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SECOND ANNUAL RACE TO THE TOP EVALUATION REPORT 

PART I—STATEWIDE FACE-TO-FACE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

FORMATIVE EVALUATION 

Executive Summary 

The North Carolina Race to the Top (RttT) professional development plan is an expansive and 

multi-faceted effort to increase student achievement by updating the knowledge and skills of the 

state’s entire public education workforce. This initiative is driven by a host of recent changes, 

including: adoption of new Common Core State Standards and North Carolina Essential 

Standards; increased use of data to inform classroom and school decisions; rapid changes in the 

technologies and digital resources available for teaching and learning; new teacher and 

administrator evaluation processes; and an increased emphasis on formative assessment to 

inform instructional decisions.  

The human resources challenge of the initiative—to provide the state’s 100,000 teachers and 

2,400 principals with professional development that will enable them to extend their knowledge, 

improve professional practices, and, ultimately, increase student achievement overall and close 

achievement gaps among student groups—is formidable. The timeframe (the four-year period of 

the grant), diversity of the State (from large metropolitan local education agencies [LEAs] to 

small, rural, and resource-limited LEAs, many of which continue to struggle under the weight of 

fiscal constraints), and expectations (to create a statewide professional development 

infrastructure that can be sustained after RttT funding ends) only increase that challenge. The 

RttT professional development evaluation is being conducted in full recognition of these 

circumstances, as well as of the deep commitment of the members of the RttT Professional 

Development Implementation Team. The intent of the evaluation is to provide data-driven 

information that can support reflection about and improvement of this effort throughout the RttT 

grant process. 

Four general questions guide the evaluation: 

1. State Strategies: To what extent did the state implement and support proposed RttT 

professional development efforts?  

2. Short-Term Outcomes: What were direct outcomes of State-level RttT professional 

development efforts? 

3. Intermediate Outcomes: To what extent did RttT professional development efforts 

successfully update the NC education workforce? 

4. Impacts on Student Performance: To what extent are gains in student performance 

outcomes associated with RttT professional development?  

 

The Evaluation Team is providing this second annual assessment of progress in three separate but 

related reports. This report—North Carolina’s RttT Statewide Face-to-Face Professional 

Development Formative Evaluation—documents the current status of the state’s RttT face-to-face 

professional development efforts related to the Annual Professional Development Cycle 

(described below) and addresses specific questions under Evaluation Question 1 (State Strategies) 
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and Evaluation Question 2 (Short-Term Outcomes). The remaining reports address (1) LEA and 

school-level outcomes of statewide face-to-face RttT professional development efforts, and (2) 

implementation and impact of the State’s Online Professional Development efforts. 

Overview of Annual Professional Development Cycle 

The overall plan for RttT professional development is built around annual cycles that are 

comprised of Summer Institutes, formative support for LEA and charter school Professional 

Development Leadership Teams, and additional face-to-face support sessions provided by the 

NCDPI RttT Professional Development Implementation Team in collaboration with the Regional 

Education Service Agencies (RESAs): 

 2012 Summer Institutes. The 2012 Summer Institutes—themed “Connecting to Serve All 

Learners”—were two-day, face-to-face institutes for LEA and charter school Professional 

Development Leaders. A collaborative effort of staff across NCDPI divisions, these six 

Institutes offered 102 hours of professional development to 2,541 attendees, with a goal of 

preparing the local Professional Development Leaders to design, develop, and implement 

local-level professional development to help teachers transition to the new standards. 

 NCDPI Intra-Agency Collaboration for Support of RttT Professional Development Efforts. 

Staff across five NCDPI agencies collaborated to develop and deploy ongoing professional 

development opportunities to educators statewide. In addition to working together on RttT 

professional development efforts, NCDPI staff also participated in an ongoing internal 

capacity-building effort (the North Carolina Learning Technology Initiative [NCLTI]). 

 NCDPI-RESA Sessions. For the 2011-12school year, NCDPI and the RESAs collaborated to 

provide 966 hours of training to 3,646 attendees across all eight regions on: Common Core 

State Standards; Fidelity Support; Technical Assistance; North Carolina Professional 

Teaching Standards; Teacher Effectiveness/New Accountability Model; and Principal 

Training for Common Core and Essential Standards.  

Summary of Major Findings 

Cross-Cutting Findings 

 Overall Quality. Data indicate that the overall quality of the Annual Professional 

Development Cycle events for the 2011-12 school year was high, with some variation across 

session type. Evaluators, participants, and facilitators all recognized various strengths of the 

professional development events but also recommended directions for improvements.   

 Needs Assessments. Professional development needs—identified in NCDPI-RESA Fidelity 

Support sessions, pre-Institute surveys, and data and findings from the First Annual 

Evaluation Report for RttT Professional Development—are clear; providing adequate time 

and resources to meet these needs remains a challenge for both the State and LEAs. 

 Alignment with RttT Priorities. State-level professional development efforts provided a total 

of 938 hours of professional development during the Annual Professional Development 

Cycle related to the four RttT priorities: (1) successful transition to the new standards (573 

hours); (2) implementation of formative and summative assessments (146 hours); (3) use of 

data to support instruction (24 hours); and (4) effective utilization of the North Carolina 
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Educator Evaluation System (195 hours). As this was the first full academic year of state-

level professional development, efforts were focused on the transition to new standards and 

assessments, which was consistent with the proposal plan. An increased focus on the use of 

data to support instruction is anticipated in the next annual cycle. 

 Participant Knowledge and Skills. Participants’ assessments of both the NCDPI-RESA 

sessions and the Summer Institutes indicated a general belief that these events helped 

educators develop knowledge and skills around the new standards and some of the new 

statewide models for assessment and accountability.  

 Characteristics of Participants. Participating teachers, school administrators, and central 

office staff at the NCDPI-RESA events and Summer Institutes represented every grade level, 

curriculum area, and LEA in the state. Most participants also had a wealth of experience to 

draw on, with a large majority having more than ten years of experience in education. 

Findings Related to 2011-12 NCDPI-RESA Sessions  

 Overall Quality. A high proportion of participants surveyed agreed or strongly agreed that 

the events incorporated traits of high-quality professional development, including clear 

objectives (85%), relevance (83%), and opportunities for participants to share knowledge 

(83%).  Most respondents (80-85%) also agreed or strongly agreed that the online resources 

used were accessible and were effectively employed by the facilitators. 

Additional data reveal that participants and observers were most positive about the quality of 

the content and materials presented in the Professional Standards Training for Principals 

and Assistant Principals, Detailed Scope of Work (DSW), and Content Support sessions, as 

well as about the facilitation of the Fidelity Support sessions. Participants rated the Principal 

Training for Common Core and Essential Standards lowest, and adequate opportunities for 

participants to share knowledge, experiences, and insights were observed the least often in 

the Teacher Effectiveness sessions.  

Findings Related to 2012 Summer Institutes 

 Institute Quality. Most surveyed participants agreed or strongly agreed that the Summer 

Institute had clear objectives (94%), was relevant to their professional development needs 

(90%), was well structured (90%), was of high quality overall (88%), built upon previous 

professional development efforts (87%), was engaging (86%), and met their expectations 

(85%). Most (90-95%) also noted the effective integration of online resources. 

In participants’ ratings of specific session content quality, a majority gave the Content 

sessions (56%) and Facilitative Team Time (58%) sessions excellent ratings. Only about one-

third of participants gave an excellent rating to the content of the Leaders with Leaders, 

Understanding Assessments and Accountability, and Listening Lunches sessions. 

Of all the strands, K-5 Mathematics received the highest percentage of “excellent” ratings for 

content from participants (82%), followed by English Language Development (77%), 

Guidance (74%), and Arts Education (73%). K-5 Mathematics also received the highest 

percentage of “excellent” ratings for facilitation from participants (88%), followed again by 

Arts Education (83%), English Language Development (78%), and Guidance (77%). The 

lowest percentage of “excellent” content ratings (39-42%) were given for the K-5 Science, 6-
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12 Social Studies, 6-12 English Language Arts, Information and Technology Standards, and 

Media strands.  Participants assigned the highest percentage of “poor/fair” ratings for 

facilitation to many of these same strands (K-5 Science [15%], K-5 English Language Arts 

[14%], and 6-12 Social Studies [13%]). 

Overall, observers found that sessions exhibited characteristics of accomplished, effective 

professional development, though there was some variation by session type, with Content 

Strand and Facilitative Team Time sessions rated the most positively, and Assessment and 

Accountability and Leaders with Leaders sessions rated at lower levels.   

 Participant Application of Skills. A majority of participants agreed or strongly agreed that the 

RttT-related professional development events would help their LEAs develop, refine, and 

implement their transition to the new standards. Large majorities (85-92%) also agreed or 

strongly agreed that the Summer Institute would help them develop skills aligned to the 

North Carolina Professional Teaching and North Carolina School Executive Standards. 

Participants were less confident that the Summer Institutes would help them develop rigorous 

and engaging assessments for the new Common Core and Essential Standards.  

Summary of Major Recommendations 

Cross-Cutting Recommendations 

1. Emphasize interconnectedness of RttT priorities. For example, NCDPI staff should include 

explicit information about how the new standards and assessments are connected to the 

Teacher Evaluation Process, data literacy, and instructional technology tools and resources. 

2. Continue commitment to work in the field. NCDPI should continue to build relationships with 

RESAs, LEAs, and schools by engaging directly with local-level staff across the state.  

3. Continue to build NCDPI intra-agency collaboration. Revise and improve the structures 

already in place to further facilitate development of strong collaborations within cross-

divisional work teams. Improve communication and collaboration across the divisions by 

clarifying purpose, expectations, roles, and responsibilities for divisions. The success of 

NCLTI can serve as a good working model.   

4. Use the NC Education registration system for all face-to-face RttT sessions. A statewide 

system is essential in order to track the overall impacts and outcomes of the RttT professional 

development initiative. A major roadblock to building local capacity is participant turnover; 

use of a linked, statewide registration system can help ensure that a consistent team of 

educators from each LEA attends the NCDPI-RESA sessions and the Summer Institutes. 

2011-12 NCDPI-RESA Sessions 

1. Increase opportunities for participant discussion and reflection. Session activities could 

include more opportunities for participants to share knowledge; consider classroom 

applications of resources, strategies, and techniques; reflect about concepts, strategies, and 

issues; and share experiences and insights.  

2. Continue to provide opportunities for participants to collaborate across schools and LEAs. 

Participants regularly identified collaboration with colleagues as one of the most beneficial 

aspects of the regional RttT trainings.  
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3. Increase focus on instructional tools aligned to the new standards. Continue to provide 

opportunities for session participants to review, share, and identify or create high-quality 

units and lessons aligned to the new standards.  

4. Increase differentiation for LEAs based on stage of transition to new standards. Different 

LEAs need different levels of information and support, depending on where they are with 

implementing their plan for transitioning to the new state standards and assessments. 

5. Clarify objectives for professional development events. Identify and regularly communicate 

session objectives to local educators. Once those objectives are set, do not change the 

purpose or focus; LEAs use the calendar and description of events from NCDPI to plan the 

timeline for local training events.  

 

2012 Summer Institutes 

1. Work toward developing more engaging activities. For example, include more opportunities 

for discussion and sharing among participants; more hands-on, interactive activities; and 

activities focused on developing resources to take back to their LEAs.  

2. Provide more facilitative team time. Teams wanted even more time devoted to working 

together.  

3. Increase differentiation. To the extent possible, 6-12 grade Content Strand sessions should be 

broken-up into middle and high school groups, and Leaders with Leaders sessions should 

separate out school- and LEA-level administrators.  It would also be beneficial to 

differentiate sessions based on LEA progress on the RttT priorities.  

4. Reduce redundancy and review. Provide introductory sessions for those participants who 

have never attended a state-supported RttT professional development event.  

5. Allow LEA teams to facilitate some sessions. Staff from local schools and LEAs can share 

best practices and resources related to many of the RttT priorities. This strategy also 

addresses participants’ need for additional networking and collaboration opportunities.  

6. Reconsider the structure of the Accountability and Assessment session. The timing and 

format of the session made the information difficult for some participants to absorb; 

recommendations included moving to an interactive session with Assessment and 

Accountability staff during the Leaders with Leaders strand, and providing additional 

professional development in the areas of deepening understanding of assessment, using data, 

and the new school accountability model.   

7. Incorporate participant-recommended topics into future professional development events. 

Some of the requested topics include: formative and summative assessments; Common Core 

and Essential Standards; instructional practices for, planning under, and cross-curricular 

integration of the new standards; meeting diverse needs of learners; the new teacher 

evaluation process; collecting and interpreting data; and technology integration.  

8. Seek out more flexible facilities. Identify better workspaces for facilitating learning for adults 

with room for small group collaboration and comfortable seats and tables. 

9. Shorten the length of each day. Nine hours a day was too long to engage in deep thinking 

around RttT priorities. Consider a three-day event that starts later and ends earlier each day.   
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Introduction  

Providing high-quality, accessible professional development to all teachers and principals is a 

key component of the professional development plan funded by North Carolina’s federal Race to 

the Top (RttT) grant. The United States Department of Education’s grant application process 

recognized the important role that professional development must play in the successful 

implementation of the RttT education reforms by requiring states to develop comprehensive 

strategies for both the expansion of their professional development offerings and the evaluation 

of the effectiveness of that professional development. North Carolina’s RttT-funded professional 

development plans are ambitious, with a top-level goal of updating the entire education 

workforce to ensure that each of the state’s approximately 100,000 teachers and 2,400 principals 

has the knowledge and skills necessary to foster student achievement.  

The challenges addressed by the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction’s (NCDPI) 

RttT Professional Development Implementation Team are formidable. The Implementation 

Team must develop strategies that, in coordination with Local Education Agencies (LEAs), 

Regional Education Service Agencies (RESA) and other organizations, will engage all of the 

state’s teachers and administrators in professional development that will extend their knowledge 

and guide them in making significant changes in their professional practices in order to increase 

overall student achievement and close achievement gaps among student groups. The plan 

requires differentiation of professional development to meet the needs of educators with a wide 

range of backgrounds, preparation, experience, and expertise, ranging from the over 10,000 

experienced National Board Certified teachers in North Carolina to the over 20,000 teachers who 

are in their first three years of teaching and who in many cases entered teaching through an 

alternative licensure pathway. The plan requires reaching teachers from kindergarten through 

high school, across all disciplinary areas. The plan also requires professional development for 

principals, assistant principals, curriculum specialists, and all of the other administrators 

involved in guiding and supporting teachers through transitions to new standards, student 

assessments, data systems, technologies, teacher evaluations and overall expectations for both 

themselves and their students. All of this is to be accomplished within the four-year period of the 

grant, across a large and diverse state with many small, rural, and resource-limited LEAs. In 

addition, the plan is expected to result in a statewide professional development infrastructure that 

can be sustained after RttT funding ends. While the grant provides significant funding, the 

professional development initiative must proceed during a time of severe economic constraints 

that limit additional state and local resources that can be brought to bear on the challenges; this 

limitation is far greater than was anticipated when the RttT proposal was developed.  

The RttT professional development evaluation is being conducted with full recognition of the 

enormous challenges being addressed by the Professional Development Implementation Team 

and the deep commitment of the members of the team to do so. We further recognize that the 

RttT professional development plan is breaking new ground: There are no established, proven 

models for creating a professional development system of this scale to support so many 

educators through so many changes in so short a period of time. The RttT Evaluation Team’s 

intent for this report is to provide data-driven information that can support reflection about and 

improvement of the RttT professional development effort.  
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Purpose of the RttT Evaluation and of this Report 

The roles of the RttT Evaluation Team are to (1) document the activities of the RttT initiatives; 

(2) provide timely, formative data, analyses, and recommendations to help the initiative teams 

improve their ongoing work; and (3) provide summative evaluation results in Year 4 of the 

project to determine whether the RttT initiatives met their goals and to inform future policy and 

program decisions to sustain, modify, or discontinue initiatives after the grant-funded period.  

The RttT Evaluation Team is documenting the professional development initiative activities and 

collecting data about participation in, satisfaction with, and the impact of locally and state-

supported professional development activities. In addition, the team is collecting information 

through LEA and school field visits and teacher and administrator surveys to inform summative 

evaluation analyses that examine the extent to which participation in RttT professional 

development activities has increased the capacity of the education workforce to deliver effective 

instruction. Ultimately, the evaluation will use state assessment data to gauge changes in student 

performance. The plan is described in greater detail in Appendix A. 

Four general questions guide the overall evaluation effort, with a number of more specific 

questions embedded in each one. These overall questions are organized to reflect the general 

sequence in which they can be addressed over the four years of RttT: 

1. State Strategies: To what extent did the state implement and support proposed RttT 

professional development efforts?  

2. Short-Term Outcomes: What were direct outcomes of state-level RttT professional 

development efforts? 

3. Intermediate Outcomes: To what extent did RttT professional development efforts 

successfully update the North Carolina education workforce? 

4. Impacts on Student Performance: To what extent are gains in student performance 

outcomes associated with RttT professional development?  

The Year 2 professional development evaluation serves three primary purposes, each of which is 

addressed in a separate report, as described below. Each of the three reports is organized around 

specific evaluation questions; this document is Report I of the Year 2 RttT evaluation. 

Report I: RttT Statewide Face-to-Face Professional Development Formative 

Evaluation—Report I (this report) documents the current status and direct outcomes of the 

state’s RttT face-to-face professional development efforts in the NCDPI Annual 

Professional Development Cycle described below, addressing questions under Overall 

Evaluation Question 1 (State Strategies) and questions under Overall Evaluation Question 2 

(Short-Term Outcomes). It is intended to contribute to the RttT Professional Development 

Implementation Team’s ongoing efforts to provide the most supportive and useful 

professional development possible for teachers and administrators. Specifically, this report 

addresses the following general evaluation questions and related sub-questions: 
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1. State Strategies: To what extent did the state implement and support proposed RttT 

professional development efforts?  

A. What were the state’s strategies for planning and implementing the Annual 

Professional Development Cycle? 

B. How did NCDPI assess educators’ professional development needs? 

C. To what extent were state-level professional development efforts aligned with RttT 

priorities? 

D. What were the characteristics of statewide RttT professional development 

participants? 

E. What were the nature, quality, and availability of the Annual Professional 

Development Cycle events? 

2.  Short-Term Outcomes: What were direct outcomes of state-level RttT professional 

development efforts? 

A. To what extent did participants’ knowledge about RttT priorities increase? 

B. To what extent did participants’ application of new skills about RttT priorities 

increase? 

Report II: RttT Professional Development Local Outcomes Baseline Study—Report II 

provides detailed information concerning near- and longer-term impacts of statewide face-

to-face RttT professional development efforts at the local level to provide baseline data for 

Evaluation Question 3 (Intermediate Outcomes). The Evaluation Team collected and 

analyzed relevant data from all 115 LEAs and identified a purposeful sample of 27 schools 

to examine more deeply the extent to which LEA and school staff increased capacity to 

provide high-quality professional development.  

Report III: RttT Online Professional Development Evaluation Report—Report III also 

addresses Evaluation Questions 1, 2, and 3 (State Strategies, Short-Term Outcomes, and 

Intermediate Outcomes) but with a focus on all RttT-supported online professional 

development. It provides detailed information about the extent to which the online 

professional development components of the RttT proposal have been carried out, and the 

immediate impact of RttT online professional development efforts on educators.  

The next major assessment, scheduled for delivery in Fall 2013, will consider short-term 

outcomes in more detail and will begin to address intermediate outcomes, while reports in 

following years (after the local professional development programs are in operation) will address 

the impact on teachers and, to the extent possible, students. Since the schedule of the Evaluation 

Team’s deliverables calls only for annual reports, the team will actively coordinate with NCDPI 

to share preliminary survey data reports with appropriate staff, in order to provide timely 

information as the Professional Development Implementation Team continues to work with 

LEAs and charter schools and develops additional resources.   
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Overview of RttT Professional Development Activities and Supports Addressed in this Report 

As shown in the diagram of the Annual Professional Development Cycle provided by NCDPI 

(Figure 1), the overall professional development plan is built around annual cycles comprised of 

Summer Institutes, formative support for LEA and charter school Professional Development 

Leadership Teams, and additional face-to-face support sessions provided by the NCDPI RttT 

Professional Development Implementation Team in collaboration with RESAs. Through 

implementation of this Annual Professional Development Cycle, NCDPI aims to both guide and 

support the development of local professional development through a high-quality, systemic, 

blended approach to effective professional development, defined as job-embedded, research-

driven, data-informed, professional, community-based, and aligned to the RttT initiatives. A 

blended approach to professional development is designed to address the needs of LEAs, charter 

schools, and individual educators through face‐to‐face sessions and online resources, such as 

learning modules or webinars.  

Figure 1. NCDPI Annual Professional Development Cycle 

 

2011-12 NCDPI-RESA Sessions 

NCDPI offered over 100 face-to-face NCDPI-RESA partnership sessions across the eight North 

Carolina State Board of Education regions from August 2011 to June 2012. Sessions lasted 

anywhere from three hours to two days and focused on Content Support (Common Core and 

Essential Standards), Fidelity Support, Teacher Effectiveness/New Accountability Model, NC 

Professional Training Standards for Principals and Assistant Principals, Detailed Scope of 

Work/Technical Assistance, Principal Training for Common Core and Essential Standards, and 

Principal and Assistant Principal Training (ITES Standards). These sessions were developed 
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and facilitated by the NCDPI RttT Professional Development Implementation Team in 

partnership with RESA staff. For descriptions of sessions, see Table 9 in the next section.  

2012 Summer Institutes  

Six two-day Summer Institutes were held across the state to provided opportunities for local 

professional development leaders to expand their learning about the Common Core State 

Standards and the North Carolina Essential Standards. LEA and charter school teams, comprised 

of up to 18 members, including key leaders from each LEA and charter school, attended these 

summer trainings. These sessions were conducted in collaboration with LEAs and facilitated by 

NCDPI RttT Professional Development Implementation Team. This year’s Summer Institutes 

focused on how to facilitate learning for all students and included sessions organized by Content 

Strands, Leaders with Leaders, Facilitative Team Time, and Assessment and Accountability.  For 

descriptions of these sessions, see pages 24-27.  

NCDPI Intra-Agency Collaboration for Support of RttT Professional Development Efforts 

Through the NC RttT grant, staff across NCDPI collaborated to develop and deploy sustained 

professional development opportunities to educators across the state. The planning and 

implementation effort was intense and demonstrated the deep commitment of the NCDPI staff 

involved. The NCDPI RttT Professional Development Implementation Team is led by the 

Educator Recruitment and Development (ERD) RttT Professional Development Team, who 

serve as professional development resource developers, workshop leaders, and professional 

learning community coaches. Staff from Curriculum and Instruction (C&I), Instructional 

Technology (IT), Exceptional Children (EC), District and School Transformation (DST), and 

Accountability Services divisions serve as content experts to design and implement resources 

and sessions. 
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Method 

This section provides an overview of evaluation activities examining the implementation and 

impact of RttT professional development efforts. 

Data Sources and Analysis 

In order to provide a cross-sectional view of the major RttT professional development activities 

taking place across the state, five data sources were used over the course of the 2011-12 

academic year and the summer of 2012 (see Table 1). The evaluation team employed a mixed 

methods approach to address the broad evaluation questions. Quantitative methods included 

observations, document reviews, and participant surveys. Qualitative approaches included semi-

structured interviews and focus groups, as well as open-ended survey questions. This section 

discusses each of the individual data sources used and the corresponding methodology. 

Percentages in the following tables have been rounded to the nearest whole number; therefore, 

not all percentages add up to exactly 100. 

Table 1. RttT Evaluation Data Sources, 2011-12 

 

Professional Development Observation Protocol 

The Professional Development Observation Protocol was used to observe professional 

development provided by the state as part of RttT (see Appendix B). For the purposes of this 

report, this professional development included regional sessions coordinated by NCDPI and the 

RESAs over the course of the academic year and the Summer Institutes delivered by NCDPI 

throughout the state during the summer months. The protocol was developed by the RttT 

Professional Development Evaluation Team and was adapted from a professional development 

tool developed by Horizon Research, Inc. (www.horizon-research.com/instruments/lsc/pdop.pdf).   

The tool is intended to provide information on the quality of professional development being 

observed. Evaluators indicated the presence or absence of key aspects, such as design (e.g., “The 

session provided opportunities for participants to share knowledge of content, teaching, learning, 

Data Source Purpose 

Professional Development 

Observation Protocol 

Observe content, process, and quality of NCDPI-RESA 

sessions, Summer Institutes 

NCDPI-RESA Session 

Participant Survey 

Gather participants’ perceptions of their own knowledge and 

skill gains, in addition to quality of the session 

Summer Institute Participant 

Survey  

Gather participants’ perceptions of their own knowledge and 

skills gains, in addition to quality of the session 

Summer Institute Informal 

Participant Interview 

Gather participants’ perceptions of the usefulness of the 

Summer Institute sessions  

NCDPI Focus Group and 

Interview Protocol 

Discuss NCDPI staff’s experiences and recommendations for 

planning, facilitating, and supporting RttT professional 

development 
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and/or the reform process”), implementation (e.g., “The facilitator(s)’ management style 

enhanced the quality of the session”), instructional practice (e.g., “Attention was paid to 

classroom strategies”), and culture (e.g., “There was a climate of respect for participants’ 

experiences, ideas, and contributions”). If present, evaluators then assessed the quality and 

quantity of the key aspects that they observed. The protocol includes both closed-form and 

Likert-scale items related to general characteristics of high-quality professional development. 

Members of the Evaluation Team recorded their observations of the session’s primary intended 

purpose and the major activities of the participants. Finally, observers rated overall quality of the 

30-minute session (see Appendix B). 

One observation was completed every 30 minutes, with a new protocol being completed for each 

segment. This 30-minute observation cycle provides consistent periods of observations for 

comparison across sessions that last anywhere from one hour to two days. In most instances, one 

member of the Evaluation Team was present for the observation, and during certain Summer 

Institute sessions, two evaluators were present. Evaluation Team members participated in a 

training session where a video of a professional development event was collectively observed, 

coded, and discussed to bolster inter-rater reliability. In Summer Institute sessions where two 

evaluators were present, inter-rater reliability for same or adjacent scores ranged from 84% to 

100%. 

The Evaluation Team conducted 136 observations of NCDPI-RESA sessions during the 2011-12 

school year (Table 2, following page). Due to proximity to the Evaluation Team offices, the 

majority of the observations took place in Region 3 (37%) and Region 5 (34%), and due to the 

emphasis on the transition to the new standards, almost half (47%) of the sessions observed were 

content-focused. 

Table 3 (following page) shows the number of observations conducted during the Summer 

Institutes by institute and content area. A total of 265 observations were conducted at the six 

Summer Institutes.   
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Table 2. Number of NCDPI-RESA Observations by Region and Session Type, 2011-12 

Region 

Number of 30-

Minute Observations 

Percentage of 30-

Minute Observations 

1 9 7% 

2 9 7% 

3 51 37% 

4 4 3% 

5 46 34% 

6 8 6% 

7 9 7% 

8 0 0% 

Total 136 100% 

 

Session Type 

Number of 30- 

Minute Observations 

Percentage of 30-

Minute Observations 

Content Support 70 51% 

Fidelity Support 10 7% 

Teacher Effectiveness Vetting/New 

Accountability Model 
36 26% 

Principal Training for Common Core and 

Essential Standards 
12 9% 

IHE Common Core and Essential Standards 8 6% 

Total 136 100% 

Table 3. Number of Summer Institute Observations by Institute and Content Area, 2012 

Summer Institute 

Number of 30-

Minute Observations 

Percentage of 30-

Minute Observations 

1 44 17% 

2 49 19% 

3 38 14% 

4 40 19% 

5 35 13% 

6 49 19% 

Total 265 100% 

   

Session Type 

Number of 30-  

Minute Observations 

Percentage of 30-

Minute Observations 

Content Strand  164 62% 

Facilitative LEA Team Time  71 27% 

Assessment and Accountability  20 8% 

Leaders with Leaders  10 4% 

Total 265 100% 
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NCDPI-RESA Session Participant Survey 

The Evaluation Team, in partnership with NCDPI staff, developed a survey to solicit participant 

feedback on the professional development sessions provided in the RESAs (see Appendix C). 

Participants responded on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). 

Participants were asked to rate the overall quality of the session and provide feedback on how the 

session impacted their knowledge and application of the session topic. Open-ended items asked 

how participants would use the material presented and requested a list of the most beneficial 

parts of the session and suggestions for possible future improvements to the session.  

The survey was distributed via email using participant records maintained by the eight RESAs 

and provided to the Evaluation Team. NCDPI staff helped procure the participant lists for the 

NCDPI-RESA sessions through the Regional Professional Development Leads. Five regions sent 

detailed lists in a spreadsheet that included the type of event and email addresses of the attendees. 

Two regions sent lists with only the email addresses with no information on which type of RESA 

event was attended, and one region provided handwritten lists that had to be transcribed in order 

to email the survey to attendees.  

Participants were given one month to complete the online survey. The RESA survey was timed 

so that it would not overlap with the Summer Institute events, which began in mid-June 2012. It 

was distributed to anyone who participated in an RttT-related RESA session in any of the eight 

RESAs across the state.   

Ideally, surveys would have been distributed to participants immediately following each session, 

but delays in the survey development process and collection of participant emails resulted in the 

final version of the survey not being approved and distributed until mid-May 2012, near the end 

of the RESA session cycle. This distribution method resulted in a low response rate (19%; Table 

4); therefore, results from this survey should be interpreted with caution.  Additionally, the 

Evaluation Team was not able to compare the demographics of this sample with the population 

of RESA attendees because consistent and detailed records across regions or session types were 

not made available. 

Table 4. Participant Survey Response Rate for NCDPI-RESA Sessions, 2011-12 

Action 

Number of 

Participants 

Percentage of 

Participants 

Invited to take the survey 
a
 3,646 100% 

Logged in to take the survey 882 24% 

Did not respond to the request for consent 6 <1% 

Declined to consent 50 1% 

Consented to take the survey 826 23% 

Consented, but did not take the survey 116 3% 

Partially completed the survey 35 1% 

Fully completed the survey (i.e., answered 

enough question to be included in analysis) 
675 19% 

a
 Each region provided a list of attendees who participated in the NCDPI-RESA events 
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Response rates also varied by region (Table 5). The majority of respondents (73%) participated 

in the Content Support Sessions addressing the Common Core State Standards and North 

Carolina Essential Standards compared to the six other session types (2% to 9%, Table 6). 

Table 5. Participant Survey Response Rate for NCDPI-RESA Sessions by Region, 2011-12 

Region 

Number Invited to 

Take the Survey 

Number who 

Completed the 

Survey 

Percentage who 

Completed the 

Survey 

1 879 125 14% 

2 120 29 24% 

3 221 57 26% 

4 806 95 12% 

5 363 49 13% 

6 354 48 14% 

7 408 118 29% 

8 495 109 22% 

Unknown N/A 45
 a
 N/A 

Total 3,646 675 
a
 19% 

a
 Forty-five participants did not select a LEA, and their region could not be identified. 

 

Table 6. Participant Survey Response Rate for NCDPI-RESA Sessions by Type of Professional 

Development Event, 2011-12 

Session Type 

Number of 

Participants 

Percentage of 

Participants 

Content Support (Common Core and Essential 

Standards) 
492 73% 

Fidelity Support  36 5% 

NC Professional Training Standards for 

Principals and Assistant Principals  
18 3% 

Detailed Scope of Work/Technical Assistance  19 3% 

Teacher Effectiveness Vetting/New 

Accountability Model  
58 9% 

Principal Training for Common Core and 

Essential Standards 
38 6% 

Principal and Assistant Principal Training 

(ITES Standards) 
14 2% 
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Summer Institute Participant Survey 

In collaboration with NCDPI Summer Institutes’ leadership staff, the Evaluation Team created a 

survey to gather information on participants’ perception of the quality and usefulness of the 

Summer Institutes (see Appendix D). Participants were asked to rate, on a 4-point scale ranging 

from 1 (Poor) to 4 (Excellent), the quality of specific aspects of the sessions they attended (e.g., 

“The content covered in the content strand,” “The content covered in the Leaders with Leaders 

session”). Participants were also asked to rate their level of agreement, ranging from 1 (Strongly 

disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree), with statements regarding the design and facilitation of the 

Summer Institutes (e.g., “The Summer Institute was relevant to my professional development 

needs,” “The facilitators modeled instructional strategies that teachers should use in their 

classrooms”). Finally, participants were asked to describe if and how Web 2.0 tools were used in 

their session and how the content of the session had impacted their knowledge and skills (e.g., 

“The knowledge and skills I learned in the Summer Institute will help our district/charter to 

further develop our district-level strategic plan for professional development”).   

On Day 2 of each institute, NCDPI staff emailed the Evaluation Team a list of email addresses of 

registered attendees. The link to the Summer Institute Participant Survey was distributed to 

participants via email on Day 2 of each event. The survey could also be accessed using QR codes 

posted around the building on Day 2. Reminders to take the survey were also given by the 

session facilitators at the end of Day 2. Participants were given 10 days from the end of the 

institute to take the survey, and data collection took place from June 2012 to August 2012. A 

total of 1,676 participants completed the survey, resulting in an overall response rate of 66% 

(Table 7).  

Table 7. Participant Survey Response Rate for Summer Institutes, 2012 

Action 

Number of 

Participants 

Percentage of 

Participants 

Invited to take the survey 
a 

2,541 100% 

Logged in to take the survey 1,750 69% 

Did not respond to the request for consent 2 <1% 

Declined to consent 52 2% 

Consented to take the survey 1,696 67% 

Consented, but did not take the survey 10 <1% 

Partially completed the survey 28 1% 

Completed the survey (i.e., answered enough 

questions to be included in the analysis) 
1,676 66% 

a 
NCDPI provided a list of the attendees who signed in at the event. 
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The response rates varied from 54% to 84% across the six institutes and from 211 to 342 

respondents per institute (Table 8).  

Table 8. Participant Survey Response Rate for Summer Institutes by Institute, 2012 

Institute Location Date 

Number of 

Participants 

Number of 

Completed 

Surveys 

Percentage 

who 

Completed 

the Survey 

1 
Enka High School, Candler, 

Buncombe County 

June 

21-22 
466 251 54% 

2 
Maiden High School, 

Maiden, Catawba County 

July 

10-11 
572 342 60% 

3 
West Stokes High School, 

King, Stokes County 

July 

12-13 
291 211 73% 

4 
Croatan High School, 

Newport, Carteret County 

July 

17-18 
305 255 84% 

5 
JH Rose High School, 

Greenville, Pitt County 

July 

19-20 
491 322 67% 

6 
SanLee Middle School, 

Sanford, Lee County 

July 

24-25 
416 294 71% 

Total   2,541 1,675 66% 

 

Summer Institute Participant Interview Protocol 

The Evaluation Team conducted informal interviews to provide details about Summer Institute 

participants’ experiences on the ground (see Appendix E). The interview protocols consisted of 

five questions, with a different set of questions for Day 1 and Day 2 of the institutes, for a total 

of ten questions. The questions asked participants whether the Summer Institute sessions were 

aligned with their LEA’s needs, if they felt their LEA sent the “right” people to the institute, and 

their overall opinion of the Summer Institute events. Members of the Evaluation Team set a 

target of conducting ten informal interviews per institute—five on each of the two days. The 

interviews were not audio recorded, and the evaluators took general notes of participants’ 

responses. Respondents were chosen at random by evaluators during the lunch break on both 

days, and represented a wide range of institute participants, including teacher leaders, LEA 

instructional coaches, and other central office staff. The interviews were conducted over the 

course of all six Summer Institutes, from June 2012 to July 2012. Interviews were conducted in 

pairs or in small groups, resulting in 60 interviews with a total of 131 educators from around the 

state. 

NCDPI Focus Group and Interview Protocol 

The focus group and interview protocol was developed by the Evaluation Team and was 

intended to help NCDPI personnel reflect upon the NCDPI’s process for design and 

implementation of RttT professional development efforts (see Appendix F). The protocol 

questions asked participants to reflect on what they thought worked well and what could be 
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improved and also asked them to discuss how well they felt they were currently reaching their 

goals and meeting their LEA’s needs. Participants in the focus groups and interviews spanned 

three divisions at NCDPI: Educator Recruitment and Evaluation (ERD), Instructional 

Technology (IT), and Curriculum and Instruction (C&I). Three focus groups and three interviews 

were conducted in the beginning of August 2012, just after the 2012 Summer Institutes. Semi-

structured interviews were conducted with those who provided leadership for professional 

development for RttT, and focus groups were conducted with NCDPI staff selected by the 

Division Directors. Focus groups and interviews were conducted virtually or face-to-face, 

depending upon which format was more convenient for participants. Focus groups had from 

three to six participants; interviews were conducted individually. Focus group sessions took 

approximately 60 minutes, while interviews lasted 30 to 90 minutes. The virtual focus groups 

and interviews were audio recorded and transcribed and detailed notes were taken. The data were 

analyzed for themes and codes relevant to the evaluation questions.   

Limitations 

Due to changing schedules and resources available  for the RttT Professional Development 

Evaluation Team, a few data collection strategies did not reach their full potential.  

 NCDPI-RESA session observations: The Evaluation Team hoped to observe NCDPI-RESA 

sessions in every region of the state. Unfortunately, unexpected staffing changes on the 

Evaluation Team coupled with last-minute changes to the NCDPI-RESA event schedule 

resulted in sessions only being observed in seven of the eight regions. 

 NCDPI-RESA participant surveys: Only 675 of 3,646 attendees (19%) completed the post-

event survey due in large part to a delay in survey development and administration. The 

instrument went through a lengthy development and vetting process between the RttT 

Evaluation Team and the RttT Implementation Team at NCDPI. A final version of the survey 

was not available to submit for IRB approval until March 2012. During April 2012, NCDPI 

staff facilitated procurement of the participant lists for the NCDPI-RESA sessions through 

the Regional Professional Development Leads. Surveys were distributed in mid-May 2012 

and asked participants to reflect on the sessions they attended during the prior school year. 

Given the low response rate of 19% and the time lapse between participation and response, 

the reader should exercise caution when interpreting results from this survey. Additionally, 

the Evaluation Team was not able to compare the demographics of this sample with the 

population of RESA attendees because consistent and detailed records of participants across 

regions or session types were not made available.  

Specific strategies have been identified to address these limitations and are outlined in the final 

section of this report (Next Steps for the Professional Development Evaluation).   
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Results 

Evaluation Question 1. State Strategies: To what extent did the state implement and support 

proposed RttT professional development efforts?  

The following sections documents the current status the state’s RttT face-to-face professional 

development efforts in the NCDPI Annual Professional Development Cycle including 

descriptions of statewide strategies for planning and implementing professional development, 

efforts to assess educators professional development needs, alignment with RttT priorities, 

characteristics of RttT professional development participants, and finally, the quality of the face-

to-face events.   

Evaluation Question 1.A.: What were the state’s strategies for planning and implementing the 

Annual Professional Development Cycle? 

Here, the report focuses on the face-to-face events of the Annual Professional Development 

Cycle, including the NCDPI-RESA sessions and Summer Institutes. Information about the online 

resources and professional development efforts for RttT is provided in the Online Professional 

Development Evaluation section of this report.  

NCDPI-RESA sessions. During the past year, NCDPI and RESAs 

collaborated to provide 966 hours of training to 3,646 participants 

across all eight State Board Regions. Topics included the Common 

Core State Standards for English Language Arts (ELA) and 

Mathematics; North Carolina Essential Standards for Science, Social 

Studies, Arts, World Languages, English Language Development 

(ELD), and Healthful Living; Fidelity Support Sessions; 

DSW/Technical Assistance Meetings; NC Professional Teaching 

Standards; Teacher Effectiveness/New Accountability Model Meetings; and Principal Training 

for Common Core and Essential Standards (Table 9, following page; see Appendix G for sample 

session agendas). 

These sessions targeted lead teachers, principals/administrators, central office administrators, 

LEA and Charter School professional development leaders, and university and college staff in 

educator preparation programs. Typically, these events were half-day or full-day sessions 

intended to build on the information provided at the 2011 Summer Institutes. A calendar of 

events was posted on NCDPI’s website (see Appendix H for 2011-12 RESA PD Dates and 

Locations), and the RttT Weekly newsletter provided reminders and updates on session times and 

locations (see Appendix I for a sample RttT Weekly newsletter). The RESA staff were 

responsible for providing locations, registration, and certificate of completion. NCDPI staff were 

responsible for providing facilitators for all sessions and working with the RESA Directors to 

schedule and plan agendas and content for each of the meetings and training sessions. 
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Table 9. NCDPI and RESA Face-to-Face Sessions to Support Local Professional Development 

Planning and Capacity Building  

Title Summary Intended Audience 
Content Support 

Sessions–

Common Core 

State Standards 

and NC Essential 

Standards 

Trainings 

The participants reviewed the new standards, examined 

resources, and worked collaboratively to plan activities to 

use in trainings, guides, and/or courses designed at the local 

level. The outcomes for the session included developing 

activities that are focused on the implementation of the 

Common Core State Standards and NC Essential Standards 

and local implementation plans in LEAs or charters for 

2012-13. Sessions were facilitated by the RttT PD Leaders in 

each region. Sessions were conducted every other month 

from September to May 2012 with each session targeting a 

specific content area (Math, English Language Arts, Science, 

Social Studies, K-12 Programs [Arts Education, ELD, and 

World Languages], and Healthful Living). These sessions 

offered follow-up support from the Summer Leadership 

Institutes. 

LEA/charter school leadership 

teams who attended a Summer 

Leadership Institute and are 

responsible for local 

professional development 

planning overall and for 

specific content areas 

LEA-Level and 

Charter Team 

Fidelity Support 

Sessions 

NCDPI’s Professional Development Leads conducted 

regional Fidelity Support Sessions in Fall 2011 and Spring 

2012 with up to six decision makers and team leaders from 

each LEA/charter Professional Development Leadership 

Team to gather information on the progress of local 

implementation plans and provide continued support for 

LEA leaders. 

Decision makers and team 

leaders from each LEA/charter 

school leadership team 

NC Professional 

Teaching 

Standards for 

Principals and 

Assistant 

Principals 

The purpose of this training was to provide principals with a 

conceptual perspective of each of the NC Professional 

Teaching Standards, focusing on describing how the 

elements of a 21st century classroom relate to the 

professional standards, how to use data to distinguish among 

the ratings, how to organize the evaluation process and/or 

assume their role in the process, and how to apply coaching 

strategies to help teachers grow in their effectiveness. 

Principals and assistant princi-

pals with some experience with 

the new evaluation system. All 

attendees had an under-standing 

that they will return to their 

LEA/school pre-pared to share 

the information and knowledge 

with their colleagues based on 

LEA needs 
DSW/Technical 

Assistance 

Meetings 

These regionally based meetings provided continued 

technical assistance to teams to help them complete their 

RttT DSW documents. 

All local LEAs and Charter 

School teams participating in 

RttT 
Teacher 

Evaluation 

Process 

Workshops 

These sessions provided support for local Professional 

Development Leadership Teams on the NC Teacher 

Evaluation Process. These sessions provided a “deeper dive” 

into the performance rating scale and the fidelity of 

implementation of the instrument. 

LEA/charter school leadership 

teams 

Teacher Effec-

tiveness and New 

Accountability 

Model Sessions 

A series of informational sessions, facilitated by NCDPI 

leads and staff and targeting lead teachers, on the Teacher 

Effectiveness initiative and the development of the new 

accountability model in North Carolina. 

Lead teachers 

Principal and 

Assistant Prin-

cipal Training for 

Common Core 

and Essential 

Standards 

Conducted in three phases during Fall 2011 and Spring 2012 

to provide training focused on the management and coaching 

of teachers as they implement Common Core State Standards 

and North Carolina Essential Standards, including 

Information and Technology Essential Standards. 

Principals and assistant 

principals 
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Title Summary Intended Audience 
Institutions of 

Higher Education 

Training for 

Common Core 

and Essential 

Standards 

A one-day session designed to build an understanding of the 

new standards and their impact on teacher education 

programs 

Higher education faculty and 

administrators responsible for 

pre-service teacher education 

programs 

Source. NCDPI-RESA Session Description (www.dpi.state.nc.us/docs/acre/profdev/district/prof-dev-

descriptions.pdf)  

 

2012 Summer Institutes. The 2012 Summer Institutes were two-day 

face-to-face institutes for local LEA and Charter Professional 

Development Leaders. This was a collaborative effort on the part of 

NCDPI; all divisions, including C&I, DST, ERD, EC, and IT 

participated in and facilitated the institutes. The 2012 Summer Institutes 

offered 102 hours of professional development to 2,541 attendees (see 

Appendix J for a 2012 Summer Institute Agenda).  

The 2012 Summer Institutes were conducted in six locations throughout the state (Figure 2). 

NCDPI recommended  that each LEA/charter school bring a team consisting of two 

representatives (one K-5 and one 6-12) each for ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies; one 

(K-12) representative each for Arts Education (Dance, Music, Theatre Arts), ELD, Guidance, 

Healthful Living (Physical Education, Health Education), Media, Technology, and World 

Languages; and one leader representative each from Professional Development, District 

Administration, and School Administration. Teams were restricted to 18 local representatives.  

Figure 2. Locations and Dates of 2012 Summer Institutes 

 

 
 

http://(www.dpi.state.nc.us/docs/acre/profdev/district/prof-dev-descriptions.pdf
http://(www.dpi.state.nc.us/docs/acre/profdev/district/prof-dev-descriptions.pdf
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The goal of the institutes was to prepare teams to serve as local professional development leaders 

who will design, develop, and implement local professional development to help their K-12 

teachers transition to the new standards. More specifically, according to the Summer Institute 

agenda (see Appendix J), the purposes of the Summer Institutes were to: 

 Collect instructional strategies that support classroom teaching and learning; 

 Support LEA teams with system-wide implementation of the new Common Core State 

Standards and North Carolina Essential Standards; 

 Focus on Dufour’s four questions for professional learning communities (PLCs): What do we 

want them to know? How do we know they learned it? What do we do when they don’t learn 

it? And what do we do if they already know it? 

 Model and share 21st century skills, strategies, and resources for LEA leaders to explore and 

utilize when developing their local professional development; 

 Engage and empower all participants in the learning process and encourage communities of 

practice to develop among LEAs/schools (participatory learning). 

The theme of the 2012 Summer Institutes was “Connecting to Serve All Learners.” This theme 

was built around several learning strands referenced throughout the institute sessions: Universal 

Design for Learning (UDL), Responsiveness to Instruction (RTI) Problem-Solving Model, and 

Team Initiated Problem Solving (TIPS) Model (Figure 3, following page). The agenda was 

broken up into four major session types: Content Strand sessions, Leaders with Leaders sessions, 

Facilitative Team Time, and a New Assessment and Accountability presentation. Participants 

also had opportunities to engage with NCDPI staff through Listening Lunch discussions and a 

Resource Expo. NCDPI teams collaborated across departments to develop detailed plans and 

materials for each session and to prepare facilitators for each content area and for the Facilitative 

Team Time sessions.   

The first day of each institute began with an introductory session to welcome participants, 

present the theme and learning strands, highlight goals, and provide logistical information. The 

participants were then divided by roles into two types of sessions: Content Strand sessions and 

Leaders with Leaders sessions.  

  



RttT PD Evaluation: Year 2, Part I—Statewide Face-to-Face PD  

March 2013    

Consortium for Educational Research and Evaluation–North Carolina  25 

Figure 3: 2012 Summer Institutes Infographic 

 

The Content Strand sessions
1
 were organized into separate sessions for ELA, Math, Science, and 

Social Studies (one each for K-5 and 6-12); and for K-12 Arts Education (Dance, Music, Theatre 

Arts), ESL, Guidance, Healthful Living (Physical Education, Health Education), Media, 

Technology, and World Languages. To expand on the previous year’s  focus on the new 

standards, the NCDPI Professional Development Implementation Team moved from focusing on 

what the Common Core State Standards and NC Essential Standards are to focusing on how they 

will be implemented in the classroom. The purposes of the content sessions were to learn about 

NCDPI resources and tools to support the initiatives within the Race to the Top grant; continue 

to study the Common Core State Standards and/or NC Essential Standards in order to meet the 

learning needs of all students; continue to refine, develop, and plan for the deployment of the 

new North Carolina Standard Course of Study (NCSCOS) across the LEA; and understand new 

assessments and data-driven instruction. The content sessions were co-facilitated by a team of 

NCDPI staff content experts and Regional Professional Development Leads. The sessions 

included presentations and activities designed to serve as models for teams to adapt and use for 

local professional development. These sessions highlighted the use of instructional technology 

tools including wikis, bubbl.us, twitter, LiveBinders, wallwisher, penzu, stixy, and Poll 

Everywhere. Participants spent approximately nine hours in a Content Strand session during the 

two-day institute. 

                                                 
1
 Resources available at wikicentral.ncdpi.wikispaces.net/NCDPI+WikiCentral+Page 

http://wikicentral.ncdpi.wikispaces.net/NCDPI+WikiCentral+Page
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School administrators and central office staff attended the Leaders with Leaders sessions.
2
 

During these sessions, participants listened to presentations from the NCDPI leadership team and 

interacted with the facilitator using a Classroom Performance System. These presentations 

focused on addressing deployment issues with new standards, learning about statewide 

technology initiatives including the NC Education Cloud and Instructional Improvement System 

(IIS), reviewing the Universal Design for Learning (UDL) framework, introducing a “Look Fors” 

instructional guide for the new standards, and making connections to the NC Educator Evaluator 

System. After lunch, the administrators spent a few hours in content sessions or professional 

networking and then came back together to identify goals for the Facilitative Team Time session 

that would take place the following morning with their LEA staff. During the afternoon of Day 2, 

Leaders with Leaders session attendees spent a few more hours in content sessions or 

professional networking and then came back together to review resources, reflect on their 

experience at the institute, and ask questions about NCDPI RttT initiatives. The administrators 

and central office staff spent approximately six hours in the Leaders with Leaders sessions 

during the institutes. 

The purpose of the Facilitative Team Time session
3
 was to prepare LEA teams for planning, 

developing, and implementing professional development related to the Common Core State 

Standards and North Carolina Essential Standards when they returned to their LEA or school. 

School and LEA administrators led the discussion with assistance from NCDPI staff. Based on a 

poster developed by NCDPI, members of the local team focused their initial discussion around 

three questions: (1) How does this content area prepare students to be future ready? (2) How 

does this area connect to other content areas? (3) What are the implications for meeting the needs 

of all learners as related to this content area? Teams created a poster for their LEA and then 

posted them in the hallway for others to see during a Gallery Walk. Most LEA and Charter 

School teams used the remaining time together to finalize plans for the professional development 

for the coming school year. Summer Institute participants spent approximately three hours in the 

Facilitative Team Time session during the Summer Institutes. 

During the last hour of the two-day institutes, NCDPI’s Director of Accountability presented an 

update on North Carolina’s New Assessment and Accountability model. The presenter spent 40 

minutes discussing the new assessments, with 5 minutes reserved for audience questions, and 

then focused on the new school accountability model for 10 minutes, with 5 minutes for 

questions. This session was held in the school auditorium or gymnasium and was intended for all 

participants.  

 

NCDPI Intra-Agency Collaboration for Support of RttT Professional Development Efforts. The 

baseline Professional Development Evaluation Report documented how new staff were hired by 

NCDPI in order to help LEAs progress along the RttT initiatives. For this, the second year of  

evaluation, we focused our attention on the organization, support, and retention of staff to 

support the implementation of RttT professional development activities. 

Through the NC RttT grant, staff across NCDPI collaborated to develop and deploy regular 

professional development opportunities to educators across the state. The 29 staff in the NCDPI 

                                                 
2
 Resources available at si2012leadertools.ncdpi.wikispaces.net/2012+Leader+Tools 

3
 Resources available at si2012leadertools.ncdpi.wikispaces.net/2012+Facilitative+Team+Time 

http://si2012leadertools.ncdpi.wikispaces.net/2012+Leader+Tools
file:///C:/Users/lhbryan3/Downloads/si2012leadertools.ncdpi.wikispaces.net/2012+Facilitative+Team+Time
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Educator Recruitment and Development (ERD) Division who are focused on RttT professional 

development efforts are the Division Director, RttT Professional Development Project 

Coordinator, Lead Professional Development Consultant, Professional Development Consultant, 

20 Regional Professional Development Leads, Instructional Design Team Lead, and four 

Instructional Design staff. Their work focuses on building instructional capacity, improving 

professional development capacity, evaluating educators effectively, engaging 21st century 

learners, and designing and supporting web-based professional development. Members of the 

ERD RttT Professional Development Team serve as professional development resource 

developers, workshop leaders, and professional learning community coaches; and staff from 

Curriculum and Instruction (C&I), Instructional Technology (IT), Exceptional Children (EC), 

District and School Transformation (DST), and Accountability Services Divisions serve as 

content experts to design and implement resources and sessions (Figure 4). 

 

Figure 4. Model of Staff Support for RttT Professional Development Activities 

 
 

In addition to working together to plan and design RttT professional development efforts, 

NCDPI staff across the agency also participated in a multi-day training, the North Carolina 

Learning Technology Initiative (NCLTI) Capacity Building Effort. This effort brought NCDPI 

staff from multiple divisions together to build NCDPI’s capacity to effectively support 

technology-enabled learning initiatives in the LEAs. The two NCLTI events, one called Leading 

Innovation 2012: Building Statewide Capacity Curriculum and the other titled Instruction 

Institute and Building Innovation 2012: Building Statewide Capacity Leadership Institute, took 

place from February 2012 to April 2012. Two-hundred and thirteen leaders and staff from the 

ERD, DST, EC, Career and Technical Education (CTE), C&I, and IT participated in these two-

day institutes that were planned and delivered collaboratively by the Friday Institute Professional 

Development Team and representatives from NCDPI. The intended outcomes of NCLTI were to 

help NCDPI staff learn the practical aspects of supporting technology-enabled learning 

initiatives while also building communication and collaboration across divisions. Additional 

information about the NCLTI Capacity Building Effort can be found at 

nclti2012ci.ncdpi.wikispaces.net/General+Overview. 

file:///C:/Users/lhbryan3/Downloads/nclti2012ci.ncdpi.wikispaces.net/General+Overview
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Focus groups and interviews with staff and leadership across the NCDPI divisions provided in-

depth information about their experiences working together to fulfill their roles as designers and 

implementers of RttT professional development (Table 10). Leaders and staff at NCDPI 

generally felt that the planning and implementation process for RttT professional development 

for the 2011-12 school year was a sizeable improvement over the previous year because they 

were able to build on existing relationships and resources and had the structures in place to 

facilitate development of strong collaborations within individual work teams. However, staff still 

identified places for improvements in communication and collaboration across the divisions.  

 

Table 10. Summary of Findings from Focus Group and Interviews with NCDPI about 

Experiences with Cross-Agency Collaboration, 2011-12 

Common Theme Illustrative Quotes 

The 2011-12 

school year built 

on relationships 

and experiences 

from the previous 

year. 

 “In that sense that you didn’t have to really prepare because you had been there throughout 

the planning process and you understood what the session was going to look like.”   

 “I think what worked well with planning is being able to work with the same content 

person as in the first institute. We got a feel for each other, built that relationship so we 

knew how we all worked best and it really helped with planning.” 

 “I would say the core thing is the communication tightened up. We were clearer about 

what the details were or we were clearer about who owned the issue or so people knew 

where to go, what to ask, and who would have the most relevant and newest information.” 

Structures are in 

place to facilitate 

strong 

collaborations 

within individual 

work teams. 

 “I think that the biggest positive about all this is that we’re building relationships inside 

our agency. We know them now; they know us … the most rewarding part is building that 

relationship, which eventually helps the LEAs, which eventually helps the students. 

Probably the most challenging is the same thing … Can that be a positive and a negative? 

 “As our calendar started getting eaten up with appointments and deliveries, we found that 

we were less able to collaborate face-to-face so we did want the virtual. I want to really 

celebrate how well everybody seems to communicate and collaborate virtually. That is 

such a strong point. We are able to stay out in the field but still collaborate and plan as if 

we are all located there together.”   

 “We recommended to the Summer Institute Content Teams [to] have a plan to meet 

regularly. What went not so well, even though we had that structure in place, we would 

hear echoed back, ‘We didn’t know about this, we didn’t know about that,’ and we’re 

thinking, ‘How can that be?’ What that uncovered is that some of those teams weren’t 

meeting. Their leader knew stuff and they were kind of sitting on it and not sharing it. We 

had to clarify expectations.” 

Continued 

improvement is 

needed in 

collaboration and 

communication 

across divisions. 

 “I think in preparing for the role as facilitator and working collaboratively with the staff 

from other divisions, we did have to do some team building together. We had to find a 

way to blend our roles with the content, so the Connecting to Serve piece and our take on 

the evaluation standards for the NC Educator Evaluation System needed to be woven 

through. We also set a goal to have the participants doing and experiencing activities that 

we modeled that they could actually take back and implement with their teachers and their 

teams back in their district.”   

 “I think there was a real breakdown in communication with the Connecting to Serve All, 

as to where that was supposed to go and how that was supposed to be embedded or 

instructed during the content professional development sections. There were some real 

communication issues between what ERD people understood and what content people 

understood should take place.” 

 “Our relationship with ERD was that we were cooperative—that’s not the same thing as 

collaborative. ERD made the decisions. We weren’t involved in making decisions, and … 

and the decisions kept changing.” 

 “One thing that we have been really concerned with is we have two or three DST folks 

that come to our trainings and the rest of them, I don’t know what they’re doing.” 
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The responses suggest that, while NCDPI staff had many positive experiences working with the 

individuals from other divisions on their work teams for RttT professional development, a larger 

agency-wide discussion about purpose, vision for roles, and expectations across divisions may be 

beneficial.  

Evaluation Question 1.B.: How did NCDPI assess educators’ professional development needs? 

To address this evaluation question, the Evaluation Team focused on which methods NCDPI 

used throughout the year to assess the needs of the educators in North Carolina and whether 

participants felt as though the needs of the LEAs were met in the course of this past Annual 

Professional Development Cycle. Many members of the RttT Professional Development 

Implementation Team indicated that a number of data sources were used to assess educators’ 

professional development needs, in addition to informal observations and conversations with 

participants and RESA staff during professional development sessions over the course of the 

2011-12 school year.  

During focus groups and interviews with NCDPI staff involved in planning, designing, and 

implementing RttT professional development, participants indicated that they used data from the 

RttT Year 1 professional development evaluation report, Building LEA and Regional 

Professional Development Capacity: A Baseline Report, in designing professional development 

activities for the most recent school year. For example, based on recommendations in the report, 

the 2012 Summer Institutes included more facilitated team time, allowing individual teams to 

plan together. Leaders with Leaders, Listening Lunch, and a Resource Expo were other new 

features added to this year’s institutes to provide opportunities for increased collaboration and 

exposure to resources that are available across the state. NCDPI staff also reported using more 

informal methods to gather information on participants’ needs, including their own observations 

and interactions with participants and LEA and RESA staff. 

NCDPI staff identified the NCDPI-RESA Fidelity Support sessions as a formal structure to 

gather information on local needs. Such sessions were offered regionally twice a year and were 

designed to support LEAs in implementing their local RttT professional development plans 

through sharing and brainstorming with other participants and through collaboration with NCDPI 

staff. These sessions were used as an opportunity for NCDPI to identify and address the 

individual needs of the LEAs as they arose throughout the planning process.   

Before the 2012 Summer Institutes, the NCDPI RttT Professional Development Implementation 

Team distributed a survey to LEA-level leadership. This survey was intended to help shape the 

Summer Institutes and solicited information about three general topics: LEAs’ initial 

implementation of the new standards, LEAs’ local curricular efforts, and the help that LEAs felt 

they needed from NCDPI staff. These data were analyzed by NCDPI staff, and the results 

revealed that all responding LEAs had already begun the work of altering their curriculum to 

accommodate the new state standards. Most of the LEAs reported that they had begun the 

transition to the Common Core State Standards in the summer of 2011, and 25% reported 

beginning the transition in the fall (Johnson, 2012). A small percentage reported that they would 

not begin their transition until the fall of 2012. LEA responses also indicated that the LEA 

leaders felt they needed the most help from NCDPI in developing their own curricular resources, 
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creating pacing guides for the new standards, identifying specific implementation strategies at 

the classroom level, and understanding the new student assessments.   

To gain insight into whether NCDPI’s needs assessment strategies were working from the LEA 

perspective, the participants at the 2012 Summer Institutes were asked whether they felt that the 

professional development provided at the event aligned with their LEA’s needs. In the majority 

of the informal interviews (76%), the respondents were satisfied and felt that the Summer 

Institute events addressed their LEA’s needs. One respondent stated that it was “completely 

aligned” and that they would “go back and put what we got here right into our implementation 

plan.” Participants felt that the institutes met their needs by helping them with specific 

implementation strategies at the classroom level and providing support for how to train other 

teachers in their LEA. While many participants indicated that the sessions provided the right 

amount of information about the new standards, some participants of the 2011 and 2012 Summer 

Institutes and other NCDPI-RESA sponsored professional development events requested that 

content sessions be differentiated in order to best meet the needs of the participants who had 

varying levels of knowledge regarding the new standards.   

Evaluation Question 1.C.: To what extent were state-level professional development efforts 

aligned with RttT priorities? 

State-level professional development efforts, delivered in the form 

of the Annual Professional Development Cycle, have been well-

aligned with the four RttT priorities: (1) successful transition to 

the new standards, (2) implementation of formative and 

summative assessments, (3) use of data to support instruction, and 

(4) effective utilization of the new North Carolina Educator 

Evaluation System (NCEES). As noted in the previous Year 1 

evaluation, the primary effort for professional development thus 

far has been the transition to the new Common Core State 

Standards and North Carolina Essential Standards to prepare for 

implementation in the 2012-13 school year. The professional development events in the 2011-12 

school year maintained a primary focus on the transition to the new standards and began to 

integrate elements of the other RttT priorities, especially the use of data to inform instruction, 

which is consistent with NCDPI’s RttT proposal. As a result of this progression, the amount of 

professional development provided on the implementation of formative and summative 

assessments and on the use of data for instruction will increase in the 2012-13 school year. 

The professional development events provided in the NCDPI-RESA sessions and Summer 

Institutes addressed all four of the RttT priorities. In focus groups and interviews with the 

NCDPI RttT Professional Development Implementation Team, staff expressed that the 2011-12 

RESA sessions were used as deep dives into the new standards and educator evaluation process, 

leveraging the introductory content covered in the 2011 Summer Institutes. NCDPI staff also 

discussed the need to not only cover the four priorities, but to emphasize the interconnectedness 

of the priorities in professional development sessions.   

The 2011-12 school year provided 937 hours of professional development aligned to the four 

RttT priorities (Table 11, following page). The majority of these hours (572 of 937) were 
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devoted to the transition to the new standards: the Common Core State Standards, North 

Carolina Essential Standards, and other content area standards, such as Healthy Living and 

World Languages.   

Table 11. Number of Professional Development Hours Provided for Each RttT Priority, 2011-12 

RttT Priority 

Total Professional Development 

Hours Provided 

Successful transition to the new 

standards 
572 

Implementation of formative and 

summative assessments 
146 

Use of data to support instruction   24 

Effective utilization of the new 

North Carolina Educator 

Evaluation System 

195 

Total 937 

 

The focus throughout the first full academic year of state-level professional development efforts  

on the transition to new standards and assessments was fully consistent with the RttT proposal 

plan. Other priorities defined in the proposal are scheduled to be the focus of professional 

development in future years of the RttT plan. An increased focus on the use of data to support 

instruction is anticipated in the next annual cycle. 

Evaluation Question 1.D.: What were the characteristics of statewide RttT professional 

development participants? 

By examining this question within the context of the cross-sectional, statewide aspect of this 

study, the Evaluation Team intended to gain a sense of the numbers and types of educators 

served within the 2011-12 Annual Professional Development Cycle and their roles within their 

respective LEA. Data were pooled from the NCDPI-RESA Session Participant Survey and the 

Summer Institute Participant Survey to address this question.    

2011-12 NCDPI-RESA Participants. As discussed in the Methods 

section, a total of 3,646 educators attended the NCDPI-RESA events, 

but only 675 of the attendees completed the post-event survey, due 

in large part to a delay in survey administration (see Table 5 in the 

Methods section for an overview of RESA participation and 

response rates overall and by region). Given the low response rate of 

19%, the reader should exercise caution when interpreting results 

from this survey, keeping in mind that respondents may not be 

representative of all attendees. Additionally, the Evaluation Team 

was not able to compare the demographics of this sample with the population of RESA attendees 

because consistent and detailed records across regions and session types were not made available. 
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A little more than half of the survey respondents (54%) were teachers. Other respondents 

included central office staff (18%), school executives (11%), and school support staff (8%). Over 

three-quarters of the survey respondents (78%) indicated having more than 10 years of overall 

experience as an educator, and about three out of four survey respondents (73%) reported that 

they teach or specialize in a particular grade level or levels. Among those with a grade level 

specialty, 32% were in elementary, 25% in high school, 25% in K-12 and other grade 

combinations, and 18% in middle school. Among the respondents who teach or specialize in a 

particular content area or areas, the most common was Mathematics (29%), followed by 

elementary/primary education (26%), English Language Arts (19%), Science (19%), and Social 

Studies (14%). Respondents were predominantly female, with only 14% being male. In terms of 

race/ethnicity, the largest proportion identified as Caucasian (84%), with the largest minority 

being African American (11%); small percentages (<1% to 2%) identified as other races. When 

asked to indicate the highest level of education they had completed relevant to the field of 

education, the majority (61%) reported having a master’s degree or higher. Just under half (46%) 

of the respondents indicated that they had attended the 2011 Summer Institute. 

2012 Summer Institute Participants. The 2012 Summer Institutes were held in six locations 

across the state over a one-month span (June 21-July 25, 2012). A total of 2,541 educators 

attended the institutes, with 1,675 completing the post-event 

survey, for a response rate of 66% (see Table 8 in the Methods 

section for an overview of participant attendance and survey 

response rates).  

Of the participants surveyed, 88% indicated that they attended a 

Content Strand, and 16% attended the Leaders with Leaders 

session. These sessions took place concurrently; the overlap in 

percentages is likely accounted for by some of the Leaders with Leaders participants rotating 

through the Content Strands. The majority of the survey respondents (63%) reported attending 

the core Content Strands (ELA, Math, Science, Social Studies) compared to other Content 

Strands (36%; Table 12, following page). Approximately half of the respondents (48%) reported 

that they attended the Understanding Assessment and Accountability session, which was 

intended for whole-group attendance.  

The post-event survey asked participants to indicate their role(s) in the North Carolina public 

school system. The survey instructed respondents to select all categories that apply; thus, these 

counts exceed the number of survey respondents. Half of the survey respondents were teachers, 

and about one-quarter (24%) were central office staff. Less common roles included school 

support staff (12%), school executives (8%), NCDPI staff (1%), college or university faculty and 

staff (<1%), and other roles (5%). Participants were asked to indicate how many years of 

experience they had in their current roles and overall as educators. About three-quarters of the 

survey respondents (76%) indicated having more than 10 years of overall experience as an 

educator. When asked about number of years in their current roles, respondents were more 

evenly distributed across levels of experience.   
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Table 12. 2012 Summer Institute Participation by Session Type and Content Strand 

Session Type 

(n = 1,675) Participants Percentage 

Content Strand 1,468 88% 

Facilitated Team Time 1,066 64% 

Understanding Assessment and Accountability 810 48% 

Resource Expo 534 32% 

Leaders with Leaders 272 16% 

Listening Lunch 145 9% 

   

Content Strand 
(n = 1,466) Participants Percentage

 a
 

K-5 English Language Arts 136 9% 

6-12 English Language Arts 128 9% 

K-5 Mathematics 125 9% 

6-12 Mathematics 141 10% 

K-5 Science 90 6% 

6-12 Science 104 7% 

K-5 Social Science 97 7% 

6-12 Social Science 109 7% 

Arts Education 115 8% 

English Language Development 73 5% 

Guidance 82 6% 

Healthful Living 77 5% 

Information and Technology Standards 99 7% 

Media 59 4% 

World Languages 12 1% 

Other 12 1% 

Not Applicable 7 <1% 

a 
Some of the administrators rotated through several Content Strands. 

Four out of five survey respondents (80%) reported that they teach or specialize in a particular 

grade level or levels. Among those with a grade level specialty, 32% specialized in elementary, 

17% in middle school, 20% in high school, and 31% in other grade combinations. Among the 

respondents who teach or specialize in a particular content area or areas, the most common was 

elementary/primary education (24%), followed by the core subjects of Mathematics (22%), 

English Language Arts (21%), Science (18%), and Social Studies (16%). 

The Summer Institute participants who responded to the post-event survey were predominantly 

female, with only 16% being male. In terms of race/ethnicity, the largest proportion identified as 

Caucasian (81%), with the largest minority being African American (14%); small percentages 

(<1% to 2%) identified as other races. When asked to indicate the highest level of education they 
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had completed relevant to the field of education, the majority (62%) reported having a master’s 

degree or higher. 

Prior to the institutes, NCDPI shared a list of criteria for LEAs to consider in selecting which 

individuals should serve on the Summer Institute team. A post-event survey question was 

designed to determine participants’ reasons for attending the Summer Institute, with response 

options aligned to the criteria suggested by NCDPI. Table 13 provides an overview of the 

responses. The largest proportion of survey respondents (44%) indicated that they are 

responsible for professional development and coaching within their LEA or school. The next 

most common response, indicated by 40%, was that the participant serves as a classroom teacher 

who often trains and supports other teachers.  

Table 13. Reasons for 2012 Summer Institute Attendance 

Why were you selected to attend the Summer Institute? 

Check all that apply. (n = 1,671) 
Participants Percentage 

I am responsible for professional development and coaching 

within my district/school. 
737 44% 

I am a classroom teacher who trains and supports other 

teachers often. 
672 40% 

I am skilled at “big picture” thinking and understand the 

vision and direction my district/school is going in. 
461 28% 

I am equipped with special skills that would enhance or 

elevate the skill level of the others on my team. 
395 24% 

I am a coach or mentor within my district/school. 388 23% 

I supervise and/or coordinate the district/school-level 

implementation process. 
308 18% 

I am a person of authority in my district who can make final 

decisions. 
169 10% 

Other reason 
a 

145 9% 

I don’t know why I was selected to attend. 53 3% 
a 
Among those who provided other reasons, the most common were the following: citing their position or role, 

including representing particular areas (n = 67); serving as a substitute for someone else (n = 13); being asked, 

chosen, selected, sent, or encouraged to go (n = 12); and being a member of a school- or LEA-level leadership team 

(n = 10). 

In informal interviews, when asked if their LEA had brought the “right” people to the event, 

participants of the Summer Institutes largely responded yes. A third of respondents (34%) 

expressed that they were happy with the teams their LEAs had sent to the Summer Institutes, and 

25% expressed a need for a bigger team: “It’s hard that you’re only allowed one participant per 

area.” Participants also stated that they thought it would be beneficial to have representation 

from every grade level: “We haven’t seen anyone from the K-1 level.” Others noted that it would 

have been more ideal to have the members of their LEA teams who had previous experience with 

the Annual Professional Development Cycle present for the Summer Institutes: “Some people 

who had been attending the RESA [sessions] are not here.” 
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Evaluation Question 1.E.: What were the nature, quality, and availability of the Annual 

Professional Development Cycle events? 

The Annual Professional Development Cycle was expanded in the 2011-12 school year to 

include a variety of events, and consequently, the evaluation of the quality of those events also 

expanded. Data from five sources were used to address this question within the cross-sectional, 

statewide context of the evaluation (Table 14). The protocols, interviews, and surveys allowed 

the Evaluation Team to examine the quality of NCDPI’s professional development from multiple 

perspectives. The results revealed that different event types within the Annual Professional 

Development Cycle were characterized by different strengths and weaknesses. This section 

focuses specifically on the face-to-face professional development offered within the Annual 

Professional Development Cycle. The online resources used during these face-to-face sessions 

are mentioned to provide additional information on the participant activities in the sessions, but 

the quality of webinars and online modules for professional development is addressed in the 

Online Professional Development report (Report III). 

 

Table 14. Data Sources Utilized to Assess Professional Development Events  

  

2011-12 NCDPI-RESA Sessions. Observations and survey data 

from the NCDPI-RESA professional development events provided 

insight into the quality of these events and their individual sessions.  

Participant activities. NCDPI staff collaboratively conducted 

professional development sessions with RESA staff across the eight 

regions of the state. A majority of these sessions involved a 

presentation given by the facilitator, small group discussion, and 

facilitator-led whole group discussion (77%, 52%, and 40%, 

respectively; Table 15, following page).   

  

Data Source Data Collection Period 

Professional Development Observation Protocol 8/2011-7/2012 

 NCDPI-RESA Sessions 9/2011-6/2012 

 Summer Institutes 6/2012-7/2012 

NCDPI Focus Group and Interview Protocol 8/2012 

Summer Institute Informal Participant Interview 6/2012-7/2012 

Summer Institute Participant Survey  6/2012-7/2012 

NCDPI-RESA Session Participant Survey 5/2012-6/2012 
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Table 15. Participant Activities Observed in the NCDPI-RESA Sessions, 2011-12 

Observation 

(can be more than one) 

Occurrence by Number  

of 30-Minute Observations 

Frequency Percentage 

Listened to a presentation by facilitator 107 77% 

Listened to a presentation by participants     3  2% 

Engaged in whole group discussion led by facilitator   55 40% 

Engaged in whole group discussion led by participants     6  4% 

Engaged in small group discussion   71 52% 

Note. n = 136 thirty-minute observations of NCDPI-RESA sessions. 

This trend carried across the seven observed regions, but some differences by session type were 

found (Table 16). Small group discussion was more likely to be used in Fidelity Support (90%),  

Principal Training for Common Core and Essential Standards (75%), and Content Support (32%),  

than in Teacher Effectiveness Vetting (14%). Facilitator presentation and facilitator-led whole 

group discussion wereused in all of the session types. 

Table 16. Participant Activities Observed in the NCDPI-RESA Sessions by Session Type 

Observation 

(can be more than one) 

Session Type 

by Percentage of Observations 
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n = 36 n = 12 n = 65 n = 10 n = 5 n = 8 

Listened to a presentation by 

facilitator 
97% 75% 75% 100% 100% 97% 

Listened to a presentation by 

participants 
0% 8% 3% 0% 0% 0% 

Engaged in whole group discussion 

led by facilitator 
22% 50% 40% 60% 88% 22% 

Engaged in whole group discussion 

led by participants 
8% 0% 2% 0% 13% 8% 

Engaged in small group discussion 14% 75% 55% 90% 63% 14% 

Note. n = 136 thirty-minute observations of NCDPI-RESA sessions. 

Participants in the NCDPI-RESA sessions were also asked to describe if and how online 

resources were used to support the session activities. The vast majority (94%) indicated that 

online tools had been employed throughout the session; in most instances, these resources were 
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used by both facilitators and participants (73%). The results revealed that websites (88%) were 

the most common online resource used compared to other resources such as wikis and real-time 

discussion tools (69% and 17%, respectively). For participants, the most common use of online 

resources was to access information, indicated by 72% of the survey respondents. In addition, 

about half of the participants also reported using online resources to share resources, experiences, 

or information (51%). Facilitators were reported to use online resources most frequently to share 

resources, experiences, and information (88%); followed by accessing information(72%). A 

large percentage of the respondents (80% to 85%) agreed or strongly agreed that the online 

resources used were accessible and were effectively employed by the facilitators. In the few 

instances where the participants indicated that online resources did not work as intended (6%), a 

follow-up question revealed that two-thirds of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that 

technical issues were resolved quickly.   

Session quality. A large number of participants surveyed agreed or strongly agreed that the 

NCDPI-RESA events incorporated certain traits of high-quality professional development (74% 

to 85%; Table 17). The highest percentages for “Agree” and “Strongly agree” were seen for “had 

clear objectives” (85%), “relevant to my needs” (83%), and “opportunities for participants to 

share knowledge” (83%). About two-thirds of the survey respondents agreed or strongly agreed 

that the session “built upon previous professional development efforts from NCDPI.” Although 

the majority agreed, this item received the lowest level of endorsement out of the quality traits, 

suggesting an area for improvement.  Based on these data, one specific suggestion for 

improvement is to include explicit discussion about how each session builds on previous NCDPI 

professional development efforts. Overall, the results suggest that most participants were pleased 

with the quality of the sessions.  

Table 17. Participants’ Perception of Quality of NCDPI-RESA Sessions 

The NCDPI-RESA session… 

(n = 669-675) 

Percentage of Respondents 

Strongly 

Disagree/ 

Disagree Neutral 

Strongly 

Agree/Agree 

had clear objectives. 6% 9% 85% 

was relevant to my professional development 

needs. 
7% 10% 83% 

built upon previous professional 

development efforts from NCDPI. 
6% 20% 74% 

was well structured. 9% 11% 80% 

was engaging. 10% 12% 78% 

increased my understanding of the material 

presented. 
9% 9% 81% 

included adequate opportunities for 

participants to share their knowledge and/or 

experiences. 

8% 9% 83% 

met my expectations. 14% 12% 74% 
Note. Given the low response rate of 19%, the reader should exercise caution when interpreting results from this 

survey, keeping in mind that respondents may not be representative of all attendees. 
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Observations indicate that most professional development sessions were rated either Level 3: 

Beginning State (37%) or Level 4: Accomplished, Effective (35%; Table 18). In examining the 

observation data by session type, the highest percentage of Level 5: Exemplary was found for 

Fidelity Support (50%). The observed sessions demonstrated both solid foundations for effective 

professional development and showed key opportunities for improvement. 

 

Table 18. Observed Overall Quality of NCDPI-RESA Sessions  

Overall Quality of the Session 

Occurrence by Number 

 of 30-Minute Observations 

Frequency Percentage 

Level 1: Ineffective Professional Development 12 9% 

Level 2: Elements of Effective Professional Development 16 12% 

Level 3: Beginning State of Effective Professional Development 50 37% 

Level 4: Accomplished, Effective Professional Development 47 35% 

Level 5: Exemplary Professional Development 11 8% 

Note. n = 136 thirty-minute observations of NCDPI-RESA sessions.  

The majority of NCDPI-RESA participants rated the overall quality of each session type as good 

or excellent (Table 19). The largest percentage of the respondents selected “Good” for each of 

the session types. The data revealed that participants were most positive about the quality of the 

content presented in Professional Standards for Principals (94%  “Good” or “Excellent”), 

Detailed Scope of Work (90% “Good” or “Excellent”), and Content Support (87% “Good” or 

“Excellent”). The least successful session in terms of content seemed to be Principal Training for 

Common Core and Essential Standards (24% “Fair”, 8% “Poor”). 

 

Table 19. Participants’ Perception of Quality of Content by NCDPI-RESA Session Type 

Content Quality by Session Type n 

Percentage of Respondents 

Poor Fair Good Excellent 

Content Support (Common Core and 

Essential Standards) 
490 2% 10% 51% 36% 

Fidelity Support  36 0% 14% 53% 33% 

NC Professional Standards for 

Principals and Assistant Principals  
18 0%   6% 61% 33% 

Detailed Scope of Work/Technical 

Assistance  
19 5%   5% 79% 11% 

Teacher Effectiveness Vetting/New 

Accountability Model  
57 2% 14% 54% 30% 

Principal Training for Common Core 

and Essential Standards 
37 8% 24% 46% 22% 

Principal and Assistant Principal 

Training (ITES Standards) 
13 0% 23% 38% 38% 

Note. Given the low response rate of 19%, the reader should exercise caution when interpreting results from this 

survey, keeping in mind that respondents may not be representative of all attendees.   
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In assessing the quality of the NCDPI-RESA sessions, the Evaluation Team looked for specific 

key aspects of successful design (Table 20). Results indicate that all of the Fidelity Support 

observations, and most of the Content Support observations (92%), included opportunities for 

participants to consider classroom applications of resources, strategies, and techniques (92%). 

Adequate time and structure for participants to share knowledge (31%) and experiences and 

insight (33%) were observed the least often in the Teacher Effectiveness Vetting sessions.  

 

Table 20. Observed Quality of NCDPI-RESA Session Design by Session Type 

Session Design 

Session Type 

by Percentage of Observations 
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n = 36 n = 12 n = 65 n = 10 n = 5 n = 8 

The session provided opportunities 

for participants to share knowledge of 

content, teaching, learning, and/or the 

reform process. 

31% 75% 76% 100% 100% 88% 

The session provided opportunities 

for participants to consider classroom 

applications of resources, strategies, 

and techniques. 

50% 58% 92% 100% 60% 75% 

Adequate time and structure were 

provided for “sense-making,” 

including reflection about concepts, 

strategies, issues, etc. 

42% 92% 72% 90% 100% 88% 

Adequate time and structure were 

provided for participants to share 

experiences and insights. 

33% 91% 68% 100% 100% 88% 

The content materials/activities 

provided an added piece to better 

understanding/comprehension. 

81% 90% 83% 100% 80% 100% 
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Participants generally gave high ratings for the overall quality of the facilitation in the NCDPI-

RESA events (Table 21). The majority of the participants rated the facilitation of each of the 

session types as good or excellent. The largest percentage of the respondents selected “Good” for 

each of the session types. The data revealed that participants were most positive 

(“Good”/”Excellent”)about the overall quality of the facilitation in the Fidelity Support session 

(94%) and the Professional Standards for Principals and Assistant Principals session (94%). 

Participants rated the quality of facilitation the lowest for Principal Training for Common Core 

and Essential Standards (30% “Poor”/ “Fair”) and Teacher Effectiveness Vetting (21% “Fair”). 

Table 21. Participants’ Perception of Quality of NCDPI-RESA Facilitation by Session Type 

Quality of Facilitation  

by Session Type n 

Percentage of Respondents 

Poor Fair Good Excellent 

Content Support (Common Core and 

Essential Standards) 
485 3% 11% 44% 42% 

Fidelity Support  36 0% 6% 50% 44% 

NC Professional Training Standards for 

Principals and Assistant Principals  
18 0% 6% 61% 33% 

Detailed Scope of Work/Technical 

Assistance  
18 6% 6% 56% 33% 

Teacher Effectiveness Vetting/New 

Accountability Model  
57 0% 21% 51% 28% 

Principal Training for Common Core 

and Essential Standards 
37 11% 19% 46% 24% 

Principal and Assistant Principal 

Training (ITES Standards) 
13 8% 8% 54% 31% 

Note. Given the low response rate of 19%, the reader should exercise caution when interpreting results from this 

survey, keeping in mind that respondents may not be representative of all attendees. 

 

Evaluators also found  the facilitation to beeffective for most sessions. Observations revealed 

that, overall, facilitators’ presentations were delivered effectively (92%), session pace was 

appropriate (88%),  facilitators’ management style enhanced session quality (74%), and 

participants were engaged (88%). Facilitators were observed less frequently modeling 

assessment strategies (51%) and questioning strategies (52%) to enhance conceptual 

understanding.   
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Table 22 illustrates the differences for session facilitation by session type. Overall, the highest 

percentages of key aspects of successful facilitation were observed in the Fidelity Support and 

Process Support sessions, and participants also seemed engaged in these sessions.  

 

Table 22. Observed Quality of NCDPI-RESA Session Facilitation by Session Type 

Session Facilitation 

Session Type 

 by Percentage of Observations 
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n = 36 n = 12 n = 65 n = 10 n = 5 n = 8 

The facilitator’s presentation(s) 

included in the session were carried 

out effectively. 

94% 91% 88% 100% 100% 88% 

The facilitator (s) effectively modeled 

questioning strategies that are likely 

to enhance the development of 

conceptual understanding  

44% 67% 68% 89% 100% 75% 

The facilitators’ management style 

enhanced the quality of the session. 
79% 75% 80% 100% 100% 86% 

The pace of the session was 

appropriate. 
83% 67% 90% 90% 100% 100% 

The session modeled effective 

assessment strategies. 
71% 75% 63% 100% 100% 100% 

Participants were engaged with the 

session. 
83% 91% 86% 100% 100% 100% 

Appropriate connections were made 

to other disciplines and/or real-world 

contexts. 

71% 100% 88% 100% 100% 71% 

Note. n = 136 thirty-minute observations of NCDPI-RESA sessions.  
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Observations results suggest that NCDPI-RESA session facilitators were successful in 

cultivating positive climates during the sessions. Facilitators were most successful at ensuring a 

climate of respect for their participants’ perspectives and contributions (92% to 100% by session 

type, 93% overall). However, in only 46% of the total session observations did participants 

provide constructive feedback or challenge ideas, indicating a possible opportunity for improving 

session climate and interactivity. Of the session types, Teacher Effectiveness Vetting had the 

lowest percentages for three of the five climate quality indicators, suggesting room for 

improvement (Table 23). 

Table 23. Observed Climate of NCDPI-RESA Sessions by Session Type 

Session Climate 

Session Type 

by Percentage of Observations 
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n = 36 n = 12 n = 65 n = 10 n = 5 n = 8 

There was a climate of respect for 

participants’ experiences, ideas, and 

contributions. 

94% 92% 95% 100% 100% 100% 

Interactions reflected collaborative 

working relationship between 

facilitators and participants. 

50% 90% 80% 100% 100% 100% 

Participants were encouraged to 

generate ideas, questions, conjectures, 

and propositions. 

46% 83% 74% 100% 100% 88% 

Participants were willing to generate 

ideas, questions, conjectures, and 

propositions. 

71% 91% 87% 100% 100% 88% 

Participants provided constructive 

criticism and/or challenged ideas. 
61% 55% 41% 50% 80% 50% 

Note. n = 136 thirty-minute observations of NCDPI-RESA sessions.  
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When asked about the most beneficial aspect of the NCDPI-RESA sessions, the most popular 

response was collaboration and networking (Table 24). Other common responses included 

increased familiarity with the new Common Core State Standards and North Carolina Essential 

Standards, and the opportunity to ask questions. These results suggest that participants highly 

valued the opportunity to increase their comfort levels with the new standards through discussion 

with their colleagues and NCDPI staff.   

Table 24. Themes from Participants’ Open-ended Comments about the Most Beneficial or 

Valuable Part of the NCDPI-RESA Sessions 

Most Common 

Themes 

(listed in order of 

frequency) Illustrative Quotes 

Collaboration and 

networking 

 “Collaboration and the realization that everyone else has the same 

problems, confusions, and issues with Common Core that I do!” 

 “It was helpful just to be with others and share. It was helpful to hear 

what other districts are doing.” 

 “It is always important to have time to talk with other educators to 

learn about new and innovative programs that they are using.” 

Content Strands 

 “How to integrate the CCES into lessons and provide professional 

development” 

 “Seeing what is available to help further my knowledge of Common 

Core and how it will relate to Spanish.” 

 “The training was actually in my specific content area. There are not 

many professional development opportunities in my area.” 

Resources/tools 

 “Learning about the available resources that will make it easier for 

teachers to implement the standards successfully. The wiki page was 

very helpful. It is good to be able to have a way to communicate with 

other educators and to share resources.” 

 “The tools and resources provided could be immediately used for 

training in my district.” 

Ask questions 

 “Answered many participants’ questions about the Essential Standards 

and I think some people left feeling less anxious about implementing 

it.” 

 “Question and answer session was very beneficial.” 
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Participant recommendations. The results from the Participant Survey and Observation Protocol 

suggest that overall, participants were satisfied with the outcomes of the sessions and that online 

resources were a useful and accessible part of the common structure of the sessions across 

content areas. A summary of open-ended comments about how to improve future sessions shows 

that participants want to spend more time on the new standards, increase differentiation, and 

clarify objectives (Table 25). 

 

Table 25. Summary of Participants’ Open-ended Comments about the How to Improve the 

NCDPI-RESA Sessions in the Future 

Most Common 

Themes 

(listed in order of 

frequency) Illustrative Quotes 

Spend more time 

developing 

instructional tools 

aligned to new 

standards 

 “I would like to work with the actual Essential Standards and the 

unpacking, maybe even see lessons.” 

 “Be sure that the content is what the professional development is 

designed for. The majority of this professional development was to show 

us how to be good math teachers and very little addressed Common 

Core.” 

Increase 

differentiation and 

reduce 

redundancy  

 “Differentiate the training based on the knowledge of the districts.” 

 “Sessions need to be differentiated to meet the needs of all participants, 

even if this requires breaking the group into two separate sections. Often 

sessions repeated the same material, handouts, and information.” 

Clarify objectives 

for professional 

development 

event  

 “Be a little clearer on exactly what the session offers—I already knew the 

material, but I thought the focus of the professional development would 

be different.” 

 “Develop a clearer purpose for the training in advance and stick to what 

has been sent to people. Some trainings, we sent people [but] then got to 

the training and it was not the people that needed the training.” 

 

2012 Summer Institutes. Focus groups and interviews with NCDPI staff, 

observations, participant surveys, and informal interviews from all six 

of the Summer Institutes provided valuable insight into the quality of 

these events and their individual sessions.   

Participant activities. The Evaluation Team found that, in a large 

proportion of session observations, a presentation by the facilitator, 

whole group discussion, and small group activities took place (58%, 

45%, and 37%, respectively; see Appendix K, Table K-1). In the Year 1 evaluation report, 

Summer Institute participant responses suggested the need for more active engagement in the 

sessions. The observation data indicate that NCDPI made great progress in adapting to this need 

during the Summer Institutes, as facilitators were frequently observed making an effort to 

actively engage their participants (Table K-1). Results (see Table K-2) revealed some 

differentiation in session activities by session type. Observation data revealed that Content 

Strand sessions were more likely to engage in small group activities (52%) and individual 
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activities such as personal reflection (34%). Overall, facilitator presentations were still 

commonly used (24% to 100%). 

Respondents were asked to indicate if and how online resources were used to facilitate the 

Summer Institute sessions in order to provide some information on the structure and format of 

the sessions (see Appendix L, Table L-1). Nearly all participants surveyed (~100%) indicated 

that online resources were used in their session. The results show that the most frequently used 

resources were wikis and websites (93% and 92%, respectively). Respondents reported that 

participants most commonly used online resources to access information (94%), and facilitators 

used online resources to share resources, experiences, or information (94%; Table L-2). Most 

survey respondents (90% to 95%; Table L-3) endorsed statements about the effective integration 

of online resources.  

Summer Institute quality. Statements about the overall quality of the Summer Institute were 

highly endorsed by survey respondents (Table 26). Most of the participants surveyed agreed or 

strongly agreed that the Summer Institute they attended had clear objectives (94%), was relevant 

to their professional development needs (90%), and was well structured (90%). In addition, high 

percentages agreed or strongly agreed that the institute was of high quality overall (88%), built 

upon previous professional development efforts from NCDPI (87%), was engaging (86%), and 

met their expectations (85%). 

Table 26. Participants’ Perception of Quality of Summer Institute Sessions  

 

The Summer Institute…  

(n = 1,673-1,674) 

Percentage of Respondents 

Strongly Disagree/ 

Disagree Neutral 

Strongly 

Agree/Agree 

had clear objectives. 2% 5% 94% 

was relevant to my 

professional development 

needs. 

2% 7% 90% 

built upon previous 

professional development 

efforts from NCDPI. 

2% 11% 87% 

was well structured. 3% 7% 90% 

was engaging. 4% 9% 86% 

was of high quality overall. 3% 9% 88% 

met my expectations. 6% 9% 85% 
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Small differences emerged when examining the percentage of agreement about overall institute 

quality by participant role (Table 27). School executives and central office staff were slightly 

less positive than teachers about their experiences at the institute, and school executives were 

slightly more likely than teachers and central office staff to make connections to previous 

professional development efforts.  

Table 27. Perceptions of Overall Summer Institute Quality by Role 

 

The Summer Institute… 

Percentage that Agree or Strongly Agree 

Teachers 

(n = 836) 

School 

Executives 

(n = 136-137) 

Central Office 

Staff 

(n = 403-405) 

had clear objectives. 94% 94% 91% 

was relevant to my 

professional development 

needs. 

92%
 

88% 86%
 

built upon previous 

professional development 

efforts from DPI. 

88% 90% 86% 

was well structured. 91% 88% 89% 

was engaging. 87% 85% 83% 

was of high quality overall. 89% 85% 85% 

met my expectations. 85% 85% 82% 

 

Overall, the sessions observed were also found to be of good quality (Table 28). The highest 

percentage of session observations were rated as Level 4: Accomplished, Effective (49%).  

Table 28. Observed Overall Quality of Summer Institute Sessions  

Overall Quality of the Session 

Occurrence by Number  

of 30-Minute Observations 

Frequency Percentage 

Level 1: Ineffective Professional Development 8 3% 

Level 2: Elements of Effective Professional Development 21 8% 

Level 3: Beginning State of Effective Professional Development 61 23% 

Level 4: Accomplished, Effective Professional Development 130 49% 

Level 5: Exemplary Professional Development 45 17% 

Note. n = 265 thirty-minute observations of Summer Institute sessions.  
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Some variation in observed quality was found by session type (Table 29). Content Strand 

sessions and Facilitative Team Time sessions were rated more positively (57% and 44%, 

respectively, for Level 4: Accomplished, Effective Professional Development). The Assessment 

and Accountability sessions and the Leaders with Leaders sessions were more likely to be rated 

Level 2: Elements of Effective Professional Development (30% and 40%, respectively).   

Table 29. Observed Quality of Summer Institute Sessions by Session Type 

Overall Level of Session Quality 

Session Type 

By Percentage of Observations 

Content 

Strand 

(n = 164) 

Facilitative 

Team Time 

(n = 71) 

Leaders 

with 

Leaders 

(n = 10) 

Assessment 

and 

Account. 

(n = 20) 

Level 1: Ineffective PD 1% 1% 25% 20% 

Level 2: Elements of Effective PD 3% 7% 40% 30% 

Level 3: Beginning State of 

Effective PD 
20% 30% 25% 20% 

Level 4: Accomplished, Effective 

PD 
57% 44% 10% 30% 

Level 5: Exemplary PD 21% 17% 0% 0% 

Note. n = 265 thirty-minute observations of Summer Institute sessions.  

The observation results for overall quality varied by Content Strand (Table 30). Math, ELA, and 

Social Studies sessions were equally likely to be rated Level 4: Accomplished, Effective 

Professional Development or Level 5: Exemplary Professional Development (88%, 78%, and 

82%, respectively). Observations of Science sessions were more often rated Level 3: Beginning 

of Effective Professional Development (33% vs. 12%-22% for the other three Content Strands). 

Math and ELA Content Strands were more likely to be rated Level 5: Exemplary Professional 

Development by observers, compared to the Science and Social Studies Content Strands (31% 

and 28% vs. 7% and 9%, respectively). 

Table 30. Overall Level of Summer Institute Session Quality by Content Strand  

Overall Level of Session Quality 

Occurrences by Percentage of 30-Minute Observations 

Math
 

ELA Science 

Social 

Studies 

Level 1: Ineffective PD 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Level 2: Elements of Effective PD 0% 0% 11% 3% 

Level 3: Beginning state of 

Effective PD 
12% 22% 33% 15% 

Level 4: Accomplished, Effective PD 57% 50% 48% 73% 

Level 5: Exemplary PD 31% 28% 7% 9% 

Note. n = 164 thirty-minute observations of Content Strand sessions.  



RttT PD Evaluation: Year 2, Part I—Statewide Face-to-Face PD  

March 2013    

Consortium for Educational Research and Evaluation–North Carolina  48 

The informal interviews conducted at the Summer Institutes provided the Evaluation Team with 

insights into participants’ feelings and opinions about the Summer Institute sessions in real time. 

In general, most of the respondents felt that the Summer Institute was beneficial to their needs 

and were satisfied with the overall design of the event. The majority of the respondents on Day 1 

and Day 2 (76% and 86%, respectively) felt that the institute aligned well with their LEA’s needs, 

stating that it “completely aligned” with what they were being asked to do in the RttT initiatives.  

With regard to observations of the quality of the Summer Institutes (see Appendix B), certain 

indicators of high-quality professional development were observed in a large majority of the 

sessions: facilitators encouraged participants to share ideas (89%), participants shared ideas 

(90%), and participants considered applications to their own professional practice (86%). 

Connections made to other disciplines and/or real-world contexts were observed less frequently 

(41%).    

The RttT Summer Institute Participant Survey provided opportunities for respondents to rate the 

quality of the content and facilitation for the sessions they attended. When rating the quality of 

the session content, the Content Strand sessions (56%) and Facilitative Team Time sessions 

(58%) were given excellent ratings by the majority of participants. Similarly, when asked about 

the most beneficial or valuable part of the Summer Institutes, respondents cited the resources and 

tools provided and the opportunity to collaborate and network with others during the Facilitative 

Team Time and the Content Strands. Participants also stated, “The content strand provided me 

with numerous strategies I will be able to take back to my peers,” and “The tech tools and 

websites would be very instrumental in my helping to meet the needs of my students. I can also 

use them as valuable and beneficial resources to assist my fellow colleagues.” In reference to the 

Facilitative Team Time sessions, one respondent stated, “Having group time with an unbiased 

facilitator allowed for ideas to be shared and guidance when needed.” Several members of our 

team have never had interaction prior to this.” Also, during interviews, randomly selected 

attendees mentioned the value of the scheduled Facilitative Team Time, stating that being able to 

meet with their teams while the information from the sessions was still fresh in their minds 

helped them plan more effectively. 

Only about one-third of participants (29% to 30%) gave an excellent rating to the session content 

of Leaders with Leaders, Understanding Assessment and Accountability, and Listening Lunch 

(Table 31, following page). No significant differences were found in ratings of quality between 

school-level and LEA-level respondents. Qualitative data supports these findings. Interviewees 

from the Leaders with Leaders session expressed some frustration with the redundancy of the 

information provided in their session and recommended separate sessions for LEA leaders and 

school leaders to better meet the needs of those two groups. Participants made a lot of open-

ended comments on the survey about the Understanding Assessment and Accountability session, 

such as, “I felt sorry for the Assessment session facilitator. We were all so tired by that session 

that it was difficult to focus. The information was great, but it is hard to make that very flashy at 

4 pm on Day 2 of an intense summer conference.” It seems that, although participants were 

interested in the information about the new accountability model, the timing of the session and 

the non-interactive lecture style chosen for delivery of the material made the information very 

difficult to absorb.   
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Table 31. Participants’ Perception of Quality of Content by Summer Institute Session Type 

Session Type n 

Percentage of Respondents 

Poor Fair Good Excellent 

Content Strand  1,463 1% 6% 38% 56% 

Leaders with Leaders 266 2% 17% 53% 29% 

Facilitative Team Time 1,060 1% 5% 37% 58% 

Listening Lunch 142 2% 12% 56% 30% 

Understanding Assessment and 

Accountability 
805 1% 14% 56% 29% 

 

Looking at participant responses by role, teachers were significantly less likely to rate the 

content quality in the Content Strands as excellent (53%) compared to participants in other roles 

(59%). The percentage of participants who rated the content covered in the Content Strand 

session as good or excellent was significantly higher among participants who specialize or teach 

at the elementary level compared to the high school level (96% vs. 91%, respectively); the 

middle school level and other grade combinations fell in between (94% and 93%, respectively). 

With regard to the most useful content provided by the institutes, informal interviews found that 

participants valued getting additional clarification on the Common Core State Standards and 

North Carolina Essential Standards and appreciated the specific strategies and resources 

provided for use in the classroom. Participants specifically mentioned “modeling close reading” 

and a planning activity from the LEA breakout session and stated that they planned to take these 

back to their LEA to help staff develop a strategic professional development plan. Others 

discussed how they would emphasize Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy, vertical collaboration 

between teachers of different grade levels, and data literacy in their professional development for 

their LEA. When asked if there was anything they wished had been covered more thoroughly, a 

large portion of the respondents expressed a desire for more information on the new assessments 

and evaluations. One respondent felt that dedicating an entire institute to the topic would have 

been beneficial. 

In looking at observed quality by session type, some differences were found (Table 32, following 

page). Opportunities for reflection were less likely to be observed in Assessment and 

Accountability sessions and Leaders with Leaders sessions (10% each). Additionally, 

opportunities for participants to practice new knowledge and skills (67%) and sense-make (69%) 

were most likely to occur in Content Strand sessions. Facilitator encouragement of sharing 

(99%) and participant sharing of ideas, experiences, and questions (99%), as well as 

opportunities for considering applications in their own professional practice (94%) were most 

likely to occur in Facilitative Team Time sessions. During informal interviews, some participants 

stated that they would have liked more opportunity for some type of reflective time, whether it 

was individual reflection or a group reflection with other members of the LEA team.    
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Table 32. Observed Quality of Summer Institute Session Design by Session Type 

 

Session Design 

Session Type  

by Percentage of Observations 

Content 

Strand 

(n = 164) 

Facilit. 

Team 

Time 

(n = 71) 

Leaders 

with 

Leaders 

(n = 10) 

Assess. 

and 

Account. 

(n = 20) 

Facilitator encouraged participants to share 

ideas, experiences, and questions 
93% 99% 70% 70% 

Participants shared ideas, experiences, and 

questions 
92% 99% 80% 80% 

Opportunity for participants to consider 

applications to their own professional 

practice 

90% 94% 60% 60% 

Opportunity for participants to “sense-

make” (i.e., reflection time for processing 

information) 

69% 63% 10% 10% 

Opportunity for participants to practice new 

knowledge and/or skills gained 
67% 33%   0%   0% 

Assessment of participant learning 32% 15% 30% 30% 

Instructional feedback provided to 

participants 
54% 26% 10% 10% 

Connection made to other disciplines and/or 

real-world contexts. 
24% 45% 20% 20% 

Note. Occurrences presented by percentage of 30-minute observations per session type 

The distribution of participants’ ratings varied by Content Strand (Table 33, following page). Of 

all of the strands, K-5 Mathematics had the highest percentage of participants (82%) who rated 

the content as excellent, followed by English Language Development (77%), Guidance (74%), 

and Arts Education (73%). The Content Strands for K-5 Science, 6-12 Social Studies, 6-12 

English Language Arts, Information and Technology Standards, and Media had the lowest 

percentage of excellent ratings (39%-42%). 
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Table 33. Participants’ Perception of Content Quality of Summer Institute Session by Content 

Strand 

Content Strand n 

Percentage of Respondents 

Poor Fair Good Excellent 

K-5 English Language Arts 136 1% 7% 46% 47% 

6-12 English Language Arts 128 1% 9% 48% 42% 

K-5 Mathematics 125 0% 1% 18% 82% 

6-12 Mathematics 141 1% 6% 43% 50% 

K-5 Science 90 0% 10% 51% 39% 

6-12 Science 104 3% 4% 34% 60% 

K-5 Social Science 97 1% 1% 42% 56% 

6-12 Social Science 109 1% 9% 48% 42% 

Arts Education 115 1% 3% 23% 73% 

English Language Development 73 0% 0% 23% 77% 

Guidance 82 0% 2% 23% 74% 

Healthful Living 77 1% 8% 36% 55% 

Information and Technology 

Standards 
99 1% 11% 45% 42% 

Media 12 0% 0% 58% 42% 

World Languages 59 2% 7% 29% 63% 
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The Summer Institute session observation results also varied by Content Strand (Table 34), with 

participants in ELA and Social Studies provided more opportunities to practice new knowledge 

and skills than those in Math or Science (82% and 84% vs. 52% and 64%,). Participants in Social 

Studies were most likely to be observed receiving an assessment of their learning (46%). 

Facilitators in all Content Strands encouraged participants to share their ideas, experiences, and 

questions (ranging from 81% to 100% across the Content Strands). 

 

Table 34. Observed Quality of Summer Institute Session Design by Content Strand  

 

Session Design 

Occurrences by Percentage  

of 30-Minute Observations 

Math ELA Science 

Social 

Studies 

Facilitator encouraged participants to 

share ideas, experiences, and 

questions 

100% 81% 82% 94% 

Participants shared ideas, 

experiences, and questions 
100% 88% 78% 94% 

Opportunity for participants to 

consider applications to their own 

professional practice 

97% 94% 63% 97% 

Opportunity for participants to 

“sense-make” (i.e., reflection time for 

processing info) 

82% 84% 59% 39% 

Opportunity for participants to 

practice new knowledge and/or skills 

gained 

64% 84% 52% 82% 

Assessment of participant learning 23% 28% 37% 46% 

Instructional feedback provided to 

participants 
56% 53% 52% 49% 

Connection made to other disciplines 

and/or real-world contexts 
20% 38% 19% 15% 
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Shifting to the participants’ viewpoint, Table 35 illustrates that participants most frequently 

agreed or strongly agreed that the Summer Institute provided adequate opportunities to work 

with their LEA-level leadership team (95%), consider applications to their own professional 

practice (92%), and discuss what they learned (92%). 

Table 35. Participants’ Perceptions of the Adequacy of Opportunities in the Summer Institute 

 

The Summer Institute included 

adequate opportunities for 

participants to… 

Percentage of Respondents  

(n = 1674) 

Strongly 

Disagree/ 

Disagree 

 

 

Neutral 

 

Strongly 

Agree/Agree 

share their knowledge and/or 

experiences. 
3% 7% 90% 

consider applications to their own 

professional practice. 
2% 6% 92% 

discuss what they learned. 2% 6% 92% 

practice new knowledge and/or skills 

gained. 
6% 12% 82% 

work with their district-level 

leadership team. 
1% 4% 95% 

 

Analysis of these questions by role and institute revealed that the percentage of participants who 

agreed or strongly agreed that the institute included adequate opportunities for participants to 

practice new knowledge or skills gained was significantly higher among those at the elementary 

level (86%) than at other grade combinations (78%); the middle and high school levels fell in 

between (82% and 81%, respectively). The percentage of participants who agreed or strongly 

agreed that the institute included adequate opportunities for participants to practice new 

knowledge or skills gained differed significantly across the institutes, from a low of 77% for 

Institute 2 to a high of 85% for Institutes 4 and 6. 
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Overall, most participants endorsed statements about facilitator quality (Table 36). Between 89% 

and 91% of participants surveyed agreed or strongly agreed that facilitators modeled effective 

collaboration (91%), modeled instructional strategies that teachers should use in their classrooms 

(90%), used a well-based combination of instruction strategies (89%), and were effective overall 

(89%). A slightly lower, although still high, percentage agreed or strongly agreed that facilitators 

adapted sessions as needed based on participants’ prior knowledge and experience (82%).  

Table 36. Participants’ Perception of Quality of Summer Institute Facilitation 

 

The facilitators… 

Percentage of Respondents  

(n = 1,670-1,673) 

Strongly 

Disagree/ 

Disagree 

 

 

Neutral 

 

Strongly 

Agree/Agree 

modeled instructional strategies that 

teachers should use in their 

classrooms. 

4% 7% 90% 

modeled effective collaboration. 2% 7% 91% 

adapted sessions as needed based 

on participants’ prior knowledge 

and experience. 

7% 11% 82% 

used a well-based combination of 

instruction strategies. 
5% 6% 89% 

were effective overall. 3% 8% 89% 

 

Compared to participants who specialize or teach at the elementary level, participants at the high 

school level were significantly more likely to disagree or strongly disagree that the facilitators 

adapted sessions as needed based on participants’ prior knowledge and experience (10% vs. 4%). 

The percentage of participants who agreed or strongly agreed that the facilitators used a well-

balanced combination of instructional activities differed significantly across the institutes, from a 

low of 85% for Institute #2 to a high of 93% for Institute #3.   

When rating the quality of the session facilitation, the Content Strand sessions (61%) and 

Facilitated Team Time sessions (60%) were given excellent ratings by the majority of 

participants. However, only approximately one-third of participants gave an excellent rating to 

the facilitation (27-34%) of Leaders with Leaders, Understanding Assessment and 

Accountability, and Listening Lunch (Table 37, following page). No significant differences were 

found in ratings of facilitation quality between school-level and LEA-level respondents.    
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Table 37. Participants’ Perception of Quality of Summer Institute Facilitation by Session Type 

 

Session Type n 

Percentage of Respondents 

Poor Fair Good Excellent 

Content Strand  1,463 1% 6% 32% 61% 

Leaders with Leaders 266 <1% 11% 55% 34% 

Facilitative Team Time 1,060 1% 5% 34% 60% 

Listening Lunch 142 2% 13% 56% 30% 

Understanding Assessment and 

Accountability 
804 3% 19% 51% 27% 

 

The distribution of participants’ ratings of facilitation quality varied by content strand (Table 38). 

Of all of the strands, K-5 Mathematics had the highest percentage of participants (88%) who 

rated the facilitation as excellent, followed by Arts Education (83%), English Language 

Development (78%), and Guidance (77%). Participants gave the highest percentage of poor/fair 

ratings to the facilitation of K-5 Science (15%), K-5 English Language Arts (14%), and 6-12 

Social Studies (13%). 

Table 38. Participants’ Perception of Quality of Facilitation of Summer Institute Sessions by 

Content Strand 

Content Strand n 

Percentage of Respondents 

Poor Fair Good Excellent 

K-5 English Language Arts 136 1% 13% 37% 50% 

6-12 English Language Arts 128 1% 9% 45% 45% 

K-5 Mathematics 125 0% 2% 10% 88% 

6-12 Mathematics 141 0% 8% 38% 55% 

K-5 Science 90 4% 11% 38% 47% 

6-12 Science 104 1% 5% 23% 71% 

K-5 Social Science 97 0% 3% 31% 66% 

6-12 Social Science 109 1% 12% 45% 42% 

Arts Education 115 1% 2% 14% 83% 

English Language Development 73 0% 1% 21% 78% 

Guidance 82 0% 2% 21% 77% 

Healthful Living 77 0% 0% 35% 65% 

Information and Technology 

Standards 
99 0% 9% 43% 47% 

Media 12 0% 0% 58% 42% 

World Languages 59 2% 7% 31% 61% 
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Participant recommendations. In response to the question “How could the Summer Institutes 

have been improved?” respondents tended to focus on logistics, including facilities, length of 

days, timing/process for the Accountability and Assessment session, session activities, and 

grouping strategies (Table 39).   

Table 39. Themes from Participants’ Open-ended Comments about Potential Improvements to 

the Summer Institute  

 
Most Common 

Themes 

(listed in order of 

frequency) Illustrative Quotes 

More flexible 

facilities to better 

meet adult learning 

needs 

 “Classroom seating was uncomfortable.” 

 “Room a little too crowded.” 

Shorten length of 

days 

 “The sessions were too long! By 5 o’clock, my brain could not absorb and/or 

comprehend new information. It would have been better to spread it out over three days 

and end at 3 o’clock each day. Also, I feel that the presenters try to cover too much and 

delivery becomes rushed. Quality vs. quantity?” 

 “There was a lot of information which was very important to know. I think it would have 

been better to have spread it out in order for us to digest it better than in just two days.” 

 “I honestly would have loved to come for a third day; I felt we were very rushed in our 

content session and in our team time.” 

Reconsider 

timing/process for 

Accountability and 

Assessment session 

 “The last session on testing on the second day was planned at the worst time. Everyone 

was ready to go home and did not want to sit for an hour and listen to someone talk about 

testing. This session would have been better had it been planned first thing on the first 

day.” 

 “It would have been better to have had the testing information sessions in smaller groups: 

K-5, 6-8, and 9-12, so that we could have had more information specific to our areas, 

while still learning about how assessment will change in other grade spans.” 

 “When they went to discuss the new assessments, it would have been better done in a 

small group setting. We could not hear the speaker in the auditorium, nor could we see 

the PowerPoint on the screen.” 

More discussion and 

sharing 

 “More time for discussions and sharing. We were stopped from sharing to get back to the 

agenda when what was shared was so much more valuable to those attending!” 

 “Some time for teachers in content sessions to share strategies they are using to 

implement Common Core.” 

 “I would have liked more time to brainstorm and discuss what good things are going on 

in my field in other schools. The session with my district was great, but I would have 

enjoyed similar time with my content area.” 

 “More time to discuss with others outside of my team to see what they’re doing.” 

More Facilitative 

Team Time  

 “More time to collaborate with our district teams. We were appreciative of the time we 

had, but needed more.” 

 “I think it would have been beneficial for district teams to meet for a little time on Day 1 

to know what would need to be done by the team.” 

 “I would have enjoyed the opportunity to work with my local team on both days. Having 

the content sessions in the morning and then team time in the afternoon to debrief and 

share learning would have been wonderful.” 

 “More time to plan and brainstorm the next steps for our district.” 
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Most Common 

Themes 

(listed in order of 

frequency) Illustrative Quotes 

More differentiation 

and less redundancy  

 “Differentiate. We contacted two different people from NCDPI to ask if the ELA content 

strand session was going to be different than the RESA sessions. We were told yes and to 

send the same people. I was very disappointed at having to sit in a session being 

presented with the same knowledge I have heard in previous sessions and knowledge that 

I have already delivered to my teachers. We could have rearranged our teams so that we 

could have attended different content sessions to increase our knowledge.” 

 “Differentiation for those counties who have already done a lot of work in their district 

with the Common Core and Essential Standards.” 

 “Assess prior knowledge before addressing content that had been covered previously.” 

 “I took a team of principals to their first principal training session as directed, and I will 

tell you that the presentation that we sat through, my principals had already seen and 

knew more about that presentation because my curriculum facilitators and executives 

directors and I had done that at our closing principals’ meeting in June before we all went 

home for the summer because we wanted to set the stage.” 

More hands-on, 

interactive activities 

 “A little more hands-on activities would have made the sessions even more meaningful.” 

 “We had to sit for long periods of time. More active participation would be welcomed.” 

 “Teachers are like the students...we needed to move around more during the sessions!” 

 “More interactive activities.” 

More practical, 

applicable, concrete 

takeaways  

 “Be more project oriented, maybe something you can take back to use. For example 

creating a PowerPoint, Prezi, document, flyer, handout, etc., to use as a means of 

presenting to other teachers. Organize how you would do it, rather than have us do math 

problems and talk about whether it had coherence. I think the time could have been more 

suited to the creating of something that we can use.” 

 “We really all need concrete examples: lesson plans, rubrics, etc. I feel there is a lot of 

talk about what we are supposed to be doing, but not a lot of help with how to 

accomplish our lofty goals.” 

 “More time to actually create a lesson with NCDPI in the room to help redirect any 

misunderstandings.” 

 “More practical application of standards.” 

 “We really did not receive any specifics on how to scaffold for those students struggling 

with reading standards. It was mentioned but not really addressed.” 

 “If they could somehow communicate directly and provide some sort of training to say, 

“Okay. In science, 8th grade, you’ve never had renewable or nonrenewable resources for 

your curriculum. Now you do. Here’s a little bit of training we’d like to offer you and 

here are some resources that are out there that you could easily use.” 

Breakout groups by 

grade level and role 

 “While the major components of the curriculum were separated by grade from K to 8, 

they were NOT for high school. Major strands were named, and then everything for all 

four levels was listed together for that strand. It was VERY frustrating to try to use that 

during the activities or outside for planning. That separation needs to be done and needs 

to be available online to be downloaded as soon as possible. I need to have documents to 

hand out to teachers in the professional development I am expected to conduct.” 

 “Separate 6-12 teachers into middle and high school groups.” 

 “I think that K-2 and 3-5 need to be separated during these conferences. They really are a 

lot different.” 

 “I thought there was a principal session and then a superintendent session. They really 

need to have separate sessions because what principals need is different from what 

superintendents need.” 
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Participants were asked which topics they would recommend for future NCDPI professional 

development events, and the most popular response related to assessments. Others stated that 

they would like more information on implementation of the Common Core State Standards, 

including lesson planning and development (Table 40). 

Table 40. Themes from Participants’ Open-ended Comments about Topics Recommended for 

Future Professional Development Events 

Most common themes 

(listed in order of 

frequency) Illustrative Quotes 

New assessments 

 “Assessments. We really need to know what the state is doing before we can truly 

know how to align the written, taught, and tested curricula.” 

 “Continue teacher training in new assessments, especially with the technology.” 

 “I would like to have spent more time in finding out how to assess students’ 

conceptual understanding.” 

 “Please continue assessment updates!! The transition to smarter balanced 

assessments: We will need updates [and] training on these assessments!” 

 “More on formative assessment.” 

Common Core State 

Standards and North 

Carolina Essential 

Standards 

 “A plan on how to teach the Common Core and demonstrations on how Common 

Core looks in the classroom.” 

 “More time to look at the standards across the grade levels to see what comes before 

our grade level and what comes after.” 

 “I think teachers want to know exactly what is expected of them with the Common 

Core changes.” 

Instructional practice  

 “BE SPECIFIC and MODEL the ‘HOW TO’ more throughout the training.” 

  “I would like to see specific lessons that address the individual standards. I want to 

see what teaching the standards looks like in the classroom.” 

 “I would love to see more examples of Common Core and the shifts actually being 

implemented into schools. If we could see a video of the shifts in action between 

students and teachers within a classroom, that would be great.” 

Lesson planning and unit 

development 

 “Lesson Planning with the Common Core and Essential Standards inserted.” 

 “Specific content tools and lesson ideas, as well as lesson examples.” 

 “Integrated unit and lesson planning.” 

 “Unit development.” 

 “Writing effective lesson plans.” 

Integration across 

curriculum, especially 

literacy standards 

 “Integrating literacy practices, strategies, and tools into other content areas.” 

 “I would recommend a session on integrating the literacy and tech standards into 

individual subject areas.” 

 “Integrating all content areas.” 

 “How to integrate information across the curriculum.” 

Meeting diverse needs of 

learners, differentiation 

 “Meeting the needs of diverse students through Common Core.” 

 “Giving us real ideas on differentiation in the classroom for all learners.” 

 “Continue providing training on teaching to a diverse group of students and needs.” 

New Teacher Evaluation 

Process 

 “How non-classroom teachers responsible for extra intervention will be evaluated in 

the new system.” 

 “More on the new Teacher Evaluation and how that will look for support staff like 

ESL, EC teachers.” 

 “Teacher Evaluation Instrument explanation for administrators and teachers. How 

exactly should administrators be rating teachers?” 

 “Actual teaching examples of what we need to see as administrators. What to look 

for exactly.” 
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Most common themes 

(listed in order of 

frequency) Illustrative Quotes 

Using data 

 “More data information—schools are lacking ideas for gathering data as well as how 

to interpret it and use it to exact change.” 

 “A detailed alignment of using data to drive instructional decisions for classroom 

teachers with viewing opportunities for school executives.” 

 “Using data to inform instruction.” 

Technology 

 “Continued update on Common Core and technology.” 

 “Follow up training mid-year, especially in the content areas with modeling of 

technology integration.” 

 “Integration of technology.” 

In the previous Year 1 evaluation report, the Evaluation Team suggested that, in light of 

participant responses, the 2012 Summer Institutes should include structured time for LEA teams 

to collaborate and more information and guidance should be offered leading up to the institutes. 

Participant responses illustrate the fact that NCDPI staff heard the recommendations and 

adjusted the institutes accordingly, and that these adaptations were highly valued by the 

participants.    

During focus groups and interviews, NCDPI’s RttT Professional Development Implementation 

Team indicated that with more time to plan the various event types in the 2011-12 Annual 

Professional Development Cycle, they were better able to meet the needs of the LEAs and felt 

that overall they had successfully met their overarching goal of the 2011-12 cycle, which was to 

move the professional development away from descriptions of the new standards, assessments, 

and evaluations, and focus instead on providing participants with specific examples of how these 

can be implemented in the classroom, in addition to providing a wealth of relevant resources. 

The RttT Professional Development Implementation Team acknowledged opportunities for 

improvement, and general themes emerged, some of which mirror those of the participants in the 

NCDPI-RESA sessions and Summer Institutes and some of which are unique to their perspective 

(Table 41, following page). 
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Table 41. Summary of Findings from Focus Group and Interviews with NCDPI about 

Recommendations for the Annual Professional Development Cycle in the Future 

 
Most Common Themes Illustrative Quotes 

Logistics of Summer 

Institutes 

 “Instead of two days until 5 p.m., maybe days are shorter but you’re there for three 

days. I think it would actually go a whole lot better. No one can think after 3 p.m.” 

 “I think we could find better spaces for adults, where participants wouldn’t need to sit 

in student desks all day, and with larger workspace set up at tables to facilitate 

collaboration and work in small groups.” 

Revise Assessment and 

Accountability session 

 “Participants had a lot of questions about the new statewide Assessment and 

Accountability model that were not addressed during the hour-long presentation 

provided at the end of the Day 2 at the Summer Institutes.” 

 “The session could have been improved by providing more opportunity for discussion 

during other sessions in small groups, or by not scheduling at the end of the second 

day, when participants were tired.” 

Encourage consistent 

participation by LEA 

leadership teams 

 “Every time you come to one of our content sessions, we’re going deeper and deeper. 

We’re not just repeating the same content every time, and so one of the things that 

we’ve really tried to work on in the last few months…is who should be sitting in the 

room. We’re really looking for folks who have taken this journey with us from the 

beginning. We know that there’s a lot of turnover, but really trying to keep your 

leadership team for professional development as solid as you can, so that people can 

stay the course.” 

 At every session, we ask who attended the previous Summer Institutes, who attended 

the RESAs. What we found out was we’re building on what we did in the RESA this 

summer, but half the people weren’t there.  

 The only way this having the grand Summer Institute would be effective would be if 

there’s dialogue each time. They’re going back, they’re trying stuff out. There should 

be the dialogue to us. We want to hear. “Go now and try this. Now how did that 

work?” That’s what it is. 

Emphasize 

interconnectedness of 

RttT priorities  

 “Continue to weave in all of our initiatives so that our stakeholders and LEAs and 

charters see the connectedness of all this work. As they become more familiar and 

more comfortable with new curriculum, new evaluation tools, new pedagogies, new 

tools that are out there, and the more they see us model how they are interconnected, 

the better job they are going to do back into their districts.” 

 “I think one of the things we know as a state agency, we always have to be cognizant 

of and work very hard, to show people the connections with the work.” 

 “Student mastery of learning is where we are going to focus a lot of our energy this 

year, which aligns with data literacy and a lot of the other things that we want to get 

across, but I think people are really going to want to know about resources, and 

they’re going to want to know about some type of assessment practices to use in the 

classroom to ensure that the students can get it.” 

Continue commitment to 

work in the field 

 “One [benefit] is definitely to see the looks on peoples’ faces as we travel the state, 

and when they’re getting help from the NCDPI staff, you can just see … a light bulb 

moment. When they talk about teaching a standard that is one of the most difficult 

standards to teach, and they have that a-ha moment, “You mean I could have been 

teaching it like this all this time?” or “Oh, this is a great resource that I didn’t know 

existed,” or “I’m going to take this back and use it.” That’s when you get excited, 

because you know that the work is really hitting home.” 
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Evaluation Question 2. Short-Term Outcomes: What were the direct outcomes of state-level 

RttT professional development efforts?  

The Evaluation Team collected data regarding the direct outcomes of NCDPI’s professional 

development efforts through participant surveys administered after the NCDPI-RESA sessions 

and the Summer Institutes. These items were developed to pinpoint participants’ perceptions of 

their own gains in knowledge and application of skills as a result of the events they attended. The 

following two sections—Participant Knowledge and Understanding, and Participant Application 

of Skills—will discuss these findings as they relate to adopting the new standards and the new 

assessment and accountability models.   

Evaluation Question 2.A.: To what extent did participants’ knowledge about RttT priorities 

increase?  

One of the primary goals of the 2011-12 Annual Professional Development Cycle was to 

increase educators’ awareness and understanding of the new state standards and the new 

accountability models for teachers and principals. NCDPI worked toward this goal using both the 

NCDPI-RESA sessions and the Summer Institutes.   

New state standards. The majority of respondents (85%) at the NCDPI-RESA Content Support 

sessions agreed or strongly agreed that they had developed a better understanding of the new 

state standards as a result of their participation in the session (Table 42).   

Table 42. Participant Knowledge Development in the NCDPI-RESA Content Support Sessions 

Through my participation in the Content 

Support session, I developed a better 

understanding of… n a 

Percentage of Respondents 

Strongly 

Disagree/ 

Disagree 

 

 

Neutral 

 

Strongly 

Agree/Agree 

the new Common Core State Standards and 

NC Essential Standards. 
482 8% 7% 85% 

a 
Only participants who attended the Content Support session were given this question. 

Note. Given the low response rate of 19%, the reader should exercise caution when interpreting results from this 

survey, keeping in mind that respondents may not be representative of all attendees. 

 

The vast majority of Summer Institute participants agreed or strongly agreed that they had a 

better understanding of what students are expected to know, understand, and do in regard to the 

Common Core State Standards and the North Carolina Essential Standards (87%) and had access 

to resources and tools that would help them implement the new curriculum (93%). However, the 

percentage of agreement was much lower related to assessment (70%), data use (66%), and 

support for students (65%) around the new standards (Table 43, following page).  
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Table 43. Participant Perceptions about Developing Understanding in the Summer Institute 

Through my participation in the Summer 

Institute, I developed a better 

understanding of… 

Percentage of Respondents  

(n = 1,649-1,652) 

Strongly 

Disagree/ 

Disagree 

 

 

Neutral 

 

Strongly 

Agree/Agree 

what students are expected to know, 

understand, and do in regards to the 

Common Core and Essential Standards. 

4% 9% 87% 

the resources and tools available to support 

implementation of curriculum. 
2% 5% 93% 

how to assess student mastery of the 

Common Core and Essential Standards. 
10% 20% 70% 

how to use assessment data to meet the 

individual academic needs of students. 
13% 21% 66% 

how to support students who have 

demonstrated mastery of the Common Core 

and Essential Standards. 

12% 22% 65% 

how to support students who have not 

demonstrated mastery of the Common Core 

and Essential Standards. 

12% 23% 65% 

 

According to participants’ responses at the administrative level, the majority of the Summer 

Institute participants who attended the Leaders with Leaders sessions felt that the event had 

increased their understanding of their own roles in rolling out the new standards (82%) and 

continuing with implementation of the standards (81%; Table 44).   

Table 44. Participant Perception about Developing Understanding in the Leaders with Leaders 

Summer Institute Session  

Through my participation in the Leaders with 

Leaders session, I developed a better understanding 

of… 

Percentage of Respondents  

(n = 264) 

Strongly 

Disagree/ 

Disagree 

 

 

Neutral 

Strongly 

Agree/ 

Agree 

the role of instructional leadership for rolling out the 

Common Core and Essential Standards. 
3% 15% 82% 

next steps for building-level implementation of the 

Common Core and Essential Standards. 
3% 16% 81% 

a 
Only participants who attended the Leaders with Leaders session were given this question. 

 

Overall, the majority of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed that their participation in the 

NCDPI-RESA Content Support sessions and Summer Institute sessions increased their 

knowledge and understanding of the new state standards. Participants’ responses indicated 

additional professional development is needed in the areas of deepening understanding of 
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assessment, using data, and providing differentiated support for students around the new 

standards.  

New assessment and accountability models. Participants of the NCDPI-RESA sessions and 

Summer Institutes were also asked to rate their knowledge gains with regard to the new 

assessment and accountability models for students, teachers, and principals.   

Most participants in the NCDPI-RESA Teacher
 
Effectiveness Vetting/New Accountability 

Model session strongly agreed or agreed that they had developed a better understanding of the 

new teacher evaluation and school accountability models (86% and 76%, respectively). These 

topics were the focus areas for this session. Fewer respondents agreed or strongly agreed that 

they developed a better understanding of the new model for student assessment and principal 

evaluation (Table 45).  

Table 45. Participant Perceptions about Developing Understanding of the Transition to New 

Models in NCDPI-RESA Sessions 

Through my participation in the professional 

development event, I developed a better 

understanding of the transition to the new 

model for… 

Percentage of Respondents  

(n 
a
 = 49-51) 

Strongly 

Disagree/ 

Disagree 

 

 

Neutral 

Strongly 

Agree/ 

Agree 

student assessment. 12% 18% 69% 

teacher evaluation. 4% 10% 86% 

principal evaluation. 12% 14% 73% 

school accountability. 8% 16% 76% 

a 
Only participants in the Teacher

 
Effectiveness Vetting/New Accountability Model session were given this question. 

Note: Given the low response rate of 19%, the reader should exercise caution when interpreting results from this 

survey, keeping in mind that respondents may not be representative of all attendees. 

Responses for the Summer Institutes illustrate that the majority of  participants strongly agreed 

or agreed that the event increased their understanding of the new models for student assessments 

(68%) and teacher evaluations (71%; Table 46, following page). However, in both cases, a large 

minority (21%) reported being neutral.  Even smaller percentages of participants agreed or 

strongly agreed that they developed a better understanding of the new models for school 

accountability and principal evaluations (57% and 38%, respectively). The Summer Institute 

provided a one-hour presentation devoted to the new accountability model, but many participants 

rated the session poorly due to timing and format. The new model for principal evaluations was 

not a specific focus area at the Summer Institutes.  
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Table 46. Participant Perceptions about Developing Understanding of the Transition to New 

Assessment and Accountability Models in the Summer Institute 

Through my participation in the Summer 

Institute, I developed a better understanding 

of the transition to the new model for… 

Percentage of Respondents  

(n = 1,637-1,650) 

Strongly 

Disagree/ 

Disagree 

 

 

Neutral 

 

Strongly 

Agree/ Agree 

student assessment. 11% 21% 68% 

teacher evaluation. 9% 21% 71% 

principal evaluation. 22% 40% 38% 

school accountability. 13% 30% 57% 

 

Evaluation Question 2.B.: To what extent did participants’ application of new skills about RttT 

priorities increase? 

The 2011-12 Annual Professional Development Cycle sought to help North Carolina’s educators 

begin to implement the new standards and the new assessment and accountability models for 

students, teachers, and administrators. Participants’ perceptions of their own ability to apply the 

knowledge they gained offered key insight into how well state-level professional development 

helped participants actualize what they learned in these two areas.   

With regard to the new standards, the majority of respondents strongly agreed or agreed that the 

NCDPI-RESA Content Support sessions would help their LEA undergo the process of 

renovating their curriculum and transitioning to the new standards (79% to 82%; Table 47). Only 

69% of NCDPI-RESA Content Support session participants strongly agreed or agreed that the 

session would help them to develop assessments of the new standards. 

Table 47. Participant Application of Knowledge and Skills Learned in the NCDPI-RESA 

Content Support Sessions 

The knowledge and skills I learned in the 

Content Support Session will help our 

district/charter to... 

Percentage of respondents  
(n

 a
 = 480-484) 

Strongly 

Disagree/ 

Disagree 

 

 

Neutral 

 

Strongly 

Agree/Agree 

develop learning experiences to support the new 

Common Core State Standards and NC Essential 

Standards. 

  8% 11% 80% 

implement our transition plan to the Common Core 

State Standards and NC Essential Standards. 
  7% 14% 79% 

plan activities to use in trainings, guides, and/or 

courses designed at the local level. 
8% 10% 82% 

develop rigorous and engaging assessments for the 

new Common Core State Standards and NC 

Essential Standards. 

12% 19% 69% 

a 
Only participants who attended the Content Support session were given this question. 

Note: Given the low response rate of 19%, the reader should exercise caution when interpreting results from this 

survey, keeping in mind that respondents may not be representative of all attendees. 
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The majority of participants in the Leaders with Leaders sessions of the Summer Institute 

strongly agreed or agreed that the event would help their LEA develop, refine, and implement 

their transition plans (81% to 82%; Table 48). A smaller percentage of administrator participants 

indicated that they built the knowledge and skills to help teachers develop assessments aligned 

with the new standards (66%) or completed the LEA’s Detailed Scope of Work documents for 

the RttT initiative (61%).   

Table 48. Participant Perceptions about Applying Knowledge and Skills Learned in the Leaders 

with Leaders Summer Institute Session 

The knowledge and skills I learned in the 

Leaders with Leaders session will help our 

district/charter to… 

Percentage of Respondents  

(n 
a
 = 262-263) 

Strongly 

Disagree/ 

Disagree 

 

 

Neutral 

 

Strongly 

Agree/Agree 

help teachers develop rigorous and engaging 

assessments for the Common Core and 

Essential Standards. 

14% 19% 66% 

help teachers develop learning experiences 

to support the Common Core and Essential 

Standards. 

6% 13% 81% 

refine our transition plan to the Common 

Core and Essential Standards. 
5% 13% 82% 

implement our transition plan to the 

Common Core and Essential Standards. 
5% 13% 82% 

complete our RttT Detailed Scope of Work 

documents. 
11% 28% 61% 

a 
Only participants who attended the Leaders with Leaders session were given this question. 

The majority of participants (61-82%) in the 2011-12 Annual Professional Development Cycle 

felt that the events they attended would help them implement the knowledge and skills they had 

gained to support local efforts around the new standards. Responses suggest that LEAs need 

additional support and guidance to complete their Detailed Scopes of Work and create 

assessments aligned to the new standards.   

Respondents strongly endorsed statements that the Summer Institute event would help teachers 

build skills aligned to the North Carolina Professional Teaching Standards (Table 49, following 

page). Specifically, 92% strongly agreed or agreed that the Summer Institute would help them 

develop teachers’ skills in facilitating learning in the classroom (Standard 4). Although still high, 

a smaller percentage of participants (85%) strongly agreed or agreed that the knowledge and 

skills learned at the Summer Institute will help establish a respectful environment for a diverse 

population of students (Standard 2).  
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Table 49. Summer Institute Participant Perceptions about Applying Knowledge and Skills 

Learned to Developing Teachers’ Skills Aligned to the North Carolina Professional Teaching 

Standards 

The knowledge and skills I learned in the 

Summer Institute will help me develop 

teachers’ skills in… 

Percentage of Respondents  

(n = 1,646-1,647) 

Strongly 

Disagree/ 

Disagree 

 

 

Neutral 

 

Strongly 

Agree/Agree 

demonstrating leadership (in the classroom, 

school, and beyond). (Standard 1) 
3% 10% 87% 

establishing a respectful environment for a 

diverse population of students. (Standard 2) 
4% 11% 85% 

knowing the content they teach. (Standard 3) 3% 7% 89% 

facilitating learning for their students. 

(Standard 4) 
2% 6% 92% 

reflecting on their practice. (Standard 5) 2% 9% 89% 

 

When these results are examined by role, some differences present themselves. Those who 

served in teacher roles were significantly more likely than those in other roles to strongly agree 

or agree that the Summer Institute would help them develop teachers’ skills (89%-94% vs. 82%-

90%; Table 50).   

Table 50. Perceptions about Applying Knowledge and Skills Learned to Developing Teachers’ 

Skills aligned to the North Carolina Professional Teaching Standards, by Participant Role 

The knowledge and skills I learned in the Summer Institute 

will help me develop teachers’ skills in… 

Percentage 

Agree or Strongly Agree 

Teachers 

(n = 822) 

Participants 

in Other 

Roles 

(n = 824) 

demonstrating leadership (in the classroom, school, and beyond). 

(Standard 1) 
90% 85% 

establishing a respectful environment for a diverse population of 

students. (Standard 2) 
89% 82% 

knowing the content they teach. (Standard 3) 91% 88% 

facilitating learning for their students. (Standard 4) 94% 90% 

reflecting on their practice. (Standard 5) 91% 87% 

 

The large majority of Summer Institute participants serving in administrative roles felt that the 

event would help them build toward the Standards for School Executives (between 79% and 90% 

agreed or strongly agreed; Table 51, following page). The item “improve managerial tasks that 

allow staff to focus on teaching and learning” received the lowest level of endorsement (79%), 

suggesting that school executives need some additional information related to budgeting, staffing, 

problem-solving, communicating expectations, and scheduling. 
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Table 51. Participant Perceptions about Applying Knowledge and Skills Learned in the Summer 

Institute and Aligned with North Carolina Standards for School Executives  

The knowledge and skills I learned in the 

Summer Institute will help me… 

Percentage of Respondents  

(n
a
 = 134-135) 

Strongly 

Disagree/ 

Disagree 

 

 

Neutral 

 

Strongly 

Agree/Agree 

ensure that the vision, mission, and goals of my 

school are aligned with 21
st
 century learning. 

(Standard 1) 

3% 13% 84% 

foster a collaborative school environment 

focused on student outcomes. (Standard 2) 
4% 7% 90% 

ensure that the school culture supports the goals 

of my school. (Standard 3) 
4% 10% 86% 

improve processes and systems that ensure high-

performing staff. (Standard 4) 
3% 9% 88% 

improve managerial tasks that allow staff to 

focus on teaching and learning. (Standard 5) 
4% 16% 79% 

design structures or processes that result in 

community engagement, support, and 

ownership. (Standard 6) 

5% 15% 80% 

facilitate distributed governance and shared 

decision making at my school. (Standard 7) 
4% 13% 84% 

a 
Only participants who indicated they were schools principals were given this question. 

 

Participants’ responses for both the NCDPI-RESA sessions and the Summer Institutes 

demonstrate a belief that these events will help participants take action in transitioning to the 

new standards and the new accountability models. Some opportunities for future improvement 

did present themselves, namely an increased focus on helping educators create local student 

assessments that align with the new standards. 
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Summary of Recommendations 

Data indicate that the overall quality of the Annual Professional Development Cycle events for 

the 2011-12 school year was high, with some variation across session type. Evaluators, 

participants, and facilitators all recognized various strengths of the professional development 

events but also recommended directions for improvements.   

Cross-Cutting Recommendations 

1. Emphasize interconnectedness of RttT priorities. There are so many different pieces of North 

Carolina’s RttT Initiative that many local educators still do not fully understand how they are 

all connected. At every RttT Professional Development event, NCDPI staff should include 

explicit information about how the new standards and assessments are connected to the NC 

Teacher Evaluation Process, data literacy, and instructional technology tools and resources. 

2. Continue commitment to work in the field. NCDPI’s model for the RttT Annual Professional 

Development Cycle has included extensive face-to-face work in the field. The collaboration 

with RESAs, LEAs, and schools has had a real impact both on local educators and NCDPI 

staff. It is important that NCDPI continues this work building relationships by engaging 

directly with local-level staff across the state.  

3. Continue to build NCDPI intra-agency collaboration. Revise and improve the structures in 

place to facilitate development of strong collaborations within individual work teams via 

regularly scheduled meetings of region-based NCDPI staff working across divisions. 

Improve communication and collaboration across the divisions by clarifying purpose, 

expectations, roles, and responsibilities for divisions. NCLTI was a successful step in 

addressing the need for growth in cross-divisional collaboration and communication.   

4. Use the NC Education registration system for all face-to-face RttT sessions. A statewide 

system is essential in order to track the overall impacts and outcomes of the RttT professional 

development initiative. A major roadblock to building local capacity is participant turnover. 

The information provided in RttT professional development sessions is designed to build 

across the Annual Cycle activities, so it is important to have the same representatives attend 

regularly from the LEA. To the extent possible, use a linked, statewide registration system to 

help ensure that a consistent team of educators from each LEA attends the NCDPI-RESA 

sessions and the Summer Institutes. Consistent participation by local educators would also 

help to alleviate the issue of redundancy raised by some participants (e.g., reviewing content 

covered in earlier NCDPI-RESA sessions). 

2011-12 NCDPI-RESA Sessions 

1. Increase opportunities for participant discussion and reflection. Session activities could 

include more opportunities for participants to share knowledge; consider classroom 

applications of resources, strategies, and techniques; reflect about concepts, strategies, and 

issues; and share experiences and insights.  

2. Continue to provide opportunities for participants to collaborate across schools and LEAs. 

Participants regularly identified collaboration with colleagues as one of the most beneficial 
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aspects of the regional RttT trainings. For future activities, give further consideration to how 

they can be designed to provide every opportunity for effective networking and collaboration.  

3. Increase focus on instructional tools aligned to the new standards. Continue to provide 

opportunities for session participants to review, share, and identify or create high-quality 

units and lessons aligned to the new standards.  

4. Increase differentiation for LEAs based on stage of transition to new standards. Different 

LEAs need different levels of information and support, depending on where they are with 

implementing their plan for transitioning to the new state standards and assessments. Tailor 

regional sessions to the specific needs of LEAs in each region. 

5. Clarify objectives for professional development events. Identify and regularly communicate 

session objectives to local educators. Once those objectives are set, do not change the 

purpose or focus; LEAs use the calendar and description of events from NCDPI to plan the 

timeline for local training events.  

 

2012 Summer Institutes 

1. Work toward developing more engaging activities. For example, include more opportunities 

for discussion and sharing among participants; more hands-on, interactive activities; and 

activities focused on developing resources to take back to their LEAs.  

2. Provide more facilitative team time. Teams valued their time together as a team and wanted 

even more time devoted to working together. This modification is easier to accommodate if 

the length of the Institute is extended to three days. 

3. Increase differentiation. To the extent possible, 6-12 grade Content Strand sessions should be 

broken-up into middle and high school groups, and Leaders with Leaders sessions should 

separate out school- and LEA-level administrators.  

4. Reduce redundancy and review. Provide introductory sessions for those participants who 

have never attended a state-supported RttT professional development event.  

5. Allow LEA teams to facilitate some sessions. Staff from local schools and LEAs could share 

best practices and resources related to several RttT priorities, including transition to the new 

standards, new assessments, NC Teacher Evaluation Process, data literacy, and instructional 

technology tools and resources. This strategy also addresses participants’ need for additional 

networking and collaboration opportunities.  

6. Reconsider the structure of the Assessment and Accountability session. Participants were 

very interested in the information about the new accountability model, but the timing and 

format of the session made the information very difficult to absorb. Some participants 

recommended an interactive session with Assessment and Accountability staff during the 

Leaders with Leaders strand. Participants’ responses also indicated that additional 

professional development is needed in the areas of deepening understanding of assessment, 

using data, and the new school accountability model.   

7. Incorporate participant-recommended topics into future professional development events. 

Requested topics include the following: formative and summative assessments, including 

measures of student learning; deep dive into the new Common Core and Essential Standards; 

modeling and examples of instructional practices for the new standards; lesson planning and 
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unit development under the new standards; integration of standards across the curriculum, 

especially literacy standards; meeting diverse needs of learners and differentiation; the new 

teacher evaluation process including examples of what administrators should look for during 

observations; expectations for instructional support staff; collecting and interpreting data at 

the LEA, school, and classroom levels; and technology integration for specific content areas.  

8. Seek out more flexible facilities. Identify better workspaces for facilitating learning for adults 

with room for small group collaboration and comfortable seats and tables. 

9. Shorten the length of each day. Nine hours a day was too long to engage in deep thinking 

around RttT priorities. Consider a three-day event that starts later and ends earlier each day. 

This modification also would allow some teams to drive in each day.  
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Next Steps for the Professional Development Evaluation 

This report reflects the status of the RttT professional development evaluation as of September 

2012. Report I provides information about the first full academic year of face-to-face RttT 

professional development activities, with a focus on the 2011-12 NCDPI-RESA sessions and 

2012 Summer Leadership Institutes. The work by both the RttT Professional Development 

Implementation Team and the Evaluation Team is well underway, and the activities for both 

groups during the next two years of the RttT grant will be challenging. In this section, we briefly 

summarize some of the major next steps for the professional development evaluation, noting that 

some require close collaboration with the NCDPI RttT Professional Development 

Implementation Team. 

Addressing Study Limitations 

Due to changing schedules and available resources on the RttT Professional Development 

Evaluation Team, a few data collection strategies did not reach their full potential. The 

Evaluation Team is making every effort to address study limitations.  

 Survey response rates. At this point in the evaluation, all surveys for statewide RttT 

professional development participants have been developed in collaboration with NCDPI 

staff. The Evaluation Team makes every effort to regularly communicate via email and face-

to-face meetings with NCDPI leadership and staff about the purpose, location, and report 

functions of all RttT-related surveys for professional development to ensure survey links are 

shared with participants immediately after all face-to-face and online professional 

development events. These efforts should boost response rates and consequently increase the 

representativeness of sample.   

 Observations in all regions. The Evaluation Team is fully staffed and prepared to attend 

NCDPI-RESA sessions in every region of the state. A new online calendar 

(www.ncpublicschools.org/profdev/calendar/) will keep staff up-to-date on schedules and 

locations of sessions.  

Continued Evaluation of the RttT Annual Professional Development Cycle  

The Evaluation Team will continue to document the status of the state’s face-to-face and online 

RttT professional development efforts, addressing questions under Evaluation Question 1 (State 

Strategies). This part of the study is intended to contribute to the RttT Professional Development 

Implementation Team’s ongoing efforts to provide the most supportive and useful professional 

development possible for teachers and administrators.   

The next major report, in Fall 2013, will also consider short-term outcomes in more detail and 

report changes from baseline for intermediate outcomes, addressing questions under Evaluation 

Questions 2 and 3 (Short-Term Outcomes and Intermediate Outcomes). Reports in the final year 

(2014) of the grant will also address the impact on teachers and, to the extent possible, on 

students, addressing questions under Evaluation Question 4 (Impacts on Student Performance). 

 

file:///C:/Users/lhbryan3/Downloads/www.ncpublicschools.org/profdev/calendar/
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The overall evaluation of the impact of state-level RttT professional development efforts centers 

on collection and analyses of the following: (1) an annual RttT Omnibus Survey study, as a way 

to gauge changes in awareness, attitudes, knowledge/skills, and practices of educators across the 

state; and (2) a mixed methods longitudinal descriptive study to provide an in-depth look at the 

implementation and impact of RttT initiatives at the local level, with a focus on a purposive 

sample of 27 school sites across the state. Report II describes some of the baseline data already 

collected. Both the Omnibus Survey and the longitudinal study will continue through the 

remaining two years of the RttT grant and will be discussed in each annual professional 

development evaluation report.  

Continued Evaluation of the Distinguished Leadership in Practice (DLP) Principal Institutes  

The Distinguished Leadership in Practice (DLP) professional development initiative for 

principals is led by the North Carolina Principals and Assistant Principals Association 

(NCPAPA). The Evaluation Team has worked with NCPAPA to examine the implementation of 

the DLP program and its impact on the effective leadership capacity of North Carolina principals. 

The first DLP formative evaluation report was approved by North Carolina’s RttT Leadership 

Team, the North Carolina State Board of Education, and the Governor’s Education 

Transformation Commission in September 2012.
4
  This first report provided detailed information 

about the delivery and quality of the DLP program, its alignment to key goals (e.g., improvement 

of educator attitudes, knowledge, and skills), and data-informed recommendations for improving 

the program. Data sources included participant surveys; interviews and focus groups with a 

purposeful sample of participants and key personnel; DLP documents such as participant 

applications and artifacts; and administrative data. Annual evaluation reports for DLP will be 

submitted in the summer to align with the DLP program calendar.  

Continued Collaboration with NCDPI Staff  

This evaluation requires close collaboration with NCDPI to ensure that the data gathered provide 

the information needed to inform program improvement and formulate an evaluation that meets 

the grant requirements, guides future policy and program decisions, and contributes to the field 

of online professional development. With these goals in mind, we will continue to adapt the data 

collection process to provide the most useful formative results to NCDPI staff. The Evaluation 

Team has created and provided access to real-time reports from online participant surveys 

available to NCDPI staff.
5
 The Evaluation Team occasionally attends meetings with the RttT 

Professional Development Implementation Team to discuss the evaluation plan, data collection, 

instruments, and results.  

  

                                                 
4
 http://cerenc.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/11/NC-RttT_TDLP-Report_-9-3-12.pdf 

5
 Sample report: go.ncsu.edu/2012sipostall 

http://cerenc.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/11/NC-RttT_TDLP-Report_-9-3-12.pdf
http://go.ncsu.edu/2012sipostall
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Appendix A. Professional Development Evaluation Plan 

The following plan will be updated for the 2012-2013 Annual Professional Development Cycle. 

Overview 

Formative Evaluation Focus: The successful transition to new standards and assessments and the 

use of data to improve instruction are ultimately dependent upon the effectiveness of the 

professional development, technical assistance, and support materials provided to educators 

across the state. Thus, the focus of this formative evaluation is to provide feedback to state 

leaders on the quality of professional development activities and resources (as described in 

Section D5 of NC’s RttT proposal) provided at the state level in support of major RttT initiatives 

(e.g., as described in Sections B3 and C3 of the proposal).  

Summative Evaluation Focus: Over the next three years, a large portion of NC’s RttT funds will 

support professional development efforts for teachers, principals, and other education leaders 

across the state. Data will be collected across initiatives about quality and participation in local 

and state supported professional development activities, including standards and assessments 

(B3), instructional data use (C3), NC Virtual Public School (D3), and Turning Around the 

Lowest Achieving Schools and NC STEM Schools Network (E2). In addition information will 

be collected through district and school field visits and the cross-cutting teacher and principal 

surveys to inform summative evaluation analyses examining the extent to which participation in 

high-quality professional development activities provided through RttT funds have increased the 

capacity of the education workforce to deliver effective instruction, and, ultimately, to increase 

in student performance. 

RttT Initiative Context 

Policy Objective(s)/Purpose(s) of the Initiative 

Formative Evaluation Focus: 

Transitions to New Standards and Assessments (B3) – North Carolina will transition to the 

Common Core Standards and other new State standards, and high-quality assessments tied to 

these standards, by working in partnership with LEAs. 

Using Data to Improve Instruction (C3) – Every teacher and instructional leader in NC will have 

ready access to a high-quality instructional improvement system containing assessment and data 

analysis tools and guidance in how to use these tools to improve instructional practices. 

Providing Effective Support to Teachers and Principals (D5) – Through the Professional 

Development Initiative (PDI), educators will have access to a comprehensive, targeted, seamless, 

and flexible professional development system for all educators. The PDI also will develop 

multiple resources (e.g., Professional Development Leaders, eLearning tools, etc.) in support of 

these efforts. 
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Summative Evaluation Focus (in addition to B3, C3, and D5): 

Provide effective teachers via virtual and blended courses (D3) - The NC Virtual Public School 

(NCVPS) provides courses that augment those available locally to equalize educational 

opportunities statewide and, in many cases, provide an effective online teacher when a qualified 

teacher is not available locally. The NCVPS is committed to raising achievement and closing 

learning gaps with 21
st
-century innovation by providing access to world-class learning 

opportunities for all NC students.  

Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools in NC (E2) - NCDPI’s District and School 

Transformation division, along with other change partners, has been engaged in turnaround 

efforts that closely resemble the four RttT models. As part of the State’s RttT plan, District and 

School Transformation will transition to implementing the four school intervention models 

outlined by the USED.  Professional development through coaches and other approaches is an 

important component of the District and School Transformation efforts. 

NC STEM School Network (E2) - Work with partners to support the development of a small set 

of anchor/model STEM high schools that will serve as laboratory schools and sites for 

professional development around project-based learning. 

Local RttT funding for professional development initiatives – Many school districts have chosen 

to allocate a portion of the funds allocated to them through RttT to professional development 

activities. 
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Conceptual Framework for Formative Evaluation Focus 
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Evaluation Goal(s)/Purpose(s) of the Evaluation 

Provide formative evaluation as related to RttT B3, C3, and D5 activities. 

Provide summative evaluation as related to RttT B3, C3, D3, D5, E2 activities as well as 

implementation of professional development as a part of local RttT funding 

Overall Approach to Evaluation 

Mixed-method: Evaluation questions to be addressed by applying analyses from multiple 

qualitative and quantitative sources. 

Research Questions & Anticipated Data Sources 

 

 

  

Projected/Proposed 

Analysis Tool 

Document/ 

Course 

Review 

Educator 

Eval Tool 

Results 

Observations 
(Classroom/ 

Institute/ 

Workshop/ 
Other) 

Interviews 
(Teacher/  

Admin/ 
Other) 

Focus 

Groups 
(Student/  

Teacher/ 
Other) 

Surveys 
(Student/  

Teacher/ 
Other) 

Quant. 

Analysis 

Admin. 

Data 

Review 

Accounting 

Data 

Review 

Evaluation Question          

    Major/Overall Questions          

Strategies: To what extent did the state 

implement and support proposed RttT PD 

efforts?  
X  X X X X X X  

Short-Term Outcomes: What were direct 

outcomes of State-level RttT PD Efforts?  X X  X X X X X X 

Intermediate Outcome: To what extent did 

RttT PD efforts successfully update the 

NC Education Workforce? 
 X X X X X   X 

    Summative Evaluation Focus          

Impacts on Student Performance: To what 

extent are gains in student performance 

outcomes associated with RttT PD? 
X     X X X X 
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Appendix B. Professional Development Observation Protocol [Revised from 2010-2011] 

Observer Name: 

Observation Partner’s Name: 

Date of Observation: 

Time Start: 

Region: City: 

 

Session Type: 

 Content Support Session (Common Core and Essential Standards) 

 Distinguished Leadership in Practice 

 DSW / Technical Assistance Meetings 

 Fidelity Support Sessions 

 IHE Common Core and Essential Standards Trainings 

 Live Webinars 

 Principal Training for Common Core and Essential Standards 

 Principal and Assistant Principal Trainings (ITES Standards) 

 Professional Teaching Standards for Principals and Assistant Principals 

 READY Meeting 

 Summer Institute 

 Teacher Effectiveness Vetting / New Accountability Model Meetings 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 

 

What was the primary focus of the webinar you observed?  

 Common Core State Standards and/or North Carolina Essential Standards 

 North Carolina Educator Evaluation Process 

 Formative and Summative Assessment 

 Data Literacy for Instructional Improvement 

 Instructional Improvement System 

 Technology for Teaching and Learning 

 District/School Turnaround 

 Summer Leadership Institute 

 STEM 

 NCVPS 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 

 

Based on the information provided by the project staff or session organizer/facilitator, indicate 

the primary focus of the professional development session.(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

 Transition to New Standards (Common Core and Essential Standards) 

 NC’s Formative Assessment Learning Community’s Online Network (NC FALCON) 

 Formative Assessment strategies, not connected with NCFALCON 

 Balanced Assessments and/or Summative Assessments 

 Data Literacy for Instructional Improvement (Instructional Improvement System (IIS)) 

 Technology for Teaching and Learning 

 LEA/School Capacity Building (e.g., Process and Fidelity Support) 

 STEM 
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 District/School Turnaround 

 Teacher/Leader Effectiveness, New Accountability Model 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 

 

Facilitator(s):(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

 DPI 

 District-level staff 

 Teacher 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 

 

Content Area(s) Targeted in this Observed Session:(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

 Early Childhood Education 

 Elementary/Primary Education 

 English Language Arts 

 Mathematics 

 Science 

 Social Studies 

 Arts Education 

 Career Technical Education 

 English as a Second Language 

 Exceptional Children 

 Guidance 

 Healthful Living 

 Information and Technology Skills 

 World Languages 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 

 Not Applicable: None Targeted 

 

Grade Level(s) Targeted in this Observed Session: (Note:  This is not necessarily the grade level 

of the attendees, but rather the grade level of the people that the attendees will end up training.)  

(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

 K-5/Elementary School 

 6-8/Middle School 

 9-12/High School 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 

 Not Applicable: None Targeted 

 

Total number of participants attending this observed session: 

 

Participants in this observed session were:(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

 Teachers 

 School-level Administration 

 District-level Staff 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 
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Indicate the major activities of participants in this observed session:  (CHECK ALL THAT 

APPLY) 

 Listened to a presentation by facilitator 

 Listened to a presentation by participant(s) 

 Engaged in whole group discussion initiated by facilitator 

 Engaged in whole group discussion initiated by participant(s) 

 Engaged in small group discussion 

 Engaged in small group activity, distinct from discussion (e.g., game, role play) 

 Engaged in individual activity 

 Watched a video 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 

Describe the major activities of participants in this observed session: 

 

Quality of PD 

 Did it 

happen? 

IF YES:  Quantity IF YES: Quality 

 No Yes Minimal Moderate 
A 

lot 
Poor Fair Good 

Facilitator encouraged participants 

to share ideas, experiences, and 

questions (or sharing was 

encouraged via the instructional 

design) 

                

Participants shared ideas, 

experiences, and questions 
                

Opportunity for participants to 

consider applications to their own 

professional practice 

                

Opportunity for participants to 

“sense-make” (i.e., facilitator 

explicitly provides reflection time 

for processing info or its implicit 

in the instructional design) 

                

Opportunity for participants to 

practice new skills and/or apply 

new knowledge 

                

Assessment of participant 

knowledge and/or practice 
                

Facilitator provided instructional 

feedback to participants (helping 

participants gauge their progress in 

acquiring knowledge or skills) 
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Connection made to other 

disciplines and/or other real-world 

contexts (i.e., outside of their 

professional context) 

                

 

 

Quality, continued 

 Poor Fair Good 

Pacing of the session       

Facilitator’s strategies for engaging participants (e.g., questioning, wait 

time) 
      

Participant engagement (regardless of whether active or passive)       

Overall session climate       

 

 

Quality, continued 

 Poor Fair Good Not 

Applicable 

Facilitator’s presentation(s)         

Session materials (e.g., PowerPoints, handouts)         

Session activities, distinct from discussion (e.g., game, role 

play) 
        

 

Was exploring pedagogy/instructional material (at the classroom level) a key purpose of the 

session? 

 Yes 

 No 

 

Exploring Pedagogy/Instructional Material 

 Yes No 

Attention was paid to student thinking/learning.     

Attention was paid to classroom strategies.     

Attention was paid to instructional materials intended for classroom.     

 

Were web-based resources used during your observation? 

 Yes 

 No 
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Please select the web-based resources used:(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

 Facilitators Participants 

Blog     

Course Management System (i.e. Moodle)     

Document from a website     

Email     

Online discussion forum     

Real-time discussion tool (TodaysMeet, Twitter, chat, IM, etc.)     

Search Engine     

Video from a website     

Webinar/Conferencing tool     

Website (Please specify)     

Wiki     

Other (Please specify)     

 

Quality of web tools used 

 Poor Fair Good 

Ease of access       

Ease of use       

Worked as intended       

Integration into session activities       

 

Quality of web tools used, continued 

 Poor Fair Good 

Resolution of technical issues       

 

Quality of web tools used, continued 

 Not at all Somewhat A lot 

Modeled effective integration of technology into practice       

Helped to deepen knowledge of session content       

Enhanced the professional learning experience       

 

How did the facilitator(s) use the online resources?  (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

 To access information 

 To share resources, experiences, or information 

 To share constructive feedback 

 To seek assistance or guidance 
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 To provide assistance or guidance 

 To demonstrate real-world applications of session content 

 To collaborate with peers on a shared task or goal 

 To connect with educators from other schools or districts 

 To organize or manage information 

 To conduct research 

 To extend the learning experience beyond the structured sessions 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 

 

How did the participants use the online resources?  (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

 To access information 

 To share resources, experiences, or information 

 To share constructive feedback 

 To seek assistance or guidance 

 To provide assistance or guidance 

 To demonstrate real-world applications of session content 

 To collaborate with peers on a shared task or goal 

 To connect with educators from other schools or districts 

 To organize or manage information 

 To conduct research 

 To extend the learning experience beyond the structured sessions 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 

 

Overall Level of Session Quality 

 

 Level 1: Ineffective Professional Development (passive learning, activity for activity’s sake) 

 Level 2: Elements of Effective Professional Development 

 Level 3: Beginning Stages of Effective Professional Development 

 Level 4: Accomplished, Effective Professional Development 

 Level 5: Exemplary Professional Development 
 

Description of the Quality of the Professional Development Session 
In this final rating of the session, consider all available information about the session, its 

context and purpose, and your own judgment of the relative importance of the ratings you 

have made.  Select the description that best characterizes the session you observed.  Keep in 

mind that this rating is not intended to be an average of all the previous ratings, but should 

encapsulate your overall assessment of the quality and likely impact of the session.  In your 

final write-up, please provide a brief rationale for your description of the session. 

 

- Level 1: Ineffective Professional Development 

There is little or no evidence of participant thinking or engagement with important ideas 

relevant to the session focus. Session is highly unlikely to enhance the capacity of 

participants when they return to their district, school or classroom.   

 

- Level 2: Elements of Effective Professional Development 

Session contains some elements of effective practice in professional development, but there 

are serious problems in the design, content, and/or implementation given the purposes of 
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the session.  For example, the content is presented in a way that would reinforce 

misconceptions or the pace is clearly too rapid for meaningful participant engagement.  

Overall, the session is very limited in its likelihood to enhance the capacity of most 

participants to provide high quality professional development, support, or instruction when 

they return to their district, school or classroom. 

 

- Level 3: Beginning Stages of Effective Professional Development 

Professional development is purposeful and at times effective, but there are weaknesses, 

ranging from substantial to fairly minor, in the design, content, or implementation of the 

session.  For example, participants’ expertise is not well-utilized; or participants are not 

given sufficient opportunity to reflect on what they are learning.  Overall, the session is 

somewhat limited in its likelihood to enhance the capacity of participants to provide high 

quality professional development, support, or instruction when they return to their district, 

school or classroom. 

 

- Level 4: Accomplished, Effective Professional Development 

Facilitation is skillful and participants are engaged in purposeful work (e.g., discussions, 

presentations, reading) designed to deepen their understanding of important subject matter 

concepts; enhance their pedagogical skills and knowledge; increase their ability to use the 

designated instructional materials; or to enhance their leadership skills.  The facilitator(s) 

implement the professional development session well and participants’ contributions are 

valued, but adaptation of content or format in response to participants’ needs and interests 

may be somewhat limited.  The session is quite likely to enhance the capacity of most 

participants to provide high quality professional development, support, or instruction when 

they return to their district, school or classroom. 

 

- Level 5: Exemplary Professional Development 

Facilitation is skillful, and participants are highly engaged in purposeful work (e.g., 

discussions, presentations, reading) designed to deepen their understanding of important 

subject matter concepts; enhance their pedagogical skills and knowledge; increase their 

ability to use the designated instructional materials; or to enhance their leadership skills. 

The session is artfully implemented, with flexibility and responsiveness to participant 

needs/interests. The session is highly likely to enhance the capacity of participants to 

provide high quality professional development, support, or instruction when they return to 

their district, school or classroom. 

 

Notes: 

Time Finish:  
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Appendix C. NCDPI-RESA Event Participant Survey 

Purpose: This brief survey was developed to gather participants’ feedback on their experience 

attending NCDPI-Regional Education Service Alliance (RESA) Partnership sessions. Your 

responses to the questions below are valuable to understanding how these sessions can be 

improved to better serve your needs. Thank you in advance for your honest feedback.  
 

[UNCG IRB Approved Consent Form Goes Here] 
 

 Yes, I agree to participate with the understanding that I may withdraw at any time. 

 No, I decline to participate. 
 

Please indicate the professional development learning activity you attended: 

 Content Support Session (Common Core and Essential Standards) 

 Fidelity Support Session 

 NC Professional Training Standards for Principals and Assistant Principals Session 

 Detailed Scope of Work/Technical Assistance Meeting 

 Teacher Effectiveness Vetting/ New Accountability Model Meetings 

 Principal Training for Common Core and Essential Standards 

 Principal and Assistant Principal Training (ITES Standards) 

 

Content Which content strand did you attend (If “Content Support Session” selected above)? 

 K-5 English Language Arts (1) 

 6-12 English Language Arts (2) 

 K-5 Mathematics (3) 

 6-12 Mathematics (4) 

 K-5 Science (5) 

 6-12 Science (6) 

 K-5 Social Studies (7) 

 6-12 Social Studies (8) 

 Arts Education (9) 

 English Language Development (ELD) (10) 

 Healthful Living (11) 

 World Languages (12) 

 Other (Please specify) (13) ____________________ 

 Not Applicable (14) 
 

Please select your school district (or organization) from the drop-down menu below. (Drop 

Down Menu) 
 

I. ABOUT YOU 

1. What is your role within your school, district or organization? (Drop Down Menu) 

2. How many years have you been in your current role? (Drop Down Menu) 

3. What is your role in the district? (Drop Down Menu) 

4. Please select the school level you work with. (Drop Down Menu) 

5. Do you currently specialize or teach in a particular content area (or areas)? Y/N 
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6. Which content area(s) do you specialize in (Select all that apply)? (Drop Down Menu) 

7. Do you currently specialize or teach in a particular grade level (or levels)? Y/N 

8. Which grade level(s) this year, the 2011-12 school year (Select all that apply): (Drop Down 

Menu) 

9. How many years have you been an educator? (Drop Down Menu) 

10. What is your racial/ethnic background? (Drop Down Menu) 

11. What is your gender? (Drop Down Menu) 

12. What is your highest level of education completed relevant to education? (Drop Down Menu) 

13. Did you attend the 2011 Summer Institute? Y/N 

 

II. QUALITY OF THE NCDPI-RESA SESSION 

Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of each of the following. 

 Poor Fair Good Excellent 

1. The content covered in the  {Name of NCDPI-

RESA Session selected} 
        

2. The facilitation of the {Name of NCDPI-RESA 

Session selected} 
        

 

Using the scale below, please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the 

statements listed by selecting the appropriate response.   

The {Name of NCDPI-RESA Session 

selected}... 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 

3. had clear objectives.           

4. was relevant to my professional 

development needs. 
          

5. built upon previous professional 

development efforts from DPI. 
          

6. was well structured.           

7. was engaging.           

8. increased my understanding of the 

material presented. 
          

9. included adequate opportunities for 

participants to share their knowledge 

and/or experiences. 

          

10. met my expectations.           

 

III. QUALITY OF ONLINE RESOURCES  

Were online resources used to help facilitate the session? 

 Yes, by both facilitators and participants 

 Yes, by facilitators only 

 Yes, by participants only 

 No 
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If Yes… 

Please select the online resources used: (Select all the 

 Website 

 Document from a website 

 Video from a website 

 Blog 

 Course Management System (i.e. Moodle) 

 Search Engine 

 Real-time discussion tool (TodaysMeet, Twitter, chat, IM, etc.) 

 Online discussion forum 

 Wiki 

 Email 

 Other online resource (Please specify) ____________________ 

 

How did the participants use the online resources?  (Select all that apply) 

 Access information 

 Share resources, experiences, or information  

 Share constructive feedback 

 Seek assistance or guidance 

 Provide assistance or guidance 

 Demonstrate real-world applications of session content 

 Collaborate with peers on a shared task or goal 

 Connect with educators from other schools or districts 

 Organize or manage information 

 Conduct research 

 Extend the learning experience beyond the structured sessions 

 

How did the facilitator(s) use the online resources?  (Select all that apply) 

 Access information 

 Share resources, experiences, or information  

 Share constructive feedback 

 Seek assistance or guidance 

 Provide assistance or guidance 

 Demonstrate real-world applications of session content 

 Collaborate with peers on a shared task or goal 

 Connect with educators from other schools or districts 

 Organize or manage information 

 Conduct research 

 Extend the learning experience beyond the structured sessions 
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Using the scale below, please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the 

statements listed by selecting the appropriate response.   

The online resources used in the {Name 

of NCDPI-RESA Session selected}… 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 

1. Were easy to access.           

2. Were easy to use.           

3. Worked as intended.           

4. Were seamlessly integrated into 

session activities. 
          

5. Helped to deepen knowledge of 

session content. 
          

6. Enhanced the professional learning 

experience. 
          

7. Facilitators effectively used online 

resources to model integration of 

technology into practice. 

          

8. Facilitators provided adequate support 

to enable participants’ successful use 

of online resources. 

          

9. Technical issues were resolved in a 

timely manner. 
          

 

 

IV. OUTCOMES 

BUILDING KNOWLEDGE AND UNDERSTANDING  

Through my participation in the {Name of NCDPI-RESA selected}..., I developed a better 

understanding of... 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

the new Common Core State Standards and 

NC Essential Standards. 
          

instructional leadership for rolling-out the 

new Common Core State Standards and NC 

Essential Standards. 

          

If Please indicate the professional development 

learning act... Principal Training for Common 

Core and Essential Standards Is Selected 

next steps for building-level implementation 

of the new Common Core State Standards and 

NC Essential Standards. 
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 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

If Please indicate the professional development 

learning act... Fidelity Support Session Is Selected 

our progress with our implementation plan. 
          

If Please indicate the professional development 

learning act... NC Professional Training Standards 

for Principals and Assistant Principals Session Is 

Selected 

NC Professional Teaching Standards for 

Principals and Assistant principals. 

          

If Please indicate the professional development 

learning act... NC Professional Training Standards 

for Principals and Assistant Principals Session Is 

Selected 

elements of a 21st Century classroom. 

          

If Please indicate the professional development 

learning act... NC Professional Training Standards 

for Principals and Assistant Principals Session Is 

Selected 

how to use data to distinguish among the 

ratings. 

          

If Please indicate the professional development 

learning act... NC Professional Training Standards 

for Principals and Assistant Principals Session Is 

Selected 

My role in the teacher evaluation process. 

          

If Please indicate the professional development 

learning act... NC Professional Training Standards 

for Principals and Assistant Principals Session Is 

Selected 

how to apply coaching strategies to help 

teachers grow in their effectiveness. 
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APPLICATION OF KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS LEARNED 

Using the scale below, please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the 

statements listed by selecting the appropriate response.   

 

The knowledge and skills I learned in the {Name of NCDPI-RESA selected} will help our 

district/charter to... 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

If Please indicate the professional development 

learning act... Content Support Session 

(Common Core and Essential Standards) Is 

Selected 

develop rigorous and engaging assessments 

for the new Common Core State Standards 

and NC Essential Standards. 

          

If Please indicate the professional development 

learning act... Content Support Session 

(Common Core and Essential Standards) Is 

Selected 

develop learning experiences to support the 

new Common Core State Standards and NC 

Essential Standards. 

          

If Please indicate the professional development 

learning act... Content Support Session 

(Common Core and Essential Standards) Is 

Selected And Please indicate the professional 

development learning act... Principal Training 

for Common Core and Essential Standards Is 

Selected 

refine our transition plan to the Common 

Core State Standards and NC Essential 

Standards. 

          

If Please indicate the professional development 

learning act... Content Support Session 

(Common Core and Essential Standards) Is 

Selected 

implement our transition plan to the 

Common Core State Standards and NC 

Essential Standards. 

          

If Please indicate the professional development 

learning act... Content Support Session 

(Common Core and Essential Standards) Is 

Selected 

plan activities to use in trainings, guides, 

and/or courses designed at the local level. 
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 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

If Please indicate the professional development 

learning act... Principal and Assistant Principal 

Training (ITES Standards) Is Selected 

support teachers as they begin to implement 

the new Information and Technology 

Essential Standards. 

          

If Please indicate the professional development 

learning act... Detailed Scope of 

Work/Technical Assistance Meeting Is Selected 

complete our Race to the Top Detailed 

Scope of Work documents. 

          

 

 

V. OPEN-ENDED ITEMS 

1. How will you use what you learned? 

2. How would you improve this professional development event in the future? 

3. What was the most beneficial/valuable part of the training? 
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Appendix D. Summer Institute Participant Survey 

This brief survey was developed to gather participants’ feedback on their experience attending 

the Regional Summer Institute. Your responses to the questions below are valuable to 

understanding how these institutes can be improved to better serve your needs. Thank you in 

advance for your honest feedback. 

Please click the link below and read the consent form:  Race to the Top Professional 

Development Consent Form                        

By selecting “yes” below, you are agreeing that you have read and fully understand the contents 

of the consent form and are openly willing to take part in this study.  Your results will remain 

strictly confidential if you agree to participate.            

 Yes, I agree to participate with the understanding that I may withdraw at any time. 

 No, I decline to participate. 

Institute Which Summer Institute did you attend? 

 Summer Institute 1: Enka High School (Buncombe County), June 21-22 

 Summer Institute 2: Maiden High School (Catawba County), July 10-11 

 Summer Institute 3: West Stokes High School (Stokes County), July 12-13 

 Summer Institute 4: Croatan High School (Carteret County), July 17-18 

 Summer Institute 5: JH Rose High School (Pitt County), July 19-20 

 Summer Institute 6: SanLee Middle School (Lee County), July 24-25 

Please select your school district (or organization) from the drop-down menu below.  

What is your role within your school, district, or organization? 

 Teacher 

 School Executive (e.g., Principal, Assistant Principal) 

 Central Office Staff (e.g., Superintendents, Technology Director, Curriculum Director, RttT 

Coordinator) 

 School Support Staff (e.g., Guidance Counselor, Testing Coordinator, Instructional Tech 

Facilitator) 

 College/University Faculty and Staff 

 NCDPI Staff 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 
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How many years have you been in your current role? 

 0 to 3 years 

 4 to 5 years 

 6 to 10 years 

 10 or more years 

What is your role within your district?  (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY) 

 Superintendent 

 Assistant Superintendent 

 Curriculum Director 

 Technology Director 

 Accountability and Assessment Director 

 Race to the Top Coordinator 

 Race to the Top Professional Development Coordinator 

 Coach (e.g., Instructional Reading / Math / DST) 

 Other, please specify 

Please select the school level you work with. 

 Pre-K 

 Elementary 

 Middle School 

 High School 

 K-12 

 Other, please specify ____________________ 

 N/A 

Do you currently specialize or teach in a particular content area (or areas)? 

 Yes 

 No 
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Which content area(s) do you specialize in?  (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY) 

 Early Childhood Education 

 Elementary/Primary Education 

 English Language Arts 

 Mathematics 

 Science 

 Social Studies 

 Arts Education 

 Career Technical Education 

 English as a Second Language 

 Exceptional Children 

 Guidance 

 Healthful Living 

 Information and Technology Skills 

 World Languages 

 Other (Please specify) ____________________ 

 Not Applicable 

Do you currently specialize or teach in a particular grade level (or levels)? 

 Yes 

 No 

Which grade level(s) this year, the 2011-12 school year (check all that apply): 

How many years have you been an educator? 

 0 to 3 years 

 4 to 5 years 

 6 to 10 years 

 More than 10 years 

What is your racial/ethnic background? 

 American Indian/Alaska Native 

 Asian 

 Black/African American 

 Hispanic/Latino 

 Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 

 White/Caucasian 

 Multiracial 

 Other 
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What is your gender? 

 Female 

 Male 

 Other 

What is your highest level of education completed relevant to education? 

 Bachelor’s Degree 

 Bachelor’s Degree plus credits 

 Certificate of Advanced Study 

 Master’s Degree 

 Master’s Degree plus credits 

 Doctorate 

Why were you selected to attend the Summer Institute?  (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY) 

 I am a classroom teacher who trains and supports other teachers often. 

 I am responsible for professional development and coaching within my district/school. 

 I am a coach or mentor within my district/school. 

 I am a person of authority in my district who can make final decisions. 

 I supervise and/or coordinate the district-school level implementation process. 

 I am equipped with special skills that would enhance or elevate the skill level of the others on 

my team. 

 I am skilled at “big picture” thinking and understand the vision and direction my 

district/school is going in. 

 Other reason (Please specify) ____________________ 

 I do not know why I was selected to attend. 

Quality of the Summer Institute 

Which of the following Summer Institute sessions did you attend?  (SELECT ALL THAT 

APPLY) 

 Content Strand 

 Leaders with Leaders 

 Resource Expo 

 Facilitated Team Time 

 Listening Lunch 

 Understanding Assessments & Accountability 
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Which content strand did you attend? 

 K-5 English Language Arts 

 6-12 English Language Arts 

 K-5 Mathematics 

 6-12 Mathematics 

 K-5 Science 

 6-12 Science 

 K-5 Social Studies 

 6-12 Social Studies 

 Arts Education 

 English Language Development (ELD), 

 Guidance 

 Healthful Living 

 Information and Technology (ITES) Standards 

 World Languages 

 Exceptional Children 

 Other (Please specify) 

 Not Applicable 

Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of each of the following. 

 Poor Fair Good Excellent 

The content covered in the Content Strand session         

The facilitation of the Content Strand session         

The content covered in the Leaders with Leaders session         

The facilitation of the Leaders with Leaders session         

The content covered in the Resource Expo         

The facilitation of the Resource Expo         

The content covered in the Facilitated Team Time         

The facilitation of the Facilitated Team Time         

The content covered in the Listening Lunch         

The facilitation of the Listening Lunch         

The content covered in the Understanding Assessments & 

Accountability session 
        

The facilitation of the Understanding Assessments & 

Accountability session 
        

 

Using the scale below, please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the 

statements listed by selecting the appropriate response.  The Summer Institute... 
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 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

had clear objectives.           

was relevant to my professional 

development needs. 
          

built upon previous professional 

development efforts from DPI. 
          

was well structured.           

was engaging.           

was of high quality overall.           

met my expectations.           

 

The facilitators... 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Modeled instructional strategies that teachers 

should use in their classrooms. 
          

Modeled effective collaboration.           

Adapted sessions as needed based on 

participants’ prior knowledge and experience. 
          

Used a well-balanced combination of 

instructional strategies (e.g., hands-on 

activities, discussion, dialogue, writing, 

demonstrations, practice with feedback, 

group problem solving). 

          

Were effective overall.           

 

The Summer Institute included adequate opportunities for participants to... 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Share their knowledge and/or 

experiences. 
          

Consider applications to their own 

professional practice. 
          

Discuss what they learned.           

Practice new knowledge and/or skills 

gained. 
          

Work with their district-level 

leadership team. 
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The Summer Institute... 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Provided me with useful resources.           

Promoted deep understanding of a topic.           

Increased my confidence as a school 

leader. 
          

Left me feeling empowered to drive 

positive changes in my school. 
          

 

 

Online Resources 

Were online resources used to help facilitate the Summer Institute sessions? (Examples of 

“online resources” include websites, wikis, online discussion forums, etc.) 

 Yes, by both facilitators and participants 

 Yes, by facilitators only 

 Yes, by participants only 

 No 

 

Please select the online resources used: (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY) 

 Website 

 Document from a website 

 Video from a website 

 Blog 

 Course Management System (i.e. Moodle) 

 Search Engine 

 Real-time discussion tool (TodaysMeet, Twitter, chat, IM, etc.) 

 Online discussion forum 

 Wiki 

 Email 

 Other online resource (Please specify) ____________________ 

 

How did the participants use the online resources?  (SELECT ALL PURPOSES THAT APPLY) 

 Access information 

 Share resources, experiences, or information 

 Share constructive feedback 

 Seek assistance or guidance 

 Provide assistance or guidance 

 Demonstrate real-world applications of session content 

 Collaborate with peers on a shared task or goal 

 Connect with educators from other schools or districts 

 Organize or manage information 

 Conduct research 

 Extend the learning experience beyond the structured sessions 

How did the facilitator(s) use the online resources?  (SELECT ALL PURPOSES THAT APPLY) 
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 Access information 

 Share resources, experiences, or information 

 Share constructive feedback 

 Seek assistance or guidance 

 Provide assistance or guidance 

 Demonstrate real-world applications of session content 

 Collaborate with peers on a shared task or goal 

 Connect with educators from other schools or districts 

 Organize or manage information 

 Conduct research 

 Extend the learning experience beyond the structured sessions 

 

Using the scale below, please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the 

statements listed by selecting the appropriate response.  Online resources... 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Were easy to access.           

Were easy to use.           

Worked as intended.           

Were seamlessly integrated into 

session activities. 
          

Helped to deepen knowledge of 

session content. 
          

Enhanced the professional learning 

experience. 
          

 

Online Resources (continued)  Using the scale below, please indicate your level of agreement or 

disagreement with each of the statements listed by selecting the appropriate response. 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Facilitator(s) effectively used online 

resources to model integration of 

technology into practice. 

          

Facilitator(s) provided adequate support to 

enable participants’ successful use of 

online resources. 

          

Technical issues were resolved in a timely 

manner. 
          

 

 

In the following questions, when we say “Common Core and Essential Standards,” we are 

referring to the new North Carolina Standard Course of Study (Common Core Math and ELA 

State Standards, and NC Essential Standards). 
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Using the scale below, please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the 

statements listed by selecting the appropriate response.  Through my participation in the Summer 

Institute, I developed a better understanding of... 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

What students are expected to know, 

understand, and do in regards to the 

Common Core and Essential Standards. 

          

The resources and tools available to support 

implementation of curriculum. 
          

How to assess student mastery of the 

Common Core and Essential Standards. 
          

How to use assessment data to meet the 

individual academic needs of students. 
          

How to support students who have 

demonstrated mastery of the Common Core 

and Essential Standards. 

          

How to support students who have not 

demonstrated mastery of the Common Core 

and Essential Standards. 

          

 

 

Through my participation in the Summer Institute, I developed a better understanding of the 

transition to the new model for... 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

Student 

assessment. 
          

Teacher 

evaluation. 
          

Principal 

evaluation. 
          

School 

accountability. 
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Using the scale below, please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the 

statements listed by selecting the appropriate response.    

Through my participation in the Leaders with Leaders session, I developed a better 

understanding of... 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

The role of instructional leadership for 

rolling-out the Common Core and 

Essential Standards. 

          

Next steps for building-level 

implementation of the Common Core and 

Essential Standards. 

          

The elements of a 21st Century classroom.           
 

Application of Knowledge and Skills Learned    

This section of questions is designed to gauge the extent to which the knowledge and skills you 

learned in the Summer Institute may help you provide professional development at the local level 

related to RttT priorities (i.e., transition to new standards, new formative/summative assessments, 

data literacy for instructional improvement, technology, and revised teacher and principal 

evaluation process).  
 

Using the scale below, please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the 

statements listed by selecting the appropriate response.   

The knowledge and skills I learned in the Summer Institute will help our district/charter to... 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Further develop our district-level strategic 

plan for professional development. 
          

Coordinate high quality professional 

development. 
          

Select high quality professional development.           

Design high quality professional 

development. 
          

Implement high quality professional 

development. 
          

Support Communities of Practice (e.g., PLCs) 

around high quality professional 

development. 
          

Distribute responsibilities for leadership for 

professional development among multiple 

school and district administrators. 

          

Use data to make decisions about professional 

development. 
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The knowledge and skills I learned in the Summer Institute will help me develop teachers’ skills 

in... 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Demonstrating leadership (in the 

classroom, school, and beyond). 
          

Establishing a respectful environment for 

a diverse population of students. 
          

Knowing the content they teach.           

Facilitating learning for their students.           

Reflecting on their practice.           

 

Application of Knowledge and Skills Learned (continued)  Using the scale below, please indicate 

your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements listed by selecting the 

appropriate response.   

The knowledge and skills I learned in the Summer Institute will help me... 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Ensure that the vision, mission, and goals 

of my school are aligned with 21st century 

learning. 

          

Foster a collaborative school environment 

focused on student outcomes. 
          

Ensure that the school culture supports the 

goals of my school. 
          

Improve processes and systems that ensure 

high performing staff. 
          

Improve managerial tasks that allow staff 

to focus on teaching and learning. 
          

Design structures or processes that result 

in community engagement, support, and 

ownership. 

          

Facilitate distributed governance and 

shared decision-making at my school. 
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Using the scale below, please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the 

statements listed by selecting the appropriate response.    

The knowledge and skills I learned in the Leaders with Leaders session will help our 

district/charter to... 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Help teachers develop rigorous and 

engaging assessments for the Common 

Core and Essential Standards. 

          

Help teachers develop learning experiences 

to support the Common Core and Essential 

Standards. 

          

Refine our transition plan to the Common 

Core and Essential Standards. 
          

Implement our transition plan to the 

Common Core and Essential Standards. 
          

Complete our Race to the Top Detailed 

Scope of Work Documents. 
          

 

 

Other Feedback 

What was the most beneficial/valuable part of the Summer Institute? 

How will you use what you learned? 

How could the Summer Institute have been improved? 

What topics would you recommend for future professional development events? 
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Appendix E. Summer Institute Informal Participant Interview Protocol 

Script: Hi, my name is XXX, and I’m a member of the Race to the Top Evaluation Team. Do you 

mind if I speak with you for 5-10min. about the Summer Institute? Our discussion will not be 

recorded and will be completely anonymous. 
 
Day 1 – Conduct five sessions (record how many in each session) 
 

1. Why were you selected to participate in this Summer Leadership Institute? 

2. Do you believe your LEA brought the “right” people for this event?  Are there people 

you believe should be here, but aren’t? 

3. In your opinion, what is the purpose of this Summer Leadership Institute? 

4. How does this professional development align with your LEA’s needs? 

5. Are there any important points about your professional development experience at the 

SLI that you’d like to share? 

 
Day 2 – Conduct five sessions (record how many in each session) 
 

1. What was the most useful information you gained from the sessions? 

2. What professional development strategies are you taking back to your district or school? 

How do you plan on using the information you gained here? 

3. How does this professional development align with your LEA’s needs? 

4. Was there anything that you wished had been covered more thoroughly or done 

differently? 

5. Are there any important points about your professional development experience at the 

SLI that you’d like to share? 

 
Thank you for your time and have a nice day. 
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Appendix F. NCPDI Focus Group and Interview Protocol 

The questions on this protocol were updated in order to obtain a more holistic understanding of 

NCDPI’s efforts in providing professional development.  The original questions set too much 

focus on one aspect of NCDPI’s efforts – the Summer Institutes. 

The first set of questions addresses your background and role at DPI.    

 What is your role at DPI? How long have you have you worked here?   

 What are your experiences with professional development, prior to working with DPI?   

 

The next set of questions relate to your experiences with the Annual Professional Development 

Cycle.   

 What was the process for planning this year’s Annual Professional Development Cycle?  

 What worked well (or not so well) in planning and implementing this cycle?  

 How did you prepare for your role as a facilitator for the Annual Professional 

Development Cycle, specifically for the Summer Institutes? 

 Do you feel facilitators were adequately prepared to present the information? 

 What was the most rewarding/challenging aspect of your role? 

 What were the major goals of the Summer Institutes? 

 How successful do you think the Summer Institutes were in achieving those goals? 

 Do you feel the “right” LEA staff attended the Institutes for successfully rolling out the 

new standards to schools? 

 To what extent was the audience receptive to the material? 

 What recommendations would you make to those districts and school leaders to help 

them successfully take the information back to their local teachers and leaders? 

 What recommendations do you have for the RttT professional development for this 

upcoming school year? 
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Appendix G. Sample RESA Session Agendas 

 

 

Purpose:  To acquaint school-based administrators with more specifics on the Common Core State Standards and North 
Carolina Essential Standards.  

At the end of this meeting, participants will … 

 Have a working understanding of the Common Core and Essential Standards. 

 Gain instructional leadership knowledge and skills that assist in supporting teachers 

 Collaborate with colleagues across the region to discuss topics of interest 
 

Outcome Time Who How Notes 

Welcome, review agenda, introductions 9:00 Jessica Discuss  

Stoplight Sort 9:15 
Rachel/ 

Participants 
Assess Your Readiness  

Digging Deeper into the NCSCOS 9:30 
Jessica/ 

Participants 
Discuss  

Common Core State Standards for 
Mathematics 

9:40 
Rachel/ 

Participants 
Discuss 
Video 

http://maccss.ncdpi.wikispaces.net  

Common Core State Standards for English 

Language Arts 
10:00 

Jessica/ 

Participants 
Discuss http://elaccss.ncdpi.wikispaces.net  

BREAK 10:20 All Participants Enjoy!  

NC Essential Standards and Revised Bloom’s 

Taxonomy 
10:35 

Jessica/ 

Participants 
  

North Carolina Essential Standards for 
Science 

10:45 
Rachel/ 

Participants 
Discuss 

Mentoring Minds – RBT Wheel 
http://scnces.ncdpi.wikispaces.net  

North Carolina Essential Standards for 
Social Studies 

11:00 
Jessica/ 

Participants 
Discuss http://ssnces.ncdpi.wikispaces.net  

Table Top Discussions 11:20 All Move and discuss  

Closure/Evaluation 11:55 
Facilitator/ 
Participants 

 
ACRE-feedback@dpi.nc.gov 

http://www.smarterbalanced.org  

  

Principal Training on Common Core and Essential Standards – Phase II 
Fall 2011 - 9:00 AM – 12:00 PM 

http://region6pd.ncdpi.wikispaces.net 

http://maccss.ncdpi.wikispaces.net/
http://elaccss.ncdpi.wikispaces.net/
http://scnces.ncdpi.wikispaces.net/
http://ssnces.ncdpi.wikispaces.net/
mailto:ACRE-feedback@dpi.nc.gov
http://www.smarterbalanced.org/
http://region6pd.ncdpi.wikispaces.net/
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Purpose:  To establish a clear understanding of available resources for student engagement and developing 21st century skills. 
At the end of this session, participants will … 

1. Understand basic functions of the iPad 
2. Learn classroom strategies for student engagement that involve technology usage 
3. Learn formative assessment strategies including those that involve technology usage 
4. Understand and demonstrate use of at least two technology applications integrated in a specific content area 

Content Time Who How Online Resources and Notes 
Welcome, Norms, Outcomes  8:30 am 

(10 min) 
Abbey Share http://region1rttt.ncdpi.wikispaces.net/ 

https://penzu.com/ 

 

What Do You Want to Know? 8:40 am 

(10 min) 

Abbey and 

Participants 

Share and 

Discuss 

http://answergarden.ch/view/30330 

Using the Spatula 
 The Basics 

 

8:50 am 
(20 min) 

Abbey Share Tasks covered will be gathered from the 
Answergarden results 

Making the Pancakes 

 Tools to Facilitate Engagement 

9:10 am 

(50 min) 

Abbey and 

Participants 

Share, Discuss, 

Practice 

 

Break 10:00 am 
(10 min) 

All Enjoy Please return at designated time 

How Good Are the Pancakes? 

 Formative Assessment  

 Technology Matching 

10:10 am 

(60 min) 

Abbey and 

Participants 

Share, Discuss, 

Practice 

 

Break 11:10 am 

(10 min) 

Abbey and 

Participants 

Enjoy Please return at designated time 

Review 11:20 am 

(40 min) 

Participants Create and 

Share 

 

  

Ready, Set, Go 
http://region1rttt.ncdpi.wikispaces.net/ - 21st Century Skills – Region 1 

Friday, May 24, 2012 - CS Brown High School – Hertford County 
8:30 AM – 12:00 Noon 

 

http://region1rttt.ncdpi.wikispaces.net/
https://penzu.com/
http://answergarden.ch/view/30330
http://region1rttt.ncdpi.wikispaces.net/
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Appendix H. RESA Professional Development Schedule 2011—2012 

 

 

Common Core and Essential Standards DPI and RESA Professional Development 
*Sessions are from 9am-4pm, unless otherwise noted 

Region 1 

Northeast 

Region 2 

Southeast 

Region 3 

Central Carolina 

Region 4 

Sand Hills 

Region 5 

Piedmont 

Region 6 

Southwest 

Region 7 

Northwest 

Region 8 

Western 

Sept. 20 

ELA 

Sept. 21 

Process 

Support 

Sept. 26 

ELA 

K-5/6-12 

Sept. 27 

Process 

Support 

Sept. 14 

ELA 

Sept. 15 

Process 

Support 

Oct. 28 

ELA 

Oct. 

13 

ELA 

Oct. 14 

Process 

Support 

Sept. 12 

ELA 

Sept. 12 

Math 

Sept. 13 

Process 

Support 

Sept. 19 

Math 

 

Nov. 15 

Math 

Nov. 16 

Process 

Support 

Oct. 17 

Math 

K-5/6-12 

Oct. 18 

Process 

Support 

Oct. 4 

Math 

Oct. 5 

Process 

Support 

Nov. 9 

Math 

Dec. 1 

Math 

Dec. 2 

Process 

Support 
(ADDED) 

 

Nov.14 

Math 

Nov. 14 

ELA 

Nov.15 

Process 

Support 

Nov. 7 

ELA 

 

Jan. 24 

Sci/SS 
 

Jan. 25 

Process 

Support 

(canceled) 

Jan.12 

Sci/SS 

Jan. 13 

Process 

Support 

(canceled) 

Nov. 2 

Sci/SS 
(9am-3pm) 

Nov. 3 

Process 

Support 

(canceled) 

Jan. 31 

Sci/SS 

Jan. 26 

Sci/SS 

Jan.9 

Sci/SS 

Jan. 19 

Sci/SS 

Jan. 20 

Process 

Support 

Feb. 16 

Sci/SS 

 

Mar. 20 

K-12 

Programs 
(Arts, ELD, 

WL and HL) 

Mar. 21 

Process 

Support 

(canceled) 

Mar. 19 

K-12 

Programs 
(Arts, ELD, 

WL and HL) 

(location 

change) 
 

Mar. 20 

Process 

Support 

(canceled) 

Mar. 14 

K-12 

Programs 
(Arts, ELD, 

WL and 

HL) 
 

Mar. 15 

Process 

Support 

Feb. 16 

K-12 

Programs 
(Arts, ELD, 

WL and HL) 

 

Mar. 8 

K-12 Programs 
(Arts, ELD, WL and 

HL) 

Mar. 12 

K-12 

Programs 
(Arts, ELD, 

WL and HL) 
 

Mar. 8 

Process 

Support 

Mar. 9 

K-12 

Programs 
(Arts, ELD, 

WL and 

HL) 
 

Mar. 26 

K-12 

Programs 
(Arts, ELD, 

WL and 

HL) 
 

May 8 

ELA and 

Math 

May 9 

Process 

Support 

May 7 

ELA and 

Math 
 

May. 8 

Process 

Support 

 

May 2 

ELA and 

Math 

May. 3 

Process 

Support 

(canceled) 

April 19 

ELA and 

Math 

Mar. 22 

ELA and Math 

May.  7 

ELA and 

Math 

May 3 

ELA 

and 

Math 

May. 4 

Process 

Support 

April 24 

ELA and 

Math 
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Phase I:  Regional Principal and Assistant Principal Trainings:  Common Core and Essential Standards Updates 

*Sessions are from 9am-4pm, unless otherwise noted 
Aug. 2 Aug. 3 Sept. 13 Sept. 28 and 30 Aug. 4 Aug. 5 Aug. 1 Aug. 3-4 

Phase 2: Principal Training for Common Core and Essential Standards 

*Sessions are from 9am-4pm, unless otherwise noted 
9:00a-12:00p-Principals 

1:00-4:00 APs 

October 18 

(Pitt County and surrounding LEAs) 

St. James Methodist Church, Greenville 

October 20 

ECSU (Kermit White Building) 

Oct. 27 Oct. 12 

10am-12pm and 1-3pm 

Oct. 13 

Durham Public Schools only 

Nov. 3, 8-11:00a 

Nov. 17, 1-4:00p 

Oct. 20 

8:30-11:30a 

12:30-3:30p 

Oct. 18, 9:00-12:00 

(Union County PDC) 

Nov. 28, 9:00-12:00 

(CMS PDC) 

 

Oct. 25 Oct. 19 

9am-12pm 

1-4pm 

Phase III: Principal Training on ITES Standards 

*Sessions are half-day (9am-12pm and 1pm-4pm), unless otherwise noted 

Jan. 31 

Vernon James Research Center 

Dec. 1 

James Sprunt 

Community College 

Jan. 12 

Adams Technology Center 

 

Jan. 10, 9am-12pm 

ERC, CCS 

Jan. 30, 1-4pm 

Robeson Co. Dept of SS 

 
Feb. 21, 9:00 am – noon 

McSwain Ctr, Sanford 

Feb. 29, 1:00 – 4:00 pm 

Cole Aud, Richmond CC, 

Hamlet 

Nov. 21 

WSFCS 

8:30-11:30 

12:30-3:30 

Dec. 12 

Hilton Charlotte Univ Place 

LOCATION CHANGE: 

UNCC 

 

December 8 

Foothills Higher Education 

Center 

Dec. 2 

WRESA 

 

IHE Common Core and Essential Standards Trainings 

*Sessions are from 9am-4pm, unless otherwise noted 
October   7 Meredith College 

October 10 UNC-Wilmington 

October 13 Appalachian State 

 

Region 1 

Northeast 

Region 2 

Southeast 

Region 3 

Central Carolina 

Region 4 

Sand Hills 

Region 5 

Piedmont 

Region 6 

Southwest 

Region 7 

Northwest 

Region 8 

Western 

District-Level and Charter Team Fidelity Support Sessions 

*Sessions are from 9am-4pm, unless otherwise noted 
Oct. 12 Oct. 14 Oct. 19 Oct. 20 Nov. 17 Oct. 24 Nov. 3 Oct.10 

April 25 April 30 April 18 Mar. 22 May 17 April 19 April 23 Mar. 14 April 27 

NC Professional Teaching Standards for Principals and Assistant Principals 

Dec. 13 Dec. 9 Dec. 1 (new date-rescheduled) Dec. 8 Sept. 29 Dec. 15 Sept. 7 Oct. 28 (canceled) 

DSW/Technical Assistance Meetings 

June 13 June 22 June 13 June 28 June 27 June 25 May 2 June 26 

Teacher Effectiveness Vetting / New Accountability Model Meetings 
Nov. 2 Nov. 17 Oct. 25 Sept. 20 Sept. 15 Nov. 7 Sept. 28 Oct. 24 

Feb. 22 Mar. 6 Feb. 13 Jan. 9 Feb. 27 Jan. 23 Feb. 7 Feb. 9 Feb. 17 Feb. 6 Nov. 16 Feb. 29 Feb. 28 

May 1 May 11 May 8 May 16 April 19 May 17 May 14 Mar. 21 May 15 May 18 
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REGIONS COMMON CORE OTHER PD TOPICS 

 ELA 

MATH 

SCI/SS  

K-12 Programs and HL 

ELA and MATH Fidelity Support  NC Professional Teaching 

Standards 

Phase 2 Principal/AP Trainings DSW Teacher Effectiveness 

New Accountability 

Region 1 

NERESA 

Kermit E. White Center, 

ECSU 

Elizabeth City, NC 

(LOCATION CHANGE) 

Vernon James Research Ctr 

Plymouth, NC 

Vernon James Research Ctr 

Plymouth, NC 

Vernon James Research Ctr 

Plymouth, NC 

Vernon James Research Ctr 

Plymouth, NC 

9:00am-12:00pm –Principals  

1:00-4:00 APs 

October 18, 2011  

 (Pitt County and surrounding LEAs) 

Vernon James Research Ctr  

October 20  

Elizabeth City State University 

Vernon James Research Ctr 

Plymouth, NC 

Vernon James Research 

Ctr 

Plymouth, NC 

Region 2 

SERESA 

Grades K-5:  Spencer Bldg.   
1802 S. 15th St. 
Wilmington, NC 

Grades 6-12:  Mosley 
Library 

1805 S. 13th St. 
Wilmington, NC 

Sci:  K-5, 6-12:   

Celtic Court  

in the Mad Boar Restaurant  

SS: K-5, 6-12:   

River Landing Clubhouse 

116 Paddle Wheel Dr. Wallace  

WL and ESL:  Mad Boar 

HL and Arts:  River Landing  

Celtic Court  

in the Mad Boar Restaurant 

Wallace, NC 

Celtic Court  

in the Mad Boar Restaurant 

Wallace, NC  

River Landing Clubhouse 

116 Paddle Wheel Dr. 

Wallace, NC 

October 27, 2011 

Topsail High School 

17445 US Hwy 17 

Hampstead, NC 28443  

910-270-2755 

Celtic Court  

in the Mad Boar Restaurant 

Wallace, NC 

Celtic Court  

in the Mad Boar 

Restaurant 

Wallace, NC 

Region 3 

CCRESA 

NCSBA Building,  

Assembly Room  

7208 Falls of Neuse Road, 

Raleigh 

*UNLESS OTHERWISE 

NOTED  

(LOCATION 

CHANGE)Sci/SS: 

Northern Granville Middle  

3144 Webb School Rd. 

Oxford, N.C. 27565 

K-12 Programs: 

Friday Center, UNC -CH 

NCSBA Building 

Assembly Room 

 7208 Falls of Neuse Road, 

Raleigh 

*UNLESS OTHERWISE 

NOTED 

NCSBA Building 

Assembly Room  

7208 Falls of Neuse Road, 

Raleigh 

*UNLESS OTHERWISE 

NOTED 

NCSBA Building 

Assembly Room  

7208 Falls of Neuse Road, 

Raleigh 

*UNLESS OTHERWISE 

NOTED 

October 12 

10am-12pm and 1-3pm 

NCSBA Building, Assembly Room 

7208 Falls of Neuse Road, Raleigh 

October 13 

Durham Public Schools ONLY 

NCSBA Building 

Assembly Room  

7208 Falls of Neuse Road, 

Raleigh 

*UNLESS OTHERWISE 

NOTED 

NCSBA Building 

Assembly Room  

7208 Falls of Neuse Road, 

Raleigh 

*UNLESS OTHERWISE 

NOTED 

Region 4 

Sandhills 

Mid Pines Inn 

1010 Midland Road 

Southern Pines, NC 

Mid Pines Inn 

1010 Midland Road 

Southern Pines, NC 

Mid Pines Inn 

1010 Midland Road 

Southern Pines, NC 

Robeson County Dept. 

of Social Services  

Conference Room 

120 Glen Cowan Rd 

Lumberton, NC 28360 

Mid Pines Inn 

1010 Midland Road 

Southern Pines, NC 

November 3, 9:00am - 12:00pm 

UNC Pembroke 

ComTech 

115 Livermore Drive, Pembroke 

November 17, 1:00-4:00pm 

Robeson County Dept. 

of Social Services Conference Room 

120 Glen Cowan Rd 

Lumberton, NC 28360 

UNC Pembroke 

ComTech 

115 Livermore Drive, 

Pembroke 

 

Fayetteville State 

University  

Shaw Auditorium in the 

School of Business & 

Economics 

1200 Murchison Road 

Fayetteville, NC 28301 

Region 5 

PTEC 

Room 1 

Special Events Center  

Greensboro Coliseum 

Complex 

1921 W. Lee St.  

Greensboro, NC 27403 

(888) 397-3100 

Room 1-Special Events 

Center  

Greensboro Coliseum 

Complex 

1921 W. Lee St.  

Greensboro, NC 27403 

(888) 397-3100 

K-12 Programs/HL: 

Village Inn, Clemmons, NC 

Dec. 1:   

Room 1, Special Events Ctr  

Greensboro Coliseum 

1921 W. Lee St.  

Greensboro, NC 27403 

(ADDED)Dec. 2:  Village 

Inn,  

Clemmons, NC 

Room 1 

Special Events Center  

Greensboro Coliseum 

Complex 

1921 W. Lee St.  

Greensboro, NC 27403 

(888) 397-3100 

Room 1 

Special Events Center  

Greensboro Coliseum 

Complex 

1921 W. Lee St.  

Greensboro, NC 27403 

(888) 397-3100 

October 20, 2011 

8:30-11:30a and 12:30-3:30p 

Conference Room 

Winston Salem Public Schools 

4801 Bethania Station Road  

Winston Salem, NC 27105 

919-395-9920 

Room 1 

Special Events Center  

Greensboro Coliseum 

Complex 

1921 W. Lee St.  

Greensboro, NC 27403 

(888) 397-3100 

Room 1 

Special Events Center  

Greensboro Coliseum 

Complex 

1921 W. Lee St.  

Greensboro, NC 27403 

(888) 397-3100 

Region 6 

SWRESA 

UNC-Charlotte Campus 

Cone 210 

9201 University City Blvd. 

Charlotte, NC 28223-0001 

UNC-Charlotte Campus 

(Rooms TBD) 

9201 University City Blvd. 

Charlotte, NC 28223-0001 

UNC-Charlotte Campus 

(Rooms TBD)   

9201 University City Blvd. 

Charlotte, NC 28223-0001 

UNC-Charlotte Campus 

Barnhardt Student Activities 

Center, 334AB 

9201 University City Blvd. 

Charlotte, NC 28223-0001 

 

UNC-Charlotte Campus 

(Rooms TBD) 

9201 University City Blvd. 

Charlotte, NC 28223-0001 

October 18, 9:00am-12:00pm 

Union County Prof Dev Ctr 

721 Brewer Drive 

Monroe, NC 28112 

November 28, 9:00am-12:00pm 

Charlotte Mecklenburg Prof Dev Ctr 

428 West Blvd. 

Charlotte, NC  28203 

UNC-Charlotte Campus 

(Rooms TBD) 

9201 University City Blvd. 

Charlotte, NC 28223-0001 

UNC-Charlotte Campus 

Barnhardt Student 

Activities Center, 334AB 

9201 University City Blvd. 

Charlotte, NC 28223-0001 

Region 7 

NWRESA 

Holiday Inn Express 

North Wilkesboro 

1700 Winkler Ave. 

North Wilkesboro, NC 

28697 

877-859-5095 

 

 

 

Holiday Inn Express 

North Wilkesboro 

1700 Winkler Ave. 

North Wilkesboro, NC 28697 

877-859-5095 

Holiday Inn Express 

North Wilkesboro 

1700 Winkler Ave. 

North Wilkesboro, NC 

28697 

877-859-5095 

Holiday Inn Express 

North Wilkesboro 

1700 Winkler Ave. 

North Wilkesboro, NC 28697 

877-859-5095 

Holiday Inn Express 

North Wilkesboro 

1700 Winkler Ave. 

North Wilkesboro, NC 

28697 

877-859-5095 

October 25 

Holiday Inn Express 

North Wilkesboro  

1700 Winkler Ave.North Wilkesboro 

877-859-5095 

Holiday Inn Express 

North Wilkesboro 

1700 Winkler Ave. 

North Wilkesboro, 

NC28697 

877-859-5095 

Holiday Inn Express  

North Wilkesboro 

1700 Winkler Ave. 

North Wilkesboro, NC  

877-859-5095 
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REGIONS COMMON CORE OTHER PD TOPICS 

 ELA 

MATH 

SCI/SS  

K-12 Programs and HL 

ELA and MATH Fidelity Support  NC Professional Teaching 

Standards 

Phase 2 Principal/AP Trainings DSW Teacher Effectiveness 

New Accountability 

Region 8 

WRESA 

WRESA 

A-B Technical College - 

Enka Campus 

1459 Sand Hill Rd.  

Candler, NC 28715 

(828) 418-0011 

WRESA 

A-B Technical College - 

Enka Campus 

1459 Sand Hill Rd.  

Candler, NC 28715 

(828) 418-0011 

WRESA 

A-B Technical College - 

Enka Campus 

1459 Sand Hill Rd.  

Candler, NC 28715 

(828) 418-0011 

WRESA 

A-B Technical College - 

Enka Campus 

1459 Sand Hill Rd.  

Candler, NC 28715 

(828) 418-0011 

WRESA 

A-B Technical College - 

Enka Campus 

1459 Sand Hill Rd.  

Candler, NC 28715 

(828) 418-0011 

October 19 

9 am – Noon and 1pm - 4pm 

WRESA 

A-B Technical College – Enka 

Campus 

1459 Sand Hill Rd. 

Candler, NC 28715 

WRESA 

A-B Technical College - 

Enka Campus 

1459 Sand Hill Rd.  

Candler, NC 28715 

(828) 418-0011 

WRESA 

A-B Technical College -

Enka Campus 

1459 Sand Hill Rd.  

Candler, NC 28715 

(828) 418-0011 

 

 



RttT PD Evaluation: Year 2, Part I—Statewide Face-to-Face PD  

March 2013    

Consortium for Educational Research and Evaluation–North Carolina  112 

Appendix I. NCDPI Race to the Top Weekly Update 

 
Wednesday, April 18, 2012  
  
If you know someone who would like to be on this listserv, please send their email address to 
Michael.Yarbrough@dpi.nc.gov. 
  
***PLEASE NOTE: Each entry in this Weekly Update features the email address of at least one 
contact person, department or website.  For questions, concerns or technical assistance, please 
email the appropriate contact(s) directly. Thanks! 
  
***LINKS: Depending on your device, PC users might need to press the CTRL button when 
clicking on a hyperlink in this document. 

  
 Archived Race to the Top Weekly Updates are available here: 
http://www.ncpublicschools.org/rttt/updates/ 

  
NEW THIS WEEK 

  
         Next Webinar in NC FALCON Formative Assessment Series April 27  

         Free Online Training on EVAAS Available 

         Unpacking Standards for Social Studies 

         Honors Level Course Rubric Revision 

         Links to Helpful Wiki Resources 

         Student Writing Samples for Common Core State Standards 

  
IN CASE YOU MISSED IT 

  
         NCDigIns Available for Formative Math Assessment 

         K-12 ELA Common Core State Standards Map 

         Professional Development Dates for April 

  
NEW THIS WEEK 

  
Next Webinar in NC FALCON Formative Assessment Series April 27  
Looking for ways to collect evidence of student learning before the end of the class 
period?  You can narrow the search for successful strategies by attending the NC FALCON 
webinar on April 27!  Amanda Horne, a teacher from Cumberland County, will share successful 
strategies to collect evidence of student learning.  She also will share detailed guidelines for 
adjusting instruction based on the evidence.  After the webinar, shared resources will be posted 
in NC FALCON for you to download.  Join us to hear and see what has made Amanda’s 

mailto:Michael.Yarbrough@dpi.nc.gov
http://www.ncpublicschools.org/rttt/updates/
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implementation of Formative Assessment a success.  Space is limited, so please reserve your 
Webinar seat now at https://www1.gotomeeting.com/register/489951120. 
Title: NC FALCON Webinar - Collecting Evidence of Student Learning 

Date: Friday, April 27, 2012 
Time: 3:30 PM - 4:30 PM EST 
After registering you will receive a confirmation email containing information about joining the 
webinar. 
System Requirements 

PC-based attendees 
Required: Windows® 7, Vista, XP or 2003 Server 
Macintosh®-based attendees 
Required: Mac OS® X 10.5 or newer 
MORE INFO: Shanon Daniels, Shanon.Daniels@dpi.nc.gov 

 
Free Online Training on EVAAS Available 

In February 2012, the State Board of Education approved the use of the Educator Value-Added 
Assessment System (EVAAS) as the statewide growth model for ratings on the sixth and eighth 
standards of the teacher and principal evaluation instruments.  Additionally, in 2012-13, EVAAS 
will become the growth model used for school accountability.  While additional professional 
development on EVAAS will be rolling out, districts and schools already can take advantage of a 
wealth of training opportunities.  

 Visit https://ncdpi.sas.com/evaas/signin.jsf for a list of drop-in webinars on reports and 
features in the EVAAS tool.  Educators do not need to register for these sessions. Topics 
covered include: Teacher Awareness of Educational Progress Rates (Student Pattern 
Reports);  Empowering Effective Teaching (Teacher Value Added and Diagnostic Reports) 
aka Capitalize on Highly Effective Teaching; EVAAS Value-Added Reports; District Summary 
Reports; Diagnostic and Performance Diagnostic Reports; Student Reports and Projections; 
Academic At-Risk Reports; Custom Student Reports; EVAAS Q&A: Get Your EVAAS Questions 
Answered!; EVAAS Diagnostic and Academic Preparedness Reports: Tools for School 
Improvement; and EVAAS School Search Reports. 

 Districts and schools can also contact the EVAAS training team for private coaching 
sessions.  In these sessions, EVAAS trainers will walk through the district’s or school’s own 
data, offer help with report interpretation, and answer any questions.  

 If you have questions about the use of EVAAS for educator effectiveness, please contact 
Jennifer Preston at (919) 807-4187 or jennifer.preston@dpi.nc.gov.  If you have questions 
about the use of EVAAS for school accountability, please contact Faye Atkinson at (919) 807-
3803 or faye.atkinson@dpi.nc.gov. 

MORE INFO: Jennifer Preston, Jennifer.preston@dpi.nc.gov 

  
Unpacking Standards for Social Studies 

Unpacking Standards for Social Studies electives have been added to the Essential Standards 
Support Tools page at http://www.ncpublicschools.org/acre/standards/support-tools/#unsocial. 
The new material includes eight documents that begin with 20th Century Civil Liberties Civil 
Rights and finish with World Humanities. Unpacking standards are documents for educators 

https://www1.gotomeeting.com/register/489951120
mailto:Shanon.Daniels@dpi.nc.gov
https://ncdpi.sas.com/evaas/signin.jsf
tel:%28919%29%20807-4187
mailto:jennifer.preston@dpi.nc.gov
tel:%28919%29%20807-3803
tel:%28919%29%20807-3803
mailto:faye.atkinson@dpi.nc.gov
mailto:Jennifer.preston@dpi.nc.gov
http://www.ncpublicschools.org/acre/standards/support-tools/#unsocial
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that define the skills students must master to accomplish specific goals. The documents list the 
essential standards for each grade level and subject, and provide detailed examples on how to 
teach a standard.  Social Studies educators are encouraged to review the draft Unpacking 
Standards document for the Social Studies Elective courses.  These documents are located at  
http://www.ncpublicschools.org/acre/standards/support-tools/#unsocial   Please submit 
feedback to feedback@dpi.nc.gov  
MORE INFO: Fay Gore, fay.gore@dpi.nc.gov 

 
Honors Level Course Rubric Revision 

The NC Department of Public Instruction is in the process of revising the Honors Level Course 
Rubric that will serve as the foundation for the revision of the Honors Level Course 
Implementation Guide.  This revision is to assure that the development and implementation of 
honors level courses is aligned with the new NC Standard Course of Study that includes the 
Common Core State Standards for Math and English Language Arts & Literacy and the NC 
Essential Standards for other subject areas. We believe that educators will offer ways that this 
document may be improved and made even more useful.  
We, therefore, request that you review this document and offer feedback to us.  Please send 
your feedback to feedback@dpi.nc.gov  by Friday, April 27. All input will be used to refine this 
tool.  
MORE INFO: Linda Brannon, linda.brannon@dpi.nc.gov 

 
Links to Helpful Wiki Resources 

Middle School Math Compacting 

These models are recommendations and possible starting points for LEAs to use when creating 
their compacting documents for middle school students.  The draft documents can be found at 
www.ncdpi.wikispaces.net  
MORE INFO:  Robin Barbour, robin.barbour@dpi.nc.gov  
 Recommendations for Math II and Math III Standards 

Recommendations for considering the local course code options for Math II and Math III can be 
found at www.ncdpi.wikispaces.net . 
MORE INFO: Johannah Maynor, johannah.maynor@dpi.nc.gov  
 
Student Writing Samples for Common Core State Standards  
The student writing samples in Appendix C of the Common Core State Standards have been 
annotated to illustrate the criteria required to meet the Common Core State Standards for 
particular types of writing – argument, informative/explanatory text, and narrative-in a given 
grade (Common Core Appendix C, pg. 2). 
To provide a better understanding of the writing expectations please visit Appendix C: 
 http://www.corestandards.org/assets/Appendix_C.pdf. 
MORE INFO: Julie Joslin, julie.joslin@dpi.nc.gov  
  
  

http://www.ncpublicschools.org/acre/standards/support-tools/#unsocial
mailto:feedback@dpi.nc.gov
mailto:fay.gore@dpi.nc.gov
mailto:feedback@dpi.nc.gov
mailto:linda.brannon@dpi.nc.gov
http://www.ncdpi.wikispaces.net/
mailto:robin.barbour@dpi.nc.gov
http://www.ncdpi.wikispaces.net/
mailto:johannah.maynor@dpi.nc.gov
http://www.corestandards.org/assets/Appendix_C.pdf
mailto:julie.joslin@dpi.nc.gov
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IN CASE YOU MISSED IT 

  
NCDigIns Available for Formative Math Assessment  
  
NCDigIns is a tool to help teachers with formative assessment in mathematics. Questions are 
provided in a format that is conducive to providing descriptive feedback from the teacher, a 
peer, or the student himself or herself.  
  
NCDigIns was developed nearly two years ago when North Carolina teachers analyzed about 
450 released test questions in grades 4, 7 and Algebra I to discover: 

 What are the common reasons for incorrect answers?  

 What problem-solving steps are important for this question?  

 What are key skills to understand and review?  

 What are sources for more practice? 

  
Key for every question in NCDigIns is the one-page Problem Solving Strategy sheet, based on 
Polya’s heuristic.  Since NCDigIns went live in October 2010, many NC teachers have reported 
that the material and approach are very beneficial.  Once teachers are familiar with NCDigIns, 
they can use the framework for new problems and develop, with their class, richer answers to 
the four questions above.  
  
Take a look! Visit http://center.ncsu.edu/nc, then click the login button at the upper right. Click 
on the NCDigIns link over in the group on the right. Choose grade 4, 7 or Algebra I. Then select 
an objective. Most objectives have five questions each.  
  
Plans are now being made to expand NCDigIns to align with the new Common Core Standards.   
MORE INFO: Michael Gallagher, michael.gallagher@dpi.nc.gov 

  
K-12 ELA Common Core State Standards Map 

The Common Core State Standards: English Language Arts map is now online.  This interactive 
resource provides the viewer with the progression of the K-12 ELA Common Core State 
Standards. It allows the user to choose the strand and range to narrow or widen the scope – to 
focus attention on the standards needing review. This is a helpful tool for educators interested 
in seeing at a glance grade-by-grade expectations for students. It can be found at 
http://rt3nc.org/objects/standards/cclitmap/ela.html 
MORE INFO: Julie Joslin, julie.joslin@dpi.nc.gov  
Professional Development Dates for April 
  
18 – Fidelity Support Session for PD Leadership Teams, CCRESA (NCSBA Building, Assembly 
Room) 
19 – Common Core ELA and Math PD, Sandhills RESA (Mid Pines Inn) 
19 – Fidelity Support Session for PD Leadership Teams, PTEC (Room 1, Special Events Center) 
23 – Fidelity Support Session for PD Leadership Teams, SWRESA (UNCC Campus, Barnhardt 
Center) 

http://center.ncsu.edu/nc
mailto:michael.gallagher@dpi.nc.gov
http://rt3nc.org/objects/standards/cclitmap/ela.html
mailto:julie.joslin@dpi.nc.gov
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24 – Common Core ELA and Math PD, WRESA 

25 – Fidelity Support Session for PD Leadership Teams, NERESA (Vernon James Research Center, 
Plymouth, NC) 
27 – Fidelity Support Session for PD Leadership Teams, WRESA 

30 – Fidelity Support Session for PD Leadership Teams, SERESA (Mad Boar Restaurant) 
MORE INFO: Yvette Stewart, yvette.stewart@dpi.nc.gov 

  
  
Michael Yarbrough 

Communications Specialist | Race to the Top 
  
 NC Department of Public Instruction 

 Communication and Information Services 

 6306 Mail Service Ctr | Raleigh, NC  27699-6306 

 P 919.807.3456  
 F 919.807.3481  
  

mailto:yvette.stewart@dpi.nc.gov
tel:919.807.3456
tel:919.807.3481
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Appendix J. NCDPI Summer Institute Agenda 2012 
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Appendix K. Observed Session Activities for the NCDPI 2012 Summer Institutes 

Table K-1. Major Activities Observed in the Summer Institutes 

 

Major Activities of Participants 

(can be more than one) 

Number of 

Occurrences 

Percentage of Total 

Observations
a 

Listened to a presentation by facilitator 154 58% 

Listened to a presentation by participant(s) 24 9% 

Engaged in whole group discussion initiated by facilitator 120 45% 

Engaged in whole group discussion initiated by participant(s) 50 19% 

Engaged in small group discussion 81 31% 

Engaged in small group activity, distinct from discussion 97 37% 

Engaged in individual activity 70 26% 

Watched a video 10 4% 

 aPercentage of 265 total Summer Institute observations 

 

 

Table K-2. Major Activities Observed in the Summer Institutes by Session Type 

 

Major Activities of Participants 

(can be more than one) 

Session Type 

(Percentage of Observations
a
) 

Content 

Strand 

n=164 

Facilit. 

Team 

Time 

n=71 

Leaders w/ 

Leaders 

n=10 

Assess. & 

Account. 

Session 

n=20 

Listened to a presentation by facilitator 65% 24% 100% 100% 

Listened to a presentation by participants 7% 18% 0% 0% 

Engaged in whole group discussion initiated by 

facilitator 
52% 39% 50% 10% 

Engaged in whole group discussion initiated by 

participants 
7% 54% 0% 0% 

Engaged in small group discussion 40% 17% 30% 0% 

Engaged in small group activity, distinct from discussion 52% 14% 10% 0% 

Engaged in individual activity 34% 15% 40% 0% 

Watched a video 6% 0% 0% 0% 

aPercentage of 265 total Summer Institute observations 
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Appendix L Summer Institute Session Online Resources Usage 

Table L-1. Online Resources Used in 2012 Summer Institute Sessions 

 

Online Resources Used 

Number 

Total n=1,659 Percentage 

Wiki 1,545 93% 

Website 1,532 92% 

Document from a website 1,212 73% 

Video from a website 1,150 69% 

Email 645 39% 

Search engine 574 35% 

Real-time discussion tool 478 29% 

Online discussion forum 401 24% 

Blog 220 13% 

Course Management System 135 8% 

Other online resource
a 

169 10% 
a Among the other resources specified, the most common were online journaling (e.g., Penzu) (n=67); polls, quizzes, surveys, and response 

systems (e.g., Socrative, Poll Everywhere, clickers) (n=30); Stixy (tool for creation, collaboration, and sharing) (n=26); comment posting 
websites (e.g., Wallwisher, linoit) (n=22); animation creators (e.g., GoAnimate, Voki) (n=20); and Google Docs (n=12) 

Table L-2. Purpose of Use of Online Resources by Participants and Facilitators 

 

Purpose of Use 

Participants 

Total n=1,575 
Facilitators 

Total n=1,649 

Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Access information 1,483 94% 1,393 84% 

Share resources, experiences, or information 1,225 78% 1,547 94% 

Share constructive feedback 924 59% 668 41% 

Seek assistance or guidance 554 35% 359 22% 

Provide assistance or guidance 394 25% 880 53% 

Demonstrate real-world applications of session 

content 
624 40% 918 56% 

Collaborate with peers on a shared task or goal 876 56% 606 37% 

Connect with educators from other schools or 

districts 
482 31% 490 30% 

Organize or manage information 761 48% 1,065 65% 

Conduct research 304 19% 305 18% 

Extend the learning experience beyond the 

structured sessions 
688 44% 826 50% 
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Table L-3. Perceptions about the Integration of Online Resources 

 

Online resources… n 

Percentage of Respondents 

Strongly 

Disagree/Disagree Neutral 

Strongly 

Agree/Agree 

were easy to access. 1,657 3% 4% 93% 

were easy to use. 1,659 1% 4% 95% 

worked as intended. 1,658 2% 5% 93% 

were seamlessly integrated 

into session activities. 
1,659 2% 7% 91% 

helped to deepen knowledge of 

session content. 
1,658 3% 8% 90% 

enhanced the professional 

learning experience. 
1,659 1% 5% 93% 

 

Facilitator(s) effectively used 

online resources to model 

integration of technology into 

practice. 

1,653 2% 6% 92% 

Facilitator(s) provided 

adequate support to enable 

participants’ successful use of 

online resources. 

1,571 1% 5% 93% 

Technical issues were resolved 

in a timely manner. 
38

a 
13% 21% 66% 

Note. Overall survey response rate: 66% 
a Asked only of those who strongly disagreed or disagreed that the online resources worked as intended. 
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Appendix M. Observed Quality of 2012 Summer Institute Sessions 

Table M-1. Quality of Summer Institute Sessions by Occurrences in Observations 

 

Quality of 

Summer Institute 

Session Total n 

Did it 

Happen? Quantity Quality 

Yes A Lot Moderate Minimal Good Fair Poor 

Facilitator 

encouraged 

participants to 

share ideas, 

experiences, and 

questions. 

264 236 175 50 40 178 39 29 

Participants shared 

ideas, experiences, 

and questions. 

264 238 147 49 50 175 47 26 

Opportunity for 

participants to 

consider 

applications to their 

own professional 

practice. 

264 228 132 70 36 158 58 21 

Opportunity for 

participants to 

“sense-make” (i.e., 

reflection time for 

processing info). 

264 159 43 84 61 91 61 35 

Opportunity for 

participants to 

practice new 

knowledge and/or 

skills gained. 

263 132 69 42 60 90 35 45 

Assessment of 

participant 

learning. 

262 65 4 34 94 24 37 70 

Instructional 

feedback provided 

to participants. 

263 107 10 54 93 53 48 54 

Connection made 

to other disciplines 

and/or real-world 

contexts. 

263 78 23 43 70 41 40 54 

 



 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Contact Information: 

Please direct all inquiries to Jeni Corn, Ph.D. 

jocorn@ncsu.edu  

919-513-8527 
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