
and eliminating Saturday school altogether to nthkgob more sustainable; according to that
ED, the region is “emphasizing quality over quapitit
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Supporting struggling leaders

Seven regions, typically larger or more establishreels, reported developing a formal
improvement or action plan for struggling princgdimprovement plans typically documented a
principal’s areas of weakness, listed a seriesrafegjies to address each shortcoming, and
included a timeline for demonstrating improvemdnto regions reported bringing in regional
staff to do a school review, presumably to infoha tlevelopment of these improvement plans.

Most regions reported using informal strategiesupport principals who are not meeting
expectations. It was not possible to classify thhesponses into themes, as most support was
tailored to individual needs. Strategies for immgnment often included the allocation of
additional resources to fund coaching, providinditohal training or workshops, hiring support
staff, or giving principals release time to obsdpest practices in other schools. Regions also
reported spending more time with the struggling@pal, providing more specific feedback
during one-on-ones, and assigning mentor princifpalar newer regions did not have a plan for
supporting struggling principals; they had not getountered this situation or were unsure what
process was in place to deal with such situations.

As reported by regions in regard to struggling gipals, most principals said they took an
informal approach to supporting struggling tieeaders, typically using additional coaching or
more targeted feedback during one-on-otis. respondents reported that they would consider
reducing the burden of struggling tier 2 leadezshuffling responsibilities, or moving the leader
to a different role before considering terminati@mly one-quarter of principals reported
developing improvement plans for tier 2 leaders &l®onot meeting expectations.

Regional leadership pipeline assessment and development programs

KIPP regions reported assessing their leaderspgglipe at least annually, but the formality
of planning varied by region. For example, in cargé KIPP region, regional leaders met twice
a year to assess how long each principal is exgécteemain in their current role. To determine
the number of successors needed, the regionalrkeadesidered whether each principal wants
to stay in his or her role and whether each praloias effective (ineffective principals may
need to be replaced). The region then flagged $shibat did not have an identified successor
seen as able to become an effective principal witho years, meaning that the school had a gap
in its pipeline that should be addressed. Anotbagion reported tracking emerging leaders into
different trajectories: emergency successors omad successors. This region used the tracking
system to assess where emerging leaders fell ipipiedine and where gaps existed and to match
these trajectories with those of existing princsp@&@ther regions used less formal approaches to
assess the pipeline. One ED described assesséerngdeadership potential through personal
communication and examining their performance eatadus; selected teachers were expected to
go to KSLP Teacher Leader program to prepare fordéudeadership.

3 Roughly one-third of principals reported that they have not encountered a tier 2 leader who was not meeting
expectations; however, most of these respondents still explained what they would do if faced with this situation.
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Many KIPP regions reported having their own lealigrslevelopment prograniskegional
leadership development programs primarily targerattipals and tier 2 leaders and covered
topics such as data tracking and analysis; degigamial implementing curriculum; coaching,
including how to handle difficult conversationserdifying future leaders; managing
performance through instructional observationsygishe LCM to set goals and evaluate
performance; and designing stretch tasks. EDs &i@megions also reported providing pre-role
development for tier 3 leaders, such as GLCs aherdeachers interested in leadership. These
programs, often referred to as “emerging leadersfjams, covered topics such as time
management, active listening skills, running a ingetonducting a one-on-one meetig,
setting goals, and developing software skills.

Several EDs reported that regional leadership-dgveént programs helped assess talent,
exposing principals to staff from schools throughtibeir region. These programs allowed
regions to simultaneously build and assess thgional pipeline by developing the leaders and
then observing firsthand how they perform. One BId ¢hat an emerging leader’s performance
in the regional development program supplementsl#te that the region has received on that
leader’s teaching. By observing performance inrélggon’s development program, regional
leadership removed some emerging leaders fromipedime and advanced others.

Professional development training for tier 2 arlda&lers provided by the region or school
typically targeted a particular set of skills cadership role. For example, three regions reported
offering training for special education staff oterant laws and the child study or identification
process. School-level professional developmentllysoecurred during regular leadership team
meetings. Five schools also reported providinggssibnal development for more junior leaders
over the summer, and one school had monthly relgage during which tier 2 leaders provided
professional development for tier 3 leaders.

Evaluating leadership transitions

Accountability of principals is a key part of KIPPrincipal transitions complicate this
evaluation, as successor principals take over aotetith existing staff and structures.
Nonetheless, successors are expected to maintairposve school performanéeNearly all
KIPP regions evaluated transitions by examininglag@c achievement, and many also
examined satisfaction, engagement, or teachertieten

*In their questionnaires, two-thirds of EDs reportieat their region had a leadership developmergrara.
However, for some regions, these programs appdae toostly informal, providing professional devefopleaders
through monthly check-in meetings.

®>One-on-one meetings (O3s) are meetings betweearkadd direct reports that seek to strengthen the
relationship, support the direct report in probkwiving, clarify goals and expectations, offer feack and
coaching, review data and determine next stepshalpdthe direct report focused on priorities. @Bsa key
structure used in the management and developmestafbiat KIPP.

®This section examines how transitions are evalugieh the principal hired. For information on héWPP
evaluates particular principals more generally,tkegperformance management section in Chapter V.

"We obtained the data by asking EDs how they knewcaessful principal transition has occurred.
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Fourteen of 16 EDs who had experienced a prin¢rpakition reported that they used
student achievement data to evaluate whetherdhsition has been successful, with several
saying it is the most important metfidypically, in a successful transition, academic
achievement of students is expected to stay the sauget better. One ED said that he would
understand if a school experienced a dip in slmioutcomes when a successor principal first
starts, but that after two terms, outcomes shoeldrbpar or better than they had been under the
preceding principal. EDs also expect successocipais to meet regionally set goals for student
achievement.

KIPP regions also evaluated whether a leadersansition was successful by looking at
other measures. For example, five regions measiuei@ént satisfaction, seven used parental
satisfaction, and nine considered staff satisfacfi@n regions reported examining student
attrition to evaluate leadership transitions, aigihteregions reported examining teacher retention
(for example, looking for what was termed “unhegltturnover, or many staff leaving the
school). Six EDs reported examining school cultaedrics (such as numbers of suspensions or
other disciplinary actions). Two regions specifigahentioned using data from the Healthy
Schools and Regions (HSR) framework for this puegos

A few leaders described unigue approaches to evadui@adership transitions (for common
evaluation practices, see Chapter 1V). One ED dsstdmusing such metrics as college readiness
(for high school students), organizational sustaiiitg (such as ensuring that a new principal
successor is identified), and financial and operati sustainability. Another ED commented that
guantitative measures are not useful in the skam because a negative effect may take a long
time to become clear. This ED preferred to look ptincipal’s sense of urgency and willingness
to take and respond to criticism and suggestiorssgas of a successful transition. One ED said
that the region gauged the reactions of othersarsthool community to ensure that the “right
choice” was made when selecting a successor paheil stakeholders are surprised by the
choice, that is problematic. Finally, one leaded $lhat he looks at quantitative data but also
gauges whether a transition is successful by juggow he feels when he is in the school,
saying, “We’re in our schools often enough thatklwew how it feels. And you walk through
and it feels different. Does the leader know eveng that's happening, all that’'s going on at the
schools? That part is less scientific but reallyical.”

Strategies that facilitate leader transitions

School leaders face challenges as they take orresynsibilities. Leaders must learn
procedures; in some cases, get to know, and eames$ipect of, school staff, students, and
parents; and often take on new responsibilitieselVdsked what had facilitated transitions,
KIPP principals and EDs identified the followingeategies:

8Three EDs had not yet experienced a transition,caedED reported being unable to answer this cprestcause
he had not thought about it. Two principals did address metrics in their response; rather, thegudsed how they
prepared for and executed transitions or asselhsagadiness of the successor principal to asshengrincipal

role.

°The HSR tool is administered by the KIPP Foundatiecause we did not ask EDs whether they useH &,
this may understate the proportion of EDs using ffatm the HSR to assess these measures of tunthsmgcess.
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» A gradual transfer of leadership responsibility albws incoming principals to learn
about, and prepare for, their new role.ldentifying a successor well in advance of a
transition enables a gradual transition, in whieh dutgoing and incoming principal overlap
at the same school. This allows the outgoing ppigdio support and provide information to
the incoming principal as he or she takes on newaesibilities and gives the incoming
principal time to plan and prepare for the new.rélecording to one ED, “It really hurts if
the successor has less than one year [to trarisit®ome leaders described the gradual
transition process as particularly important fangipals coming from outside the KIPP
network. To institutionalize this practice, oneiogghas implemented a yearlong fellowship
for incoming principals, where the incoming leadgwend 12 months at the school,
overlapping with the outgoing principal, beforeitakover. This gradual transition period
also helps the successor principal practice exegutieaningful responsibilities and build
relationships with students and staff (see the peixtt).

* Giving the incoming leader authority to make majordecisions during a transition
period provides him or her with experience and demwstrates the transfer of authority.
Several leaders mentioned that it was importantifeincoming principal to have authority
over hiring decisions, in particular, for the cognpiyear.The authority transfer must be
real—leaders reported that excessive oversightiocromanagement by the outgoing
principal hindered transition® some cases, the transfer of autonomy was fatetitby the
creation of a formal delineation of responsibibtaf the incoming and outgoing principal
and a plan for how those would change. Accordingr® principal, “There’s a lot of
ownership [on behalf of the founding principal]..and another person steps up and has a
different idea; . .. that initial transition frothe founding principal to another person in the
building can be hard . . . there’s a pretty emaliaiement to it.”

» Transparency and clear communication with all stakbolders help generate
stakeholder buy-in.Some leaders indicated that a transparent succesigation process
involving diverse stakeholders (including parestagdents, teachers, and other staff at the
school) is a useful starting point to a succedséuisition. Some successor leaders who had
not worked at their schools previously said it waportant for them to spend time at the
school before the transition, developing relatiopshvith all stakeholders. Other principals
reported that it was important for the incomingdieiato be skilled at building relationships
and articulating his or her vision for the schddiis often involved providing forums for
staff to express their feelings about the transitiad ideas for the future of the school or for
parents and students to meet with the new prineipdlbuild trusting relationships.

* Regional offices provide support and guidance to toming leaders.This support was
available from departing principals transitionimgrégional roles, from coaching or weekly
meetings with the ED or other regional staff, @nfran open-door policy in which the
incoming principal felt comfortable approaching arlying on the regional staff for
support. According to one principal, “One of thevatages of being in a [region] versus
being in a single-site school is the support offteadquarters offices, which includes many
people who have been [principals].”

* KSLP and regional training. At least eight principals and two regional EDs lexiby
stated that KSLP training had made their transidasier. One externally hired principal
reported that “the hardest part of the transiti@s yust learning a new system [KIPP].” He
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said that KSLP was helpful in doing that. Othenpipals described the importance of
regional leadership training in facilitating trainsns.

» Hiring principals from within the school or within KIPP. Some principals believed
internal hiring facilitates smooth transitions besathe incoming leaders are familiar with
KIPP or the school community. Some leaders expdeagaeference for hiring principals
from within the school, whereas others simply pmei@ principals from within KIPP.
According to one principal, having “strong pregixig relationships with the school’s staff
definitely helps.”

Two regions outlined unique policies for consistgntienting new leaders to the region. In
the first, the region scheduled meetings betweeonting principals and regional staff and
provided a binder containing reference materiaistoming leaders. In the second, the region
distributed detailed checklists of tasks and at#igithat principals of new schools must
complete in their first year.
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APPENDIX C: REGION AND BOARD LEADERSHIP ROLES

Of the 97 KIPP schools examined in this reportb8®ng to and are overseen by a region.
Regions can affect a school’s leadership struadiretly by mandating particular roles. Regions
can also indirectly shape leaders’ roles by retig\gchools of some administrative
responsibilities. (Regions can often utilize ecoresof scale, spreading costs over multiple
schools.) Ultimately, regions decide how much theyt to shape their schools’ leadership
practices and where they want to provide schodis autonomy. Regional and school boards
can also shape leadership practices (EDs repoegtonal boards and principals at single-site
schools report to school boards). In this appentiéxdescribe regional and board involvement in
school leadership structure and managing admitiigtrabligations. We obtained data reported
in this appendix from interviews in which (1) wekad EDs whether the region determined
leadership structure at schools or schools retaangohomy, and (2) we asked principals about
their responsibilities to identify regional admin&ive responsibilities.

Most regions gave principals authority to make siecis about leadership structure; about
71 percent of EDs reported that they did not esthlthe leadership structures in their schools.
In these regions, principals typically determinled humber of leaders, their roles, and when
those roles are created. This autonomy is consistigm KIPP’s power to lead pillar. However,
some EDs reported that they plan to exert morergbover how schools in the region structure
their leadership roles, often referring to the D@ @&ustin regions’ success in using
standardization to better develop the pipeline @megare leaders to become successful Fisher
Fellows. Of the regions that influenced their sdedleadership structure, three regions required
at least one AP or dean; three regions requiredd®® or deans when schools have all planned
grades; one region strongly suggested having APdidunot specify how many; and one region
required growing schools to have at least one le@gge unspecified) who has participated in
KSLP and schools with all grades to have two leadéro have participated in KSLP.

Regional offices appeared to relieve principalsahe key responsibilities. In particular,
principals in a region were less likely to rep@s$ponsibilities related to public outreach,
fundraising, and board relations than those atesisige schools, possibly because these are areas
in which regional staff were most likely to asslstfact, principals in a region were less likeby t
report all three of these responsibilities thanestbose at single-site schools, although the
margin of difference for public outreach was ldsmnt15 percentage points (see Table 11.3).
Other differences emerged as well. Principalsraglsisite schools were more likely than their
in-region peers to report responsibilities relatedultural oversight and less likely to report
responsibilities related to instructional leadepsftiiy a margin of 15 percentage points or more).
However, only nine principals are at single-siteais, meaning that smaller differences
between schools in a region and single-site sctamlkl be driven by idiosyncratic approaches
of one or two single-site principals rather thastegnatic differences between the groups.

Some regional staff specifically described absayluertain key responsibilities from
principals in their regions. For example, someargl offices coordinated services shared by
schools in a region—such as busing, food operatams facilities maintenance—thus relieving
principals of these responsibilities. ConsistenthwdlPP’s power to lead pillar, principals in
regions generally still had control and oversigigratheir own budgets, though some worked
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with regional offices in these areas. A few EDsnmall or new regions granted more operational
responsibilities to principals than did EDs in kr@nd older KIPP regions.

Regional and school boards can provide guidan&R®e regions and schools on school
leadership, including structure. At least 6 of #2eregional boards reportedly had no role in
leadership practices or the principal pipefinehereas other boards advised on both leadership
structures and responsibilities. For example, i@ @gion, the ED and the regional board
developed a decision rights matrix based on madgdriam the KIPP Foundation. This matrix
was helpful when the ED recruited principal cantbdaas the ED used this document to explain
decision rights in the school and region over dpeiEsues. In another region, the regional ED
said that her presentation on the regional leagemspeline led to a discussion about the co-
principal model that the region uses. The ED regubthat the board had a helpful discussion
about how the co-principal model may both promeoig discourage sustainability and made
recommendations for moving forward.

'In some regions, the role of the board was unclear.
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APPENDIX D: BARRIERS TO ATTRACTING AND DEVELOPING LEADERS AND
REGIONAL RESPONSES

Given principals’ integral role at KIPP schoolsg thIPP Foundation and KIPP regions
focus resources and attention on attracting andldping high-quality principals. Identifying
challenges to filling leadership positions can imMidmprovements in recruiting. In this
appendix, we report the primary barriers EDs amakcgals cited in filling leadership positions
and the strategies they use to overcome the barrier

Barriers

Emphasizing the importance of internal developmaimpst half of EDs reported an
insufficiently developed internal pipeline of leasl@s a key barrier (Table D.1). Often, the lack
of internal development was related to the regieimdprelatively young—with younger
teachers—and needing leaders faster than the regiodevelop them.

Almost half of EDs also reported that qualified dalates (both internal and external)
lacked interest in the principal role. They repdréevariety of reasons for this lack of interest,
most commonly that applicants perceived the jotbpaslemanding and thus do not apply (45
percent). For example, one ED reported “The demé&ordse job are intense. For the right
person, it's the most rewarding job in the world &or the wrong person, it's an unfair burden to
bear. The barrier is the job itself.” Almost oneager (23 percent) of EDs reported that qualified
leaders were disinterested for other reasons)f@amele, one region reported that internal
candidates might be disinterested in the prinaipl@ because teachers at KIPP schools already
play a key role in school decision making.

About one-fourth of EDs reported that competitiooni schools and organizations outside
of KIPP, including competition from other professsowith higher compensation, made it
challenging to fill leadership positions. For exdepmne ED reported that some other charter
management organizations (CMOs) offer a more dnadie to the principal role than KIPP
schools in the region; thus, some qualified leadetsdd be drawn to organizations in which they
can advance more quickly. It was less common fos Elreport competition from within KIPP
(13 percent), but some EDs stated this as a fdatparticular, rural regions indicated their
geographic location made them less able to congftsetively for talent.

The top barriers to filling tier 2 positions wene iasufficient pool of qualified candidates
(38 percent) and qualified candidates’ lack ofriest in taking on the leadership role (27
percent). Tier 2 leader candidates’ lack of intevess again primarily thought to result from the
high demands placed on leaders. Less frequentigreteported that tier 3 leaders were not
interested in leadership positions due to a désistay in their current role (typically with
teaching responsibilities).

Attracting and developing high-quality principals and other leaders

Given principals’ integral role at KIPP schoolsg thIPP Foundation and regions focus
resources and attention on attracting and devejdmigh-quality principals (for strategies that
regions and schools use to retain leadership sedf Appendix D). EDs and principals used
several strategies to overcome batrriers to attrgatr developing good principal candidates.
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Table D.1. Common barriers to filling leadership positions by tier

Insufficient pipeline of leaders within the school 45 14
Newer region without developed leaders or region states they have not focused on
developing pipeline

Limited talent pool 45 38
Not enough leaders with necessary knowledge, skills or attitudes

Leadership candidates lack interest (total) 45 27
Respondent reported candidates lack interest in the position for either of following
reasons:?
Job is too demanding 45 20
Qualified staff lack interest 23 10
Competition with non-KIPP schools and organizations for talent 23 15
Competition with other KIPP schools and regions for talent 14
Potential applicants lack confidence they will succeed 14 6
Limited control of KSLP Fisher Fellow selection process 14 n.a.
Principals resist promoting their best staff 9 5

Want strong tier 2 leaders to stay at the school to keep the best teachers in the
classroom rather than move them into administrative positions

Respondent reported no barriers 0 22

Sample size 22 88

Source: KIPP ED and principal interviews.

Note: Barriers in 2010-2011. Tier 2 percentages are percentages only for schools that have tier 2 (six schools did
not have tier 2 leaders).

® Percentage listing any of the following three categories.
n.a. = not applicable.

Four EDs distributed principals’ responsibilitiesmhake the job more manageable. For
example, one ED reported hiring an AP in a schdoks year of operation to distribute
leadership responsibilities. Another region repiteat having two APs helped to relieve the
burden on principals. Two EDs described provididditional support to schools; for example,
one described moving most of the principals’ finahoperations, and fundraising
responsibilities to the regional level. In contrastly one ED reported offering competitive
salaries to attract high-quality leaders.

Five EDs noted that they attempted to attract §jadlieaders by promoting or enhancing
professional development opportunities, and somghasized multiple development
approaches. Two EDs described expanding and progiteir regional leadership development
programming. Two others promoted KIPP network msi@nal development opportunities.
Another approach involved attempting to forge penghips with local universities . Two of the
five EDs also emphasized informal development ojymities such as “support and attention” or
opportunities for growth. For example, one ED régahighlighting for regional staff
opportunities for advancement into more seniortposs within the region.

D.2



KIPP LEADERSHIP PRACTICES APPENDIX MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH

Eight EDs mentioned developing their internal pipet. For example, one ED said that the
i3 subgrants for funding AP positions earlier pdad future principals with more experience
sooner: Another mentioned requiring schools to have twe APexpand the pipeline of future
principals. One ED reported taking steps to taier LCM to focus on specific roles and
positions and developing observational criteriawbich principals can evaluate other leaders
and provide them with the appropriate professiaeakelopment. Finally, one ED reported
greater efforts to build more ownership among ppals on building the leadership pipeline.

Four EDs reported engaging in collaborative efftotglentify and attract leaders. Three
EDs reported working with other organizations, sasfTeach For America, to identify talented
local alumni. Another ED worked with funders antlatorganizations to recruit nationally and
leverage the city’s image as being on the cuttohgeeof education reform.

!Three regions specifically mentioned the role efiigrant in developing the pipeline or distribgtieadership
responsibilities.
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APPENDIX E: CHARACTERISTICS OF KIPP PRINCIPALS

The KIPP Foundation, regions, and schools focehatin on specific competencies when
selecting principals, believing that those skilifl help principals succeed. KIPP principals’
background and personal characteristics also shafreperspectives and experiencd@he
foundation recognizes this impact and is committekiiring principals who “share the life
experiences or racial background of [KIPP] studéhBrincipals’ professional experiences and
training also affect the pedagogical and managemmgmtoaches implemented at their schools,
and reporting these experiences helps to identffiyences on KIPP principals.

In this appendix, we describe KIPP principals’ dgnagphic, professional, and educational
characteristics to provide a more complete pictiin€lPP leadership. The data in this section
come from the questionnaire administered to praisips part of the census. Where data is
available, as a benchmark for the findings on KpigRcipals, we provide nationally
representative data from public school principakschaools in which 75 percent of students are
from low-income households (Battle 2009).

Demographic characteristics of KIPP principals

Comparisons to principals at comparable traditigmdilic schools reveal how KIPP
principals may differ on these background charasttes. Additionally, we describe KIPP
principals’ family situations to shed light on anmmon criticism of KIPP: that the workload of a
KIPP principal is unsustainable and incompatibléhai family life (Henig 2008). In this section,
we report KIPP principals’ age, gender, race, farsiatus, and roots in the communities they
serve.

KIPP principals in the census were relatively youtigeir median age is 32, and ages range
from 26 to 63 (Table E.1). For context, the medige of principals at comparable traditional
public schools is 53. The relative youth of KIPkhpipals might result from (1) a culture that
prioritizes leadership potential over experien@¢;KIPP’s rapid growth—many new schools
and growing regions create founding principal possg for young leaders to advance into (in
contrast to traditional public schools, in whichshdemand for leaders results from principal
transitions); and (3) the relative youth of chagenool teachers, the pool of teacher leaders from
which KIPP principals are likely to be dravn.

KIPP principals were evenly distributed in termggehder, with 48 percent of them male. In
the nationally representative sample of principélsomparable traditional public schools,
slightly more than 40 percent are male.

! At least one study suggests that having a teadhbestudents’ own race improves students’ academi
achievement (Dee 2004). We know of no evidenceadaate this relationship holds for the race ohgipals.

2 http://www.kipp.org/about-kipp/the-kipp-foundation.

3 According to the 2011 KIPP Report Card, in the@®@011 school year, 76 percent of KIPP students wkgible
for free lunches and an additional 11 percent wégible for reduced-price lunches. See
http://www.kipp.org/questionl.

“http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2009/2009324/tables/sass@P08324 _t12n_03.asp
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Table E.1. Demographic characteristics of KIPP and comparable public
school principals

Median age (years) 32 53
Age range (years) 26 t0 63 NA
Male (percentage) 48 41
Caucasian, non-Hispanic 56 59
African American, non-Hispanic 27 23
Hispanic, regardless of race 9 16
Other” 7 2
Race of the principal matches the race of the 38 NA
majority of students (percentage)®

Married (percentage) 56 NA
Have children (percentage) 37 NA
Mean length of time in city where work (years) 10 NA
Sample size 87

Source: Data on KIPP principals come from questionnaires completed by KIPP principals (respondent must have
been a principal on May 31, 2011). Data on comparable public school principals are from Battle (2009).
Statistics are for principals serving student populations in which 75 percent or more of students were
eligible for free or reduced-price lunches.

Note: Characteristics for 2010-2011 KIPP principals. There was some item-level nonresponse, but at least 85
principals provided each characteristic. Some percentages might not sum to 100 due to rounding.

% Five schools had co-principals; in two of these schools, both principals completed a questionnaire. In these two
cases, both principals’ responses are included in the result.

® The categories Asian (5 percent), multiracial (1 percent), and other (1 percent) were combined into Other for KIPP
principals.

©This statistic was computed only in cases in which the school had a majority race (n=80).
NA = not available.

KIPP principals were racially and ethnically dive=nd had racial and ethnic backgrounds
similar to those of principals in other low-incomehools. A small majority of KIPP principals
were Caucasian (56 percent), followed by Africanekitan (27 percent), and Hispanic (9
percent). Very few principals reported being Asiaujtiracial, or of another race, and none
reported being Native American. In general, theatand ethnic distribution of KIPP principals
appears similar to that of principals serving corapke traditional public schools. Although
most KIPP principals were Caucasian, most KIPPesttsiwere notln 38 percent of KIPP
schools in which a majority of students were of came, the race of the principal matched the
race of the majority of students.

Some researchers claim that demands on KIPP pailscgmd teachers cause high turnover
at KIPP schools (Henig 2008). Moreover, duringmitns, a few KIPP principals mentioned

® According to the 2011 KIPP Report Card, in 20104262 percent of KIPP students were African Ameriaad
36 percent were Hispanic. See http://www.kipp.angktionl.
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the challenges of balancing family life and a leatig role at KIPP; one reported, “I suspect
one of the biggest threats to leaders or teaclaysg is their belief of whether they can balance
their school role and a family.” However, beingranpipal does not appear to preclude KIPP
principals from having families. More than halfKifPP principals were married or in a domestic
partnership and 37 percent of KIPP principals Haliicen. As many KIPP principals were
young, these percentages will likely increase astwork matures; more than 70 percent of
principals 35 years or older (n = 29) reported geiarried or in a domestic partnership, and the
same percentage reported having children.

Many KIPP principals had established roots in themmunities, facilitating knowledge of
local contexts and the ability to access commumgtiyvorks. On average, KIPP principals had
lived in the city in which they worked for about §@ars. Almost 15 percent of KIPP principals
had lived in their current city for more than 2@g& and slightly less than 25 percent of them
had lived in that city for fewer than 5 years.

Professional and educational characteristics of KIPP principals

KIPP principals’ professional background and tnagnalso influence their leadership
approach. In this section, we report KIPP prin@phighest educational degree attained,
certification, and other professional and leadgrghiperience.

KIPP principals were somewhat less likely than gipals at comparable traditional public
schools to have a master’'s degree or higher, luite88 percent of KIPP principals had an
advanced degree (Table E.2). Almost all KIPP ppald who had a master’s degree had it in
education. About 98 percent of principals at coraphr traditional public schools have a
master’s degree or higher. Unlike KIPP, some schtlicts, such as Houston, require
principals to have a master’s degree. Fewer Kiitipals (5 percent) had an educational
specialist or professional diploma than comparahlecipals in traditional public schools (26
percent). All KIPP principals who reported havihgsttype of degree listed a degree in the field
of educational leadership or administration. Unlikest school districts, the KIPP Foundation
does not require principals to obtain master’s éegjralthough individual regions may
encourage further education. Moreover, KIPP prialsipnight be less likely to pursue advanced
degrees in educational leadership because thelyesmensiderable leadership training through
programming provided by the KIPP Foundation. Thigpamming does not result in a master’s
degree, although Fisher Fellows, Principal Pred,laeadership Team participants have an
option to pursue a graduate degree and adminisratedential (an M.A. in educational
leadership) through National Louis University agitrown expense. More than a third (34
percent) of KIPP principals attended an undergriadustitution ranked among the top 25
colleges or universities Hy.S. News & World Repoft

Almost all KIPP principals who had a master’s degnad it in education—three-fourths of
KIPP principals had a master’s in education. Ordypé&rcent of KIPP principals completed their
undergraduate major in education, possibly becawssstantial portion of KIPP principals

®Some studies have found a small relationship betwle selectivity of a teacher’s undergraduattirtiin
(Clotfelter, Ladd, and Vigdor 2007; Rockoff et 2008) and teacher value-added. We know of no rigoevidence
that undergraduate selectivity affects principéefveness.
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participated in an alternative route to teachingifoeation, such as Teach For America. Almost
three of four (70 percent) KIPP principals repotteding a teaching certificate, and 30 percent
reported an administrative certificdte.

Table E.2. Educational background of KIPP and comparable public school
principals

Attended highly selective undergraduate institution 34 NA

Highest degree earned

Bachelor’'s degree or less 17 2
Master’s degree 75 63
Educational specialist or professional diploma® 5 26
Ed. D., Ph.D., or professional degree 3 9

Certification

Teacher certification 70 NA
Alternative route to teaching certification program 71 NA
Administrative certification 30 NA
Sample size 87

Source: Data on KIPP principals come from gquestionnaires completed by KIPP principals. Data on comparable
public school principals are from Battle (2009). Statistics are for principals serving student populations in
which 75 percent or more of students were eligible for free or reduced-price lunches.

Note: Education background for 2010-2011 KIPP principals. There was some item-level nonresponse, but at
least 86 principals provided each characteristic. Some percentages might not sum to 100 due to rounding.
No KIPP principal reported having less than a bachelor’'s degree.

% Five schools had co-principals; in two of these schools, both principals completed a questionnaire. In these two
cases, both principals’ responses are included in the result.

® Educational specialist or professional diploma is defined in the principal questionnaire for the 2007—-2008 schools
and staffing survey as “at least one year beyond master’s level.” All educational specialist degrees listed by KIPP
principals were in the field of educational leadership or administration.

NA = not available.

Slightly more than 25 percent of KIPP principaldicgated they had received non-KIPP
leadership development and trainfil§ome leadership programs mentioned by principals
include the Achievement First School Leader FellupwsBreakthrough Leadership Institute,
Houston Independent School District Principal Depehent Program, training provided by New
Leaders for New Schools, Teach For America Summsditlite, and Rice University Education
Entrepreneurship Program.

KIPP principals had an average of seven yearsashiag experience before becoming a
principal (Table G.3). Although more than 60 petagrKIPP principals had five or more years
of teaching experience, 8 percent had only one/toyears of teaching experience. KIPP

" State laws often exempt charter schools from erégleequirements. For example, in Texas (onéeflargest
KIPP regions), charter school teachers are notimedjto be certified unless they teach special atioic or ESL
students (http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index2.aspZ986).

8 Principals determined what constitutes leadershiping.
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principals had an average of three years of tatatipal experience; comparable public school
principals have an average of seven years of pahexperience. When the growth of KIPP
regions slows, the average teaching experiencdR® lrincipals will likely increase, because
fewer new leadership positions will be createdtéachers and others to fill. Similarly, as KIPP
schools age, some principals will likely remairtheir roles for longer (school age limits
principal tenure).

Table E.3. Teaching and leadership experience of KIPP and comparable
public school principals

Average years of teaching experience (at any school) 7 NA

Years of teaching experience (percentages)

Oto2 8 NA
3or4 27 NA
5t09 47 NA
10 or more 19 NA
Average years of principal experience (at any school) 3 9
Sample size 75"

Source: Data on KIPP principals’ years of teaching and principal experience come from the KIPP Foundation. Data
on comparable public school principals are from Battle (2009). Statistics are for principals serving student
populations in which 75 percent or more of students were eligible for free or reduced-price lunches.

Note: Experience for 2010-2011 KIPP principals.

% Five schools had co-principals; in one of these schools, the KIPP Foundation provided data on both principals. In
this case, both principals’ responses are included in the result.

® Data from the KIPP Foundation is missing information for some principals as of the date at which we determine the
official principal (May 31, 2011).

NA = not available.

Most principals at the 53 KIPP schools that opendte four years prior to fall 2010 had
served for as many years as the school has begreation (Table E.4)Most schools five
years and older have had at least one principagitran, often as founding principals moved on
to a regional role. Focusing on the 47 KIPP schuaatls five or more years of operation (that is
schools existing long enough to appropriately exenpirincipal tenure), these principals served
in their position for an average of 3.1 years. éamtext, principals in comparable public schools
have served in their current position for an averaig3.7 years (Battle 2009).

°With the exception of elementary schools, neall|KHPP schools add their final grade (describetigaswn out”)
in year 4 of operation. Only three KIPP elementayools were in their fifth year or older in 201012.
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Table E.4. Principal tenure in current position, by year of operation

Tenure in current

position (percentage Sample
of schools) 1 Year 2 Years 3 Years 4 Years 5+ Years sizes
Schools 1 year old 100 17
Schools 2 years old 5 95 19
Schools 3 years old 25 0 75 8
Schools 4 years old 33 0 0 67 9
Schools 5+ years old 33 18 14 14 20 49

Source: Data provided by the KIPP Foundation.
Note: Tenure for 2010-2011 KIPP schools.

About 85 percent of KIPP principals listed someety postcollegiate work experience
related to education before employment at KIPP i@ &X%). For example, many principals
indicated that they had worked as a teacher odaemrastrator before joining KIPP, and several
reported participating in Teach For America beforeing KIPP. Less common examples of
education-related experience after graduating ftollege included work as a counselor, in
college admissions, or a leadership position wifeach For America. Slightly more than one-
fifth (22 percent) of principals reported postcglite work experience prior to KIPP in a field
outside of education, such as community organidang, consulting, sales, advertising,
customer service, banking, and journalism.

Table E.5. Post-collegiate work and leadership experience of KIPP principals
prior to KIPP

Principals’ work experience Percentage of principals2
General work experience before KIPP 85
Had work experience in education before KIPP 79
Had work experience outside education before KIPP 22

Leadership experience before KIPP

Any previous leadership experience before KIPP 53
Leadership experience in education before KIPP 49
Experience supervising adults before KIPP 48
Sample size 87

Source: Data come from questionnaires completed by KIPP principals.

Note: Experience for 2010-2011 KIPP principals. There was some item-level nonresponse, but at least 86
principals provided each characteristic.

% Five schools had co-principals; in two of these schools, both principals completed a questionnaire. In these two
cases, both principals’ responses are included in the result.

About half of KIPP principals reported having soleadership experience before working
at KIPP, usually within education. Examples of ettion-related leadership roles ranged from
serving as a non-KIPP principal; having a differeaidership role within a non-KIPP school,
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Teach For America, or another nonprofit organizatiedicated to youth or education; to serving
as a model teacher or mentor. Examples of noneidadatidership experience include working
in a leadership role in a for-profit company anddaonprofit not specifically dedicated to

youth or education. Slightly less than half of KIpfhcipals had experience supervising adults
before working at KIPP, an important issue becamngraging adults is a key responsibility of
the principal role (see Chapter II). Among thosthvainy experience supervising adults, the
median amount was 3 years and the maximum was&$s.ye
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APPENDIX F: PARTICIPANTS IN THE LEADER SELECTION PROCESS

Having broader groups of stakeholders participatheé leader selection process facilitates
more diverse perspectives; some leaders mentiomwad ialso lead to more buy-in to the process
and authority for a successor leader. In this appeme first consider the participants in the
selection of principals (both founding and succes$mw much regions are in involved in
founding principal selection (the Fisher fellonaind the participants in the selection of tier 2
leaders (the principal pipeline).

Participants in the principal selection process

In 90 percent of regions, the regional ED partit@pan the principal selection; about three-
fourths of regions included other regional staffl @nincipals as well (Table F.1). In the two
regions in which EDs did not participate, eitherrent principals (with participation of regional
staff involved in leadership development) or th&®RIFoundation played the key role in the
selection decision. In about three-fourths of ragjather regional staff or principals were
included in the selection process (principals cdwdde been either the outgoing principal or
other principals in the region). For principalssoigle-site schools, the school’s board always
participated in the selection. The key role of Hi2in regional selection and the KIPP school
board in selection of principals at single-sitealh is aligned with the decision rights
established by the KIPP Foundation.

Table F.1. Common participants in the selection process for leaders, by tier

Principals Tier 2 leaders Tier 3 leaders
% of single- (% of all (% of all
Participant (level) % of regions site schools schools) schools)
KIPP Foundation 43 33
Executive director (ED) 90 n.a.
Other regional staff® 76 n.a. 56
Principal(s)b 76 33 97 100
Other leaders at the school 19 17 36 55
KIPP regional or school board 24 100 5 0
Other participants (such as teachers, 24 33 30 33

parents, students, community members)

Sample size 21 6 79 55

Source: KIPP ED and principal interviews.

Note: Tier 2 and tier 3 percentages are percentages only of those schools that have tier 2 or tier 3 leaders (6
schools did not have tier 2 leaders and 31 did not have tier 3 leaders). A few EDs reported that the KIPP
Foundation, EDs, or regional staff participated in the selection of tier 2 or tier 3 leaders, but these were
uncommon and therefore not coded.

% For tier 2 leaders, EDs are grouped with other regional staff.

® Includes the current principal or other principals in the region or network (for example, a panel of regional
principals).
n.a. = not applicable.
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Many EDs and principals (43 and 33 percent, respayj listed the KIPP Foundation as a
key participant in the principal selection decisidhe foundation’s role in the principal selection
process varies by whether the position was a fimgnol successor principal and whether it was
in a region or single-site school. For foundingipipals, the KIPP Foundation manages the
selection process and a selection committee sdlee{srincipals. For successor principals at
single-site schools, the KIPP Foundation approaesliclates selected by the school board. For
successor principals in a region, the ED selee$ptincipal and the KIPP Foundation retains
approval rights. The EDs and principals that regmbthat the KIPP Foundation plays the key
role in principal selection may have been thinkspegcifically about the Fisher Fellow process
for founding principals.

Regional participation in the Fisher selection process

Selection of founding principals is heavily basedloe Fisher selection process, although
some regions have regional components as well. Egggbn participates in the selection process
for its new school principals—Fisher Fellows argchad to specific planned schools during the
process—but the level of participation varies byioa. Some regions reported that they did not
impose additional selection criteria in additiortlie Fisher Fellow selection process. As one
leader reported, “The foundation process is pmagyrous, and if someone makes it through the
foundation’s rounds, | do not add to it, other thameet with them separately and ask a few
guestions.” Other regions reported having additipnacesses; one leader reported “Getting
through that [the national selection process] isthe bar that we’re trying to apply to out
principals . . . it's sort of the minimum bar thves apply.”

A few EDs voiced concerns about the transparency tieir lack of complete control over
the Fisher Fellow selection procés®ne ED expressed frustration with the Fisher Fello
selection process, labeling it as “opaque” or “@dictable.” Other EDs have struggled to
identify candidates that make it through this pescé®ne leader reported, “It’s like you're
making a great recipe with three different ingretiga building, money, and a Fisher Fellow]
that are on three different stoves, and they'vgatlto come together at the same time to make
the soufflé. And one part of this recipe is somajtthat | have, at the end of the day, no control
over.” The same leader elaborated, “At the endhefschool leadership funnel is this amorphous,
opaque process. And it presumes, rightly or wronthigt individual EDs don’t know what
they’re doing. That’s the implicit message, thaddin’t trust you to make your own leadership
decisions.”

Participants in the tier 2 and 3 selection process

In 97 percent of schools, principals were involietier 2 selection and hiring decisions; in
about half of schools regional staff were also Iagd in tier 2 selection (Table F.1). Other than
principals and regional staff, common participantser 2 selection and hiring decisions were
other tier 2 or tier 3 leaders in the school (36&prt) and other participants (30 percent),

! Conversely, one principal suggested that the KFBihdation become more involved in principal susoes
selection and consider adding a national sele@ioness, similar to Fisher Fellowship, for succegsimcipals to
improve the prestige of the successor leader mdeattract leaders of the same caliber.
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including teachers, parents, students, and comgnor@mbers. Few principals reported that
school or regional boards were involved in thesasilens (5 percent). Regional offices were
sometimes primarily responsible for the selecticotpss of certain tier 2 and tier 3 positions,
particularly social workers and special educatioardinators.

Principals sometimes included multiple decision erakn tier 2 selection decisions to
facilitate buy-in among stakeholders. For exampie principal invited the entire teaching staff
at the school to sit in on group interviews witr t2 candidates; the selection decision was then
made by a vote of all those who participated ienviewing the candidates. This principal
thought that such a process fosters buy-in amdrsgedt, saying, “I wish all KIPP schools made
the leadership selections this way. The democpaticess was a really good way to create
collective ownership of the school.” Some princgpsid that although they were the ultimate
decision makers, they would not select a candidéteout buy-in from other leaders or
sometimes from the whole school staff.

The selection processes for tier 3 leaders alwagladed principals (Table F.1). More than
half of principals reported that other leadershsags APs and deans, also weighed in on these
decisions. About one-third of principals reportbdttother staff members also participated in tier
3 selection decisions. For example, some principatsulted with teachers at each grade level to
determine who would make a strong GLC for eachgr@uhe principal said that he and the AP
meet with each member of the grade-level teamlitaataout leadership on the grade level and
asked each person if they were interested in bewpmiGLC or thought someone else on their
team would be a strong leader. Another princippbried bouncing ideas off of his tier 2 leaders
about who would best fit GLC roles and then tapghase who were identified to take the
positions.
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APPENDIX G: KSLP PARTICIPANTS AND THEIR PERCEPTIONS

The KIPP School Leadership Programs (KSLP) aingetelop future KIPP leaders
through comprehensive, multifaceted training. K$&Bn essential part of the principal pipeline,
and KIPP is using i3 funds to expand the numbetadf that can attend. In this appendix, we
report participants’ perceptions of KSLP overallari each instructional component. We also
describe participants’ post-KSLP pathways to idgntihether and how participants used their
training. The KSLP participant survey—conducted agithose who participated in KSLP
between 2008-2009 and 2010-2011, and administesxdlte internet between November 2011
through February 2012—identified respondents’ paroas of their most recent programs and
subsequent career paths.

Overall satisfaction

Most KSLP survey respondents reported that KSLPwgtdy relevant to their current job,
and that they were satisfied with the quality afriing they had received (Table G*lpdeed,
most who said that KSLP was relevant and satisfaetsed the most positive response category
available (“essential” or “very satisfied”).

Table G.1. Perceptions of KSLP relevance and quality, by program

Percentage of respondents reporting that 94 86 78 77 73
training they received at KSLP was essential
or very relevant to their current job

Percentage of respondents reporting they 96 95 93 99 92
were “satisfied” or “very satisfied” with the
quality of training received

Sample size 50 22 40 97 114

Source: Questionnaires completed by KSLP participants.
Note: Respondents participated in KSLP programs between 2008—-2009 through 2010-2011.

Satisfaction with specific KSLP activities

Survey respondents rated most KSLP activities #s &fbective and beneficial (Table G.2).
A majority of participants in each of the KSLP prag reported that school observation visits
and foundation coaching were beneficial or highdpéficial. Most respondents also found
orientation sessions, intersessions, and summtuiesactivities to be beneficial, as well.
(Responses were evenly divided between the “baaBfand “highly beneficial” response
categories.) In contrast, a majority of respondegp®rted that ILP activities were only
somewhat beneficial or not at all beneficial. A ardy also said that email list-serve activities

! For each type of question, there was a four-p@sponse scale (essential, very relevant, someeteatant, or not
at all relevant; very satisfied, somewhat satisfmnewhat dissatisfied, and very dissatisfied).
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were only somewhat beneficial or not benefiéigbr all activities covered by the survey, there
was no trend over time in the reported benefiljas consistent across the three KSLP cohorts in
the survey sample.

Of the several KSLP activities offered only to FEskrellows, most were found by a
majority of participants to be beneficial. Schoekmn plans, school quality reviews, and
residencies were all viewed as beneficial by arategjority of participants. However, only 12
percent of Fisher Fellows said that the progranébinars were either beneficial or highly
beneficial® As with other KSLP participants, most Fisher Felicaiso said that that e-mail list-
serve and ILP activities were only somewhat berafar not beneficial.

Table G.2. Reported benefits of key KSLP activities, by program

Percentage of respondents reporting the

following activities were “beneficial” or Fisher Miles Principal Leadership Teacher
“very beneficial” Fellow Fellow Prep Team Leader
Orientation 67 91 63 75 64
Intersessions 92 100 70 76 84
Summer Institute 96 n.a. 93 93 n.a.
Develop ILP 37 45 44 49 21
Participant evaluations/ILP check-Ins 31 59 33 48 21
Residency 84 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
School design plan (SDP) 75 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Professional development calls 35 59 33 28 n.a.
School observation visits or reviews 20 82 54 54 62
School quality review (SQR) or new school site visit 76 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Email list serve 27 27 26 29 13
Foundation coaching 76 95 54 n.a. n.a.
Webinars 12 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Sample size 49 22 40 97 114

Source: Data on KSLP participants come from questionnaires completed by KSLP participants.

Note: Respondents participated in KSLP programs between 2008-2009 through 2010-2011. Cells appear as not
applicable (n.a.) when a KSLP component does not include the relevant activity even though some
participants thought it did (for example, 38 percent of Leadership Team participants said they received
foundation coaching; these participants may have received informal coaching). Even when a program
includes a component, a few respondents usually said that the component was not applicable (for example,
17 percent of Fisher Fellow respondents said that about SDPs; these participants were likely pulled in on
emergency basis as successor of school and did not complete the SDP). To be conservative, we assume
that not applicable respondents believe the components were not beneficial because they (1) forgot about
these components or (2) didn’t use these components because they believed they were not beneficial.
Thus we include these respondents in the denominator but not the numerator of the calculation. If the not
applicable responses were actually (1) unrelated to whether the respondent thought the activity was
beneficial or (2) from respondents who generally viewed the components as beneficial, the reported
percentages will underestimate the percent believing the activity was beneficial.

2Most respondents also said that they keep in toeghlarly with at least three other participantshieir KSLP
cohort.

®The Fisher Fellow program no longer includes reguwiebinars.
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Subsequent career paths

Most KSLP participants assumed leadership rolegetad by their program and most also
worked at KIPP schools; almost all remained in atioa. Across all five KSLP programs, most
participants were working in a leadership role atlaool consistent with their training (Table
G.3). Most of the Fisher Fellows and Principal Ppagticipants held principal positions; most
participants in the other programs held a moreojulgiadership positiohSimilarly, 39 percent
of Leadership Team participants were APs or deahie an additional 16 percent were
principals (presumably after their tier 2 rolég)here is a clear pattern of increasing leadership
responsibility with each year after KSCFor example, across all programs, the percentage of
KSLP participants working as principals rises frbpercent in the 2010-2011 cohort to 49
percent in the 2008—-09 cohort.

Table G.3. Current roles and organizations of KSLP participants, by program

Current role (percentage as of May 2011)

Principal 84 10 57 16 3
AP 4 30 17 18 1
Dean 0 10 13 21 12
Other leadership role (GLC, department chair, 4 20 3 27 37
instructional coordinator, master teacher)

Teacher 4 25 7 13 44
Other 4 5 3 5 4
Role type (percentage as of May 2011)

In a KIPP school 84 68 57 80 82
In a KIPP regional office 2 5 7 1 3
In a non-KIPP school 14 23 17 13 7
In a (non-KIPP) charter organization or local 0 0 13 3 2
education agency

In the education field 0 5 5 2 6
No longer in education 0 0 0 0 1
Sample Size 50 22 40 97 114

Source: Questionnaires completed by KSLP participants.

Note: Respondents participated in KSLP programs between 2008—2009 through 2010-2011. The roles listed may
not be at a KIPP school.

AP = assistant principal; GLC = grade-level chair.

* About 44 percent of participants in the Teacherdeegrogram did not attain a leadership role by I2@y1.
These patrticipants may be following the Teachedee@arogram’s strand 1, Research for Better Teagctack,
which is not focused on preparing teachers fordestup roles.

®These principals had not yet begun the Fisher WwadloPrincipal Prep programs since the survey \tasiathe
most recently completed KSLP program.

®Responses from the 2008—2009 cohort represenigrestield two years after completing KSLP, respsrigem
the 2009-10 cohort represent one year after comgl&SLP, and responses from the 2010-2011 cobkpresent
positions held immediately after or during KSLP.
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Nearly all KSLP participants remained in educat@mg a clear majority of participants
were working in KIPP schoofsThe proportion in KIPP schools was highest for Eishellows,
Leadership Team participants, and Teacher Leadgcipants (84 percent, 80 percent, and 82
percent, respectively). The proportion remaining &P schools was somewhat lower for the
Miles Fellows (68 percent) and the Principal Pragipipants (57 percent). Of those not working
in a KIPP school, most held positions in a non-K#eRool, a non-KIPP charter organization, or
public school district, with only a small percergawplding positions in a KIPP regional offite.

"Some non-KIPP charter school organizations alsd kulers to KSLP. This practice is expected tovgroder

i3.

8 For the small number of KSLP participants who wewdonger working in a school (n=32), the most ownly
selected reason for leaving was a transition tabdrj) a KIPP region, another charter organizatiorg school
district. Other cited reasons included a changeieer goals or being recruited for a different jdbwever, these
reasons accounted for only half of the respondehtswere no longer working in schools. For the rieher,
reasons were either not given or rarely selectetheSof these alternative answers (each of whicholvasen by
fewer than three respondents), include departupaitsue higher education, excessive workload, njatyang
school-based work, or dismissal. Because the saofpéspondents for this survey item is very snibl, responses
given should not be seen as representative of&lliRKparticipants who are no longer working in sdboo
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APPENDIX H: KSLP ACTIVITIES

Three of the KSLP components—orientation, Summstitlite, and intersessions—involve
multiple instructional activities (for example, fewing a case study or visiting a schobljhese
activities utilize diverse instructional approachesd the KIPP Foundation designs each activity
to develop specific LCM competencies. To documeetip activities for each of these
components, we reviewed agendas for each of thetest and classified the instructional
approaches into one of four categories:

Presentations by KIPP staff and outside educatiperes
2. School visits to observe high quality instructiorddeadership

Interactive sessions including small group disaussi question and answer sessions, role-
playing scenarios and simulations, workshops ofirsars, and sessions designed to provide
feedback to participants on plans for their newosth

4. Planning sessions in which participants develogifpevritten plans for implementing the
leadership strategies and skills learned at KSLiReir new roles

In this appendix, we describe the instructionalvétas, primarily through tables that
include the activity title, the duration of the iaty, the instructional method, and the
competencies targeted. As job responsibilitiesnofteerlap—founding and succeeding
principals do many of the same things, for exampigary activities involve participants from
multiple KSLP programs. (Several tables encompasdtipte KSLP programs with the
participants identified in the table title; whenaativity is limited to one or two programs, that
program is listed in the first column in italic§ome activities include a deliverable; these are
listed in the table notes. For extended activititisese lasting over two full days (960
minutes)—further details about the activity areyided in the text.

Orientations

The first component, orientations, aims to estabiligrms and build professional
relationships among KIPP leaders in the same cdhalles H.1 and H.2). There are two KSLP
orientations, one in May for the Fisher FellowsnEipal Prep participants, and Leadership
Team participants, and one in June for Miles Fedlawd Teacher Leader participants. Both
orientations kick off with an introductory sessied by staff at Adventure Associates, who lead
the group through a series of mental and physitalenges to lay the foundation for long-
lasting collegial relationships.

! Components that involve one activity, such as iitialized leadership plan and residencies, areritbestin
Chapter IV.
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Table H.1. Fisher Fellow, Principal Prep, Leadership Team orientation

Duration Instruction

Activity title (minutes) method Target competencies

Building relationships and 245 Interactive Communication, team leadership

strengthening the network

KIPP case study 315 Interactive Decision making, critical thinking, and problem
solving

Norms, rituals, and routines 50 Interactive Team leadership

Introduction to Summer Institute 40 Presentation  Self-awareness

leadership guides

School visit and debrief 210 School visit Student focus, instructional leadership,
continuous learning

Table H.2. Miles Family, Teacher Leader orientation

Duration Instruction

Activity title (minutes) method Target competencies

Cohort kick-off 240 Interactive Communication, direction setting, continuous
learning

Telling your story 240 Presentation =~ Communication, self-awareness, impact and

(Miles Fellows only) influence

Creating a professional learning 240 Planning Team leadership, continuous learning,

community® communication

(Strand 1 Teacher Leaders only)b

Authentic conversations 240 Presentation = Communication, talent development

Research for better teaching- 780 Presentation Instructional leadership, communication, talent

studying skillful teaching development, decision making

Starting the year off right with clear 240 Interactive Performance management, direction setting,

expectations and goals communication, achievement orientation

(Miles Fellows and strand 2
Teacher Leaders only)

Strategic design for student 240 Presentation ~ Achievement orientation, planning and
achievement execution, instructional leadership

(Miles Fellows and strand 2

Teacher Leaders only)

Executing effective, engaging, and 240 Interactive Team leadership, planning and execution,
efficient meetings communication, impact and influence

(Miles Fellows and strand 2
Teacher Leaders only)

% Includes a deliverable of creating immediate action plans to support colleagues.

®The strand 1 Teacher Leader program targets teachers who wish to improve their teaching and learn strategies for
coaching their colleagues to become better instructors as well.

Summer Institute

During their Summer Institute, Fisher Fellows, Bl Prep participants, and Leadership
Team take multiple courses on diverse topics (ThB)e (Miles Fellows and Teacher Leaders do
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not have a summer institute.) The courses are tdygtliverse instructors, including KIPP
principals and education professors. Key sessiuiade:

* Leading for Educational Equity. In this two-day seminar led by the Bay Area Caatitfor
Equitable Schools (BayCES), participants discusktand strategies that lead to more
equitable schools, particularly in regards to r@cactices, policies and behaviors.

* Performance Managementln this planning session, Principal Prep partictpatevelop a
performance management plan for their schools basadhat they have learned.

» Data Driven Instruction. A presentation that teaches Fisher Fellows houstodata to
improve student achievement.

» Taxonomy of Effective Teaching PracticesThis workshop is designed to familiarize
Fisher Fellows and Principal Prep participants \ilign Taxonomy of Effective Teaching
Practices (described feach Like a Champidoy Doug Lomov) and strategies for training
their teachers to become more effective educators.

Table H.3. Fisher Fellow, Principal Prep, Leadership Team Summer Institute

Leading for educational equity 1120 Interactive Student focus, self-awareness, cultural
competence, communication, team leadership

The role of educational leaders in 120 Presentation  Student focus, cultural competence, self-

closing the achievement gap awareness, stakeholder management

Personality perspectives of 60 Presentation  Self-awareness, communication, impact and

leadership behavior influence, stakeholder management

Summer leadership guides and 360 60 Presentation Self-awareness

overview

1 on 1 meetings with leadership varies Interactive Self-awareness

guides and Myers-Briggs coaches

Decision making and negotiation 540 Interactive Student focus, decision making, critical
thinking and problem solving, self-awareness,
cultural competence, stakeholder
management, communication, impact and
influence

Power and influence in 240 Presentation  Stakeholder management, impact and

organizations influence, team leadership

Organizational culture and cultural 210 Presentation  Critical thinking and problem solving, planning

leadership and execution, direction setting, performance
management

Organizational alignment 240 Interactive Critical thinking and problem solving, planning
and execution, direction setting, performance
management

Leadership: individuals, groups, 210 Presentation  Stakeholder management, impact and

and teams influence, direction setting

Speaker series 120 Presentation  Student focus, achievement orientation,

continuous learning
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Table H.3 (continued)

Instruction
method

Duration
(minutes)

Activity title

Target competencies

Change leadership 240 Presentation  Critical thinking and problem solving, planning

(Leadership Team and Principal and execution, direction setting, performance

Prep only) management

Entrepreneurial leadership 240 Presentation  Critical thinking and problem solving, planning

(Fisher Fellows only) and execution, direction setting, team
leadership, performance management,
stakeholder management, impact and
influence

Navigating informal networks 150 Presentation  Stakeholder management, impact and

(Leadership Team only) influence

Strategic planning for school 150 Planning Achievement orientation, critical thinking and

achievement® problem solving, planning and execution

(Principal Prep only)

School design plan: Vision and 150 Planning Achievement orientation, critical thinking and

alignment problem solving, decision making, planning

(Fisher Fellows only) and execution

“Hearts, minds, and toilets”: 420 Interactive Student focus, planning and execution,

Building and sustaining a positive, communication, cultural competence, direction

intentional, and aligned school setting

culture

Strategic systems for supporting, 540 Planning Planning and execution, instructional

monitoring and evaluating leadership

standards-based instruction®

(Leadership Team only)

Performance management“I 1080 Planning Performance management, team leadership,

(Principal Prep only) talent development

Data driven instruction 1080 Presentation  Decision making, instructional leadership

(Fisher Fellows only)

Developing a culture to serve 540 Presentation  Planning and execution, self-awareness,

students with special needs cultural competence

(Leadership Team only)

Performance management 540 Interactive Performance management, team leadership,

(Leadership Team only) talent development

Research for better teaching: 480 Presentation ~Communication, team leadership, talent

observing and supervising teaching development, decision making, instructional

(Leadership Team only) leadership

Taxonomy of effective teaching 960 Interactive Talent development, performance

practices® management, instructional leadership

(Fisher Fellows and Principal Prep

only)

School Visit 300 School visit Student focus, direction setting, instructional

(Leadership Team and Principal leadership

Prep only)

School visit debrief 90 Interactive Student focus, instructional leadership,

(Leadership Team only)

direction setting
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Table H.3 (continued)

Duration

Instruction

Activity title (minutes) method Target competencies

Time managementf 40 Planning Communication, planning and execution

(Leadership Team and Principal

Prep only)

Public relations 210 Interactive Communication, stakeholder management,

(Leadership Team and Principal impact and influence, operational

Prep only) management

Leading for change 940 Presentation  Achievement orientation, decision making,

(Fisher Fellows only) planning and execution, impact and influence,
direction setting, instructional leadership

Marketing 101 120 Presentation = Communication, operational management

(Fisher Fellows only)

Case study: Life in the captain’s 720 Interactive Critical thinking and problem solving, decision

chair making, cultural competence, communication,

(Fisher Fellows and Leadership performance management, team leadership

Team only)

Charter school finance 101 540 Presentation  Decision making, planning and execution,

(Principal Prep only) critical thinking and problem solving,
operational management

Building a healthy school through 150 Interactive Continuous learning, critical thinking and

data use and inquiry® problem solving, direction setting

School law 240 Interactive Critical thinking and problem solving,

(Leadership Team only) communication, talent development,
performance management, operational
management

School compliance 101 240 Planning Planning and execution, communication,

(Principal Prep only) stakeholder management, operational
management

Employment and school law 150 Interactive Critical thinking and problem solving,

(Principal Prep only) operational management

Telling your story 420 Presentation Communication, impact and influence, self-

(Fisher Fellows only) awareness

Panel discussion 90 Presentation  Instructional leadership

(Leadership Team only)

KIPP share 40 Presentation Instructional leadership

(Leadership Team only)

The train is on the wrong track and 420 Presentation  Decision making, achievement orientation,

we need to turn it around direction setting

(Principal Prep only)

Expanding the circle: Leadership, 540 Interactive Student focus, continuous learning, critical

management, instruction, and
culture

thinking and problem solving, decision making,
stakeholder management, communication,
impact and influence, self-awareness, cultural
competence, direction setting, team
leadership, talent development, instructional
leadership

% Includes a draft concrete plan of action to achieve site-specific goals.
® Includes a draft school design plan.
¢ Includes a draft action plan for supporting, monitoring, and evaluating standards-based instruction.
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Table H.3 (continued)

4 Includes a deliverable, a school performance management plan.

® Includes a deliverable, design professional development activities.

"Includes a deliverable, a time management plan.

9 Includes a deliverable, defining key actions based on analysis of own school’s data.

Intersessions

The final component, intersessions, teaches progedagwant information in a series of
retreats. There are separate intersessions foerHt&hlows, Principal Prep, and Leadership
Team, with the Miles Fellows and Teacher Leaddending combined intersessions (Tables
H.4-H.7)? Key sessions include:

* Performance Managementln this planning session, Fisher Fellows develpedormance
management plan for their schools based on whygtitaee learned.

» Research for Better TeachingThis series of interactive sessions is designdutlp Fisher
Fellows, Leader Team participants, and Teacher érgaarticipants develop a common
language about teaching and learning and to sufipartteachers in improving and
sustaining student achievemehbpics include: clarity of instruction (Fisher Fedls,
Leadership Team, strand 1 Teacher Leaders), conatimg standards and expectations
(Fisher Fellows, Leadership Team), conferencintgst¢Fisher Fellows, Leadership Team),
and lesson planning (Fisher Fellows).

Table H.4. Fisher Fellow intersessions

Performance management® 1,080 Interactive Performance management, team leadership
talent development

School design plan presentation 30 Presentation  Student focus, communication, impact and
influence

Creatin% an effective selection 210 Planning Decision making, communication, self-

process awareness, talent development

Effective interviewing 210 Interactive Decision making, communication, talent
development

Haberman star teacher selection 480 Interactive Student focus, decision making, talent

interview training development

Learning team meetings 390 Interactive/ Communication, continuous learning, critical

Planning thinking and problem solving

Research for better teaching (RBT)- 2,520 Interactive Communication, team leadership, talent

observing and analyzing teaching development, decision making, instructional
leadership

Excel training 190 Interactive Continuous learning, operational management

ZFisher Fellow intersessions occur in September giter, January, and February. Miles Fellow intsises
occur in October, January, and March. Teacher Lrdatersessions occur in October and January. pahBrep
intersessions occur in September, November, anghdan_eadership Team intersessions occur in SégEem
November, and January.
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Table H.4 (continued)

Instruction
method

Duration
(minutes)

Activity title

Target competencies

Charter school finance®

Diversity in hiring

Leading for changed

School design plan final
presentation

Smart schools: The law and good
judgment

Leading for change®

Welcome to bootcamp

Preparing for a media interview
about KIPP

Case study: A day in the life of a
KIPP school leader

Charter school governance: gaining
a better understanding of KIPP
boards

Learning how a journalist creates a
story

Time managementf
Case study reflection

School design plan presentation
preparation meetings®

School and employment law

690

100

690

45

120

700

30
90

915

90

120

60
90

150

180

Presentation
/ Planning

Presentation

Planning

Presentation

Presentation

Planning

Presentation
Presentation

Interactive

Presentation

Presentation

Planning
Planning

Planning

Interactive

Decision making, planning and execution,
thinking and problem solving, operational
management

Cultural competence, communication,
stakeholder management, student focus, team
leadership

Direction setting, impact and influence,
achievement orientation, decision making,
planning and execution, instructional
leadership

Student focus, communication, impact and
influence, self-awareness, cultural
competence, direction setting, instructional
leadership

Operational management, critical thinking and
problem solving

Team leadership, performance management,
achievement orientation, planning and
execution, instructional leadership

Continuous learning

Communication, impact and influence,
stakeholder management, operational
management

Critical thinking and problem solving, decision
making, planning and execution, stakeholder
management, communication, impact and
influence, self-awareness, cultural
competence, operational management,
instructional leadership, talent development,
performance management

Stakeholder management, communication,
impact and influence

Communication, impact and influence,
stakeholder management, operational
management

Planning and execution

Critical thinking and problem solving, decision
making, planning and execution, stakeholder
management, communication, impact and
influence, self-awareness, cultural
competence, operational management,
instructional leadership, talent development,
performance management

Communication, self-awareness, stakeholder
management

Critical thinking and problem solving,
communication, talent development,
performance management, operational
management
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Table H.4 (continued)

Duration Instruction

Activity title (minutes) method Target competencies
School design plan final 660 Interactive Student focus, stakeholder management,
presentations communication, impact and influence,

self-awareness, cultural competence,
direction setting, instructional leadership

First impressions = Lasting 70 Presentation  Operational management, talent development
impressions: Delivering five star
service in the front office

School operations 101" 90 Interactive Operational management, talent development

Special education overview 180 Presentation  Planning and execution, cultural competence,
operational management, instructional
leadership

The first year: Strategies for 100 Presentation  Direction setting, team leadership, stakeholder

success management, communication, decision
making

Staff on-boarding' 180 Planning Direction setting, team leadership, talent
development

New school support visit debrief 90 Interactive Continuous learning, instructional leadership

KSLP Fisher Fellow leadership 45 Interactive Self-awareness, continuous learning

wrap-up

% Includes a deliverable, a “school performance management plan.”

® Includes a deliverable, customizing pieces of the competency-based selection model to fit the participant’s school
and developing a comprehensive hiring process and timeline

¢ Includes a deliverable,e, a vision for an instructional program.

® Plans for teacher collaboration and performance management.

"Includes a deliverable, a time management plan.

9 Includes a deliverable, a school design plan presentation.

" Includes a deliverable, a framework for an "ops walkthrough” (what to look for when hiring an ops team).
"Includes a deliverable, developing an induction plan for the first few months of school.
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Table H.5. Miles Family, Teacher Leader intersessions

Duration Instruction

Activity title (minutes) method Target competencies

School visits and debrief 510 School Visits  Continuous learning, instructional leadership

Fisher Fellow selection process 60 Presentation  Continuous learning

overview

(Miles Fellows only)

The power of story: Staying 420 Presentation = Communication, self-awareness, impact and

connected to our vision influence

(Miles Fellows only)

Roundtable discussions 180 Interactive/ Continuous learning, critical thinking and

(Miles Fellows and strand 2 Planning problem solving, direction setting, self-

Teacher Leaders only) awareness, impact and influence,
communication, instructional leadership

Research for better teaching- 1,680 Interactive Communication, continuous learning, student

studying skillful teaching focus, instructional leadership

(Strand 1 Teacher Leaders only)?

Authentic conversations, part Il 240 Interactive Communication, talent development

(Strand 2 Teacher Leaders only)

Case study 240 Interactive Critical thinking and problem solving, decision

(Strand 2 Teacher Leaders only) making, communication, performance
management, team leadership

Managing your time for results 240 Planning Planning and execution, self-awareness, impact

(Strand 2 Teacher Leaders only) and influence, communication

School data analysis 180 Interactive Instructional leadership, achievement orientation

The paseo (self-reflection and 60 Interactive Self-awareness, communication, decision

storytelling) making

(Miles Fellows only)

Cohort reflections 60 Interactive Self-awareness, impact and influence, team

(all teacher leaders) leadership

Welcome 15 Interactive Continuous learning

(Miles Fellows only)

Through the leadership lens: Your 135 Interactive Continuous learning, communication, self-

growth in review awareness

(Miles Fellows only)

Telling your story 240 Presentation  Stakeholder management, communication,

(Miles Fellows only) impact and influence, self-awareness

Lesson observation and feedback 60 Interactive Instructional leadership, communication,

(Miles Fellows only) performance management

Miles Family Fellowship panel 90 Presentation  Continuous learning

discussion

(Miles Fellows only)

School design plan presentations 100 Presentation  Continuous learning, communication,

(Miles Fellows only) instructional leadership

School Data Analysis 130 Interactive Instructional leadership, achievement orientation

(Miles Fellows only)

Fish bowl with KIPP School leaders 60 Presentation  Continuous learning, instructional leadership

(Miles Fellows only)

School visit introduction, school 230 School visit Instructional leadership, achievement orientation

visit and debrief

(Miles Fellows only)

®The strand 1 Teacher Leader program targets teachers who wish to improve their teaching and learn strategies for
coaching their colleagues to become better instructors.
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Table H.6. Principal Prep intersessions

Target competencies

Duration Instruction
Activity title (minutes) method
School visit and debrief 180 School visit
Telling your story: Staying 240 Presentation
connected to our vision
Establishing your school’s 360 Planning
competency to serve students with
special needs
Learning team meetings 300 Interactive/
Planning
Leader-led consultancy protocols 180 Interactive
Creating an effective selection 480 Interactive
process and effective interviewing
Haberman star teacher selection 360 Interactive
interview training
Data-driven culture — school visit 420 Presentation
and School
Visit
Transition and change 300 Interactive
Success school leader panel 60 Presentation
| manage the cafeteria staff? — 150 Presentation

managing noninstructional staff

Student focus, instructional leadership
Communication, self-awareness, impact and

influence

Planning and execution, self-awareness,
cultural competence

Continuous learning, critical thinking and
problem solving, direction setting

Critical thinking and problem solving

Decision making, communication, self-
awareness, talent development

Decision making, talent development, student

focus

Direction setting, performance management,
achievement orientation, decision making,
planning and execution, instructional

leadership

Direction setting, stakeholder management,
critical thinking and problem solving, decision
making, planning and execution

Direction setting, stakeholder management,
decision making

Performance management, operational

management

Table H.7. Leadership Team intersessions

Instruction
method

Duration
(minutes)

Activity title

Target competencies

Research for better teaching: 2,940 Interactive
Observing and analyzing teaching

School visit 120 School visit
Roundtable discussions 180 Interactive
Back in the hot seat: Your crucial 210 Interactive

conversations

Communication, team leadership, talent
development, decision making, instructional

leadership

Student focus, instructional leadership

Student focus, instructional leadership

Critical thinking and problem solving,
continuous learning, communication, impact
and influence, self-awareness, performance

management
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APPENDIX I: PROVIDERS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

In this appendix, we describe who provided profassi development, including coaching,
to KIPP leaders. During interviews, we asked ED& iincipals to describe the general
professional development that principals received specifically asked about coaching. This
information was then classified by the type of degment and the provider.

Coaching was the most common type of continuingelbgment provided to KIPP leaders
(see Chapter IV). Almost three-fourths of princgalere coached by regional staff; one-third
were coached by the KIPP Foundation; and half tedaeceiving coaching from the board, an
external organization, or an unidentified provi¢leable 1.1). In contrast, principals at schools
not in a region typically relied almost entirely ooaches from the KIPP Foundation.

Table 1.1. Percentage of leaders receiving coaching from providers, by
leadership tier

School 0 11 73 50
Region 73 0 4 2
Board 14 11 0 0
KIPP Foundation 32 89 10 2
External 18 0 3 3
Unidentified 23 0 1 0
Total receiving coaching 100 89 83 55
Sample size 22 9 96 95

Source: Data come from interviews with KIPP executive directors and principals.

Note: Tier 2 and tier 3 percentages are percentages only of those schools that have tier 2 or tier 3 leaders (6
schools did not have tier 2 leaders, and 31 schools did not have tier 3 leaders).

Principals also attended a variety of continuingfgssional development workshops hosted
by the KIPP Foundation, their region or schoolexternal providers. Regions were the most
common host of group professional developmentitrggiand workshops for principals in
regions (41 percent), and two boards filled thie for single-site principals (Table 1.2). Two
regions reported that these gatherings provideapaortunity for the highest performing schools
to share best practices with other principals, atwald then implement those practices at their
schools. About one-third of all principals alsceatled trainings, conferences, or meetings with
external providers—for example, a training condddig a local charter school league on
developing a school improvement plan, a state ecente on understanding federal programs
that receive Title | funding, opportunities sporebby the College Board, and university
workshops including the Harvard Institute for Sdh@oncipals and those offered by Columbia
Teachers College. Finally, 32 percent of princigiedsn regions reported attending KIPP
Foundation—sponsored trainings, including KSS aaribus workshops focused on curriculum
or strategies for effective teaching. No principaisingle-site schools reported attending any
trainings or workshops hosted by the KIPP Founda{i@iven that all principals attend KSS,
some respondents may not have considered KSSpmfessional development.)
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Table 1.2. Percentage of leaders attending conferences, trainings, or
meetings from providers, by tier

Principals Principals Tier 2 leaders Tier 3 leaders
Provider (% of regions) (% single-site) (% of schools) (% of schools)
School 0 6 27 31
Region 41 n.a. 38 28
Board 0 22 0 0
KIPP Foundation 32 0 7 3
External 32 39 21 13
Unidentified 9 0 12 6
Total conferences, 82 61 71 69

trainings, meetings

Sample size 22 9 96 95

Source: Interviews with KIPP EDs and principals.

Note: Tier 2 and tier 3 percentages are percentages only of those schools that have tier 2 or tier 3 leaders (6
schools did not have tier 2 leaders, and 31 schools did not have tier 3 leaders).

n.a. = not applicable.

Principals also reported that tier 2 and 3 leadd#ended some professional development
events with external organizations or a provideyttid not identify. Examples that were
described include workshops hosted by universitielsiding one focused on designing student
character “report cards”; local workshops throughosl| districts or charter school associations;
college coursework (often toward a master’s degmedttendance at a conference hosted by
another organization, such as the TFA Instituteyafted Placement Institute, or Teach Like a
Champion training.
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APPENDIX J: FREQUENCY OF LEADERSHIP TRANSITIONS

Frequent leadership transitions can negatively anhpachool, especially at growing
schools adding teachers and grades. Transitiondrexy also affects the number of leaders
KIPP schools and regions need to have in the pipdtr different leadership roles. In this
appendix, we identify the frequency of principatia®P or dean (tier 2) transitions at KIPP
schools between 2008-2009 and 2010-2011, the yhees prior to receipt of the i3 grant. To
obtain this information, we asked principals andsEDout the number of leadership transitions
since 2008-2009 and supplemented those respontedata from the KIPP Foundation.

Between 2008—-2009 and 2010-2011, about 70 perteidar KIPP schools had zero or
one principal transitions. Specifically, of the &Bmple schools opened by fall 2009, 29 percent
had no principal transitions, 41 percent had ond,the remaining 30 percent of school had two
or three transitions (Table J.1). Five KIPP schedspercent of this sample—had three
principal transitions or an average of one a yeaingd this time period.

Few KIPP principals left younger schools duringtperiod. Of the 18 schools that started
in fall 2009, 22 percent—four schools—had a priatipansition during their first two years. Of
the sixteen schools opening in fall 2010, nonedaddyear principal transition during their first
year.

According to data from the KIPP Foundation, mowthalf of the departing principals
between 2008 and 2011 moved to other roles in tR& Ketwork. Of the principals staying
within the KIPP network, about a fifth left to beue a principal in another KIPP school, and the
remainder left to take another position within KIPP

Table J.1. Percentage of schools with leadership transition frequencies
between 2008-2009 and 2010-2011

0 transitions 100 78 29 91 94 44
1 transition 0 22 41 9 6 28
2 transitions 0 0 22 0 0 21
3 transitions 0 0 8 0 0 5
4 transitions 0 0 0 0 0 2
Sample size 16 18 63 11 18 61

Source: Principal transition data is from the KIPP Foundation. Information on AP or dean transitions is from
principal interviews.

Note: This table includes transitions that occurred after the start of the 2008—-2009 school year and before the
start of the 2011-2012 school year (including the summer of 2011). We included summer 2011 transitions
after the i3 grant had begun, because decisions about these summer transitions were almost certainly
made in the 2010-2011 school year, before the start of the i3 grant. Five first-year schools did not have any
APs or deans and are excluded from AP or dean section of this table. Individual co-principal transitions
were counted as half a transition, because the transition of a single co-principal provides some continuity
from one set of principals to the next. In four cases, schools added an additional principal, but the existing
principal did not leave the school. These were not included in the transition counts, although they did
impact the number of principals required. In a few cases, we rounded the total up to the next whole number.

& positions titled VP, director, or another similar role are also included.
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Slightly more than half of the sample schools opdnefall 2009 had at least one AP or
dean transition between 2008—-2009 and 2009-20t8o(s may have multiple APs or deans,
providing more opportunities for multiple transitg) Anecdotally, we know that some of these
APs became KIPP principals, consistent with thelpye model. Of the schools that started in
fall 2010, only one had an AP or dean transitiodyear, and there was similar continuity in the
AP and dean roles for the schools that openedligda9.
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