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ABSTRACT

This Executive Leadership Portfolio (ELP) seeks to address the problem of
how to design a flexible baseline professional learning architecture which both fits in
the Professional Development Center for Educator’s (PDCE) 1:1 preparation model
and allows for specialist customization that maintains quality and meets the unique
professional learning needs of PDCE’s partners. To determine a potential solution to
this problem, a professional learning design project was developed and built, along
with accompanying implementation tools, to support teacher implementation of the
differentiated instruction model as presented in How to Plan Differentiated Reading
Instruction: Resources for Grades K-3 (Walpole & McKenna, 2017). The professional
learning design was informed through an iterative try/fail/redesign process within five
successive professional learning partnerships. The final professional learning design
and implementation tools were then tested to determine their feasibility for addressing
the problem by implementing them in a sixth partnership.

Results from the sixth professional learning partnership suggest that, if
implemented as designed, the flexible baseline professional learning architecture can
feasibly allow PDCE’s Literacy Instructional Specialists to provide synchronous,
customized, differentiated professional learning sessions which fit the Center’s 1:1
preparation model, maintain quality, and meet the unique professional learning needs
of each partnership. An unforeseen outcome of the partnership was that with
additional revisions, the professional learning architecture was also able to provide

asynchronous professional learning support. While those initial revisions to the

X



professional learning architecture and accompanying implementation tools extended
the preparation time beyond the 1:1 ratio, once completed, feasibility for 1:1

preparation can likely be realized for asynchronous applications as well.



Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

At the University of Delaware’s Professional Development Center for
Educators (PDCE), our Instructional Specialists partner with K-12 schools and
districts, engaging with teachers and school leaders through coaching, training, and
professional collaboration designed to support teachers in providing evidence-based
instruction for their students. The purpose of this ELP is to design a flexible baseline
professional learning architecture to support our Literacy Instructional Specialists in
designing and implementing professional learning sessions for our partners. This
architecture will align with the Center’s financial model for our Instructional
Specialists’ planning and preparation time allotment. In addition, this architecture will
enable customized design and delivery that both maintains quality and meets the
unique professional learning needs of our partners.

In the Literacy Department at PDCE, the lion’s share of our partnerships in K-
5 schools have centered around implementation of the Bookworms K-5 Reading and

Writing curriculum (Bookworms) (Figure 1).
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Figure 1

Overview of Bookworms K-5 Reading and Writing Curriculum. Note:

Adapted from video slide: “Bookworms: Design Overview (Part 1 of 2)”
(Walpole, 2017)

Bookworms is a comprehensive school reform curriculum whose design is consistent
across grades K-5 and is built on a core set of evidence-based literacy instructional
practices and routines that build fluency, support comprehension of complex text,
increase vocabulary, and increase background knowledge. Bookworms also
incorporates a curriculum-within-a-curriculum — the differentiated instruction model
(Walpole & McKenna, 2017). The differentiated instruction model is a multiple-entry
skills intervention which builds foundational skills and serves as “either a safety net or
an acceleration opportunity” (Walpole et al., 2017, p. 260).

Many schools, including those with which we partner at PDCE, require the use

of high-quality instructional materials (HQIM) to support student literacy learning.



Multiple tools exist for evaluating the quality and content of curricular instructional
design, such as Achieve the Core’s EQuIP and IMET, or the Council of the Great City
Schools’ GIMET-QR (Achieve the Core, n.d.a, n.d.b; Council of the Great City
Schools, n.d.). Yet finding a consistent definition of HQIM has proved difficult. I was
unable to find one unifying, standard definition of either HQIM generally or literacy
HQIM specifically. However, my search did yield some common definitional
parameters from which to construct a reasonable set of expectations for HQIM. For
example, the Delaware Department of Education (DDOE) describes HQIM as those
which “...support opportunities to strengthen standards-aligned instruction in
classrooms” (DDOE, 2018, p. 7). The Mississippi Department of Education (MDE)
expands this definition to include materials that are standards-aligned, “externally
validated, comprehensive, and [which] include engaging texts..., problems, and
assessments” (MDE, 2020, para. 1). Bookworms, a standards-aligned curriculum
which is (a) grounded in research, (b) employs evidence-based practices and engaging
texts to support student literacy learning, and (c) provides a series of assessments
aligned with instruction, fulfills the above-described requirements.

Prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, our specialists supported differentiated
instruction model implementation as part of the larger Bookworms Reading and
Writing K-5 literacy curriculum. Our differentiated instruction model trainings were
delivered prior to the start of the school year through a series of structured, school-
wide, full-day sessions, designed to align with adult learning theory (Darling-

Hammond et al., 2017) and effective professional learning design (Desimone, 2009;



Garet et al., 2001). Teachers in Delaware schools often have prior experience with the
differentiated instruction model content. It is closely aligned with the undergraduate
and M.Ed. programs at University of Delaware, and the DDOE has partnered with
PDCE to make this content broadly accessible through hybrid courses and
microcredentials supported through DDOE funding.

Since the COVID-19 pandemic, PDCE has experienced an increase in new
partnerships, both inside and outside of the state of Delaware, to support increased
understanding of research on foundational skills instruction in the differentiated
instruction model. Two factors may have contributed to this increased demand for
stand-alone support in teaching foundational literacy skills. First, as the COVID-19
pandemic has continued, students and teachers have had to shift to hybrid or virtual
teaching and learning formats, instructional time has been lost due to school closures
and illness, and concern for student literacy achievement has grown (e.g., Bao et al.,
2020). Second, recent heightened attention in education journalism (e.g., Chenoweth
& Marshall, 2021; Hanford, 2018a) has focused on the importance and impact of
foundational skills instruction on student literacy achievement. Such heightened
attention has led districts and educational organizations to seek the expertise of
recognized experts in foundational literacy skills instruction and to endorse
foundational skills texts which provide support for effective, evidence-based
foundational skills instruction (e.g., Drake & Walsh, 2020). In response to this
demand, the DI model has been specifically targeted in three recent large-scale

professional learning series delivered by Dr. Sharon Walpole: a 9-session series



sponsored by Open Up Resources®, a 10-session series sponsored by the Michigan
Department of Education, and a 6-session series sponsored by the Reading League of
Wisconsin®.

In addition to the increased demand for professional learning to support
foundational skills curricula implementation, PDCE has also experienced a change in
how our partners have requested our support delivery. The COVID-19 pandemic
forced a significant change in the business-as-usual teaching and learning
environment. Over the course of the COVID-19 pandemic, teaching and learning in
either fully or partially virtual environments became the new normal not only for
student learning but also for teacher learning. Prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, our
professional learning support work was usually delivered in person via workshops,
professional learning community (PLC) meetings, coaching, and training. Since the
COVID-19 pandemic began, however, we, like our partners, initially needed to shift to
fully virtual support. As vaccines became available and public health guidance
changed such that hybrid instruction and a gradual move back to in-person instruction
were now feasible instruction options, we found that we needed to pivot yet again, and
determine how to provide varied combinations of in-person, virtual, and hybrid
professional learning support for teachers who may be implementing foundational
skills instruction in-person, virtually, or in a hybrid manner. But what happens once
the COVID-19 pandemic ends? While the temptation may be to just “go back to
normal,” our experiences providing professional learning support to teachers during a

global COVID-19 pandemic suggest it would be prudent to plan for flexible



professional learning options designed to meet an array of both content and delivery
needs.

Regardless of whether differentiated instruction lessons are taught in-person,
virtually, or in a hybrid manner, implementing Walpole & McKenna’s (2017)
differentiated instruction model often marks a significant shift for K-5 teachers in how
they teach students foundational literacy skills. It requires teachers to embrace
conceptual change, in that we ask them to let go of instructional practices which may
be based on what is familiar, comfortable, or most convenient, and to instead
implement instructional practices which may be new to them but have been associated
or causally related to student achievement (Klingner, 2004). And now, the global
COVID-19 pandemic has forced teachers to embrace situational change as well, in
how, when, and where they teach and their students learn. To support teachers as they
navigate each of these changes while working to implement Walpole and McKenna’s
(2017) differentiated instruction model, PDCE needs to ensure that all Literacy
Instructional Specialists can deliver the same type and quality of professional learning
services flexibly and in a manner specific to each partner’s needs. This ELP was

designed with the above elements of support in mind.

Description of Appendices

Appendix A: PDCE Literacy Department Professional Learning Partnerships

Supporting DI Model Implementation



This appendix contains a brief historical description of PDCE’s differentiated
instruction partnerships and their scope, including how those partnerships have been
impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic, from 2016-present. The purpose of this artifact
is to frame the reasoning behind creating the flexible professional learning architecture
that PDCE’s Literacy Instructional Specialists will use to serve the specific learning
and content needs of our partners implementing Walpole and McKenna’s (2017)
intervention.

Appendix B: Building a New Normal: Virtual and Hybrid Professional Learning
Introduction

This systematic literature review examines the current literature to determine
effective evidence-based practices in traditional, virtual, and hybrid professional
learning. I used what I learned from writing this review to develop six design
principals to guide the design of Appendix G: Multi-Use Canvas Differentiated
Instruction Training Course and will inform PDCE literacy specialists of the research
base supporting the course. Our Literacy Instructional Specialists can read this review
to strengthen their understanding of the research base supporting the course.
Appendix C: Measuring the Effectiveness of Professional Learning

This white paper provides school leaders with evidence-based support for
developing an actionable plan and set of tools that can be used to determine
professional learning effectiveness. PDCE can offer these tools to school leaders as a
way for them to independently assess whether the professional learning sessions we

provided have effectively supported their teachers’ literacy knowledge and



instructional practice. I used what I learned from this artifact to inform the design of
the evaluation tools in Appendix G: Multi-Use Canvas Differentiated Instruction
Training Course and the needs assessment tools in Appendix E: Evidence-Based
Practices Needs Assessment and Appendix F: Teacher Needs Assessment Summary
Tool.
Appendix D: Try/Fail/Redesign Process

This series of tables and narratives describes the try/fail/redesign process in
which I engaged when designing, implementing, and evaluating differentiated
instruction model professional learning sessions to serve five successive partners
implementing Walpole and McKenna’s (2017) differentiated instruction model:
Ignite! Reading, KIPP North Carolina, Lake Forest East Elementary School, Thomas
Edison Charter School, and New York City Schools. My and my colleagues’
reflections from this process informed the structure and design of Appendix G: Multi-
Use Canvas Differentiated Instruction Training Course.
Appendix E: Evidence-Based Practices Needs Assessment

I designed this two-page infographic needs assessment tool by using what I
learned about professional learning evaluation from writing the white paper in
Appendix C: Measuring the Effectiveness of Professional Learning. The first page is
for school leaders, and the second for teachers. Each infographic briefly shows the
relationship between the DI model and the science of reading and includes questions
inviting school leaders and teachers to share their current literacy knowledge base and

professional learning needs. Our Literacy Instructional Specialists will use data from



this tool to inform training content selections in the Multi-Use Canvas DITraining
Course in Appendix G.
Appendix F: Teacher Needs Assessment Summary Tool

This Google Forms tool is linked in the teacher page of the Evidence-Based
Practices Needs Assessment in Appendix E, and provides teachers with expanded and
more detailed choice options for sharing their current literacy knowledge base and
professional learning needs. It also allows our Literacy Instructional Specialists to
aggregate and share the collected data in a simple way with school leaders. Our
Literacy Instructional Specialists will use data from this tool to further refine training
content selections in the Multi-Use Canvas Differentiated Instruction Training Course
in Appendix G.
Appendix G: Multi-Use Canvas DI Training Course

This flexible professional learning architecture and accompanying
implementation tools is housed in the University of Delaware’s Canvas learning
management system. The course was designed to enable customized, synchronous
training to support effective implementation of the DI model, led and implemented by
one or more PDCE Literacy Instructional Specialists. I developed a set of six design
principles to guide the structure and design of this course, using what I learned about
in-person, hybrid, and virtual learning from writing the literature review in Appendix
B: Building a New Normal: Virtual and Hybrid Professional Learning Introduction.
The design and structure of this training course was also informed by what I learned

from writing the historical description in Appendix A: PDCE Literacy Department



Professional Learning Partnerships Supporting DI Model Implementation, what I
learned about measuring the effectiveness of professional learning from writing the
white paper in Appendix C: Measuring the Effectiveness of Professional Learning,
and what I learned about professional learning content and design from analyzing my
experiences planning, designing, and delivering five successive DI model (Walpole &
McKenna, 2017) partnerships in Appendix D: Try/Fail/Redesign Process.
Appendix H: Evidence-Based Practices Design System

This is a user’s guide I developed for our Literacy Instructional Specialists as a
support when using the Multi-Use Canvas DI Training Course described in Appendix
G. It is included as a page in the “Resources for PDCE Literacy Instructional
Specialists” module of the Canvas course. Using this tool to guide their Canvas
training course customization allows our Literacy Instructional Specialists to build DI
model trainings which align with our partners’ specified delivery preferences and
support needs, and which use evidence-based practices for professional learning

design, content, and delivery.
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Chapter 2

PROBLEM ADDRESSED

Organizational Context

At PDCE, I am part of a team supporting teachers’ implementation of HQIM

to strengthen student literacy skills. I have worked under the direction of Dr. Sharon

Walpole as part of the Bookworms Curriculum Team (2019-2022), while also serving

on the Literacy Instructional Specialists team (2016-present), which is currently under

the direction of Senior Associate Director in Literacy Dr. Jaime True Daley (Figure 2).

Gary Henry, Dean
College of Education and Human Development

.TBD’ Director Crystal Tanksley
Professional Development Center for Administrative Specialist
Educators i \ve Speciall
Jaime True Daley Faith Muirhead
Senior Associate Director, Senior Associate Director,
Literacy Mathematics
Bookworms
Literacy Instructional Specialists Curriculum Team Mathematics Instructional Specialists
Linda Grace
) . Sarah Mandalas Ajita Misrah Patty Brady Maria Lennon
) Teri Burl_'ls Ashlee Miller Kim Wheedleton Amy Brown Robyn McAnulty
Birdean Clinton Erin McArthur Stacy Callahan Sarah Sickels
Kelly Donovan Sara Merkle Amy Christofano Nicole Morris-Stauffer
Nicole Draper Tammy Steele Kelly Curtis Steve Skolfield
Alexis Elkins Aleta Thompson Terresa Dawson Laura Willoughby
Linda Grace Kim Wheedleton Jonathan Dinkins Kathleen Wilson
Professional Michele Elliott Justine Yego
Development Center
for Educators
2022-2023
Figure 2

PDCE Organizational Chart. Note: Adapted from PDCE Community
Guidelines 2022-2023.

11



We at PDCE serve a wide variety of partnerships, with schools in the public, private,

and charter spaces (Figure 3). As our partnerships have expanded, so has our need for

additional literacy specialists to deliver support, resulting in colleagues beginning their

work at PDCE with varying levels of professional learning and coaching expertise.

School PL Number du:;It‘ion
PL content Partner Partner or deliver PL support of times er
name location district y focus PL per
type type offered offering
(days)
Bookworms
Advanced Curricular
Institute . public, . .
. various A\ implementation 1 2
(multiple charter ualit
schools and quattty
districts)
Bookworms ~ Bookworms iﬁi?:;ging
K-5Reading  Booster instruction to
and Writing  (multiple various public A\ meet the needs 3 1
Curriculum schools and of students at
training districts) L
risk in literacy
Bookworms Intensifying
Intensive . curricular
public, . .
Academy various charter vV instruction to 2 1
(multiple iva teb meet the needs
schools and P of students at
districts) risk in literacy
Bookworms
i:g;g;cmr public, Curricular
(multiple various charter, \% implementation 2 5
schooll; and private fidelity
districts)
Figure 3 PDCE Literacy Department Professional Learning Partnerships, Fiscal

year 2021-2022. Note: V = virtual, P = in-person, PL = professional

learning
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Brandywine

School Curricular
choo Delaware  public v implementation
District alit
Institute quality
East Wake North _Currlcular .
. charter v implementation
Academy Carolina .
fidelity
HIVE - Open . public, _Currlcular .
various charter, v implementation
Up Resources . .
private quality
Bookwon_ns Laurel School Curricular
K-5 Reading - Delaware  public P implementation
and ertlng District li
. quality
Curriculum
training
Morley .
Curricular
Stanwood o . ) .
Michigan  public v implementation
Elementary fidelit
School Y
Tatnall . _Currlcular .
Delaware  private P implementation
School ¢
fidelity
Wllhamsburg Curricular
-James City oo . ) .
. Virginia public v implementation
County Public fidelit
Schools Y
Bookworms :
; . Curricular
Intensive Fair Street . . . .
Georgia public v implementation
Academy School .
.. fidelity
training
Bookworms
K-5 Reading
and Writing  Delaware Curricular
Curriculum -  Department Delaware  public v implementation
Shared of Education fidelity
Reading
training
Bookworms
Bookworms ~ Middle
Middle School Curricular
School Training various public v implementation
Curriculum (multiple fidelity
training schools and
districts)

Figure 3 (con’t) Note: V = virtual, P = in-person, PL = professional learning
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Seaford Curricular

Bookworms Middle Delaware  public P implementation 1 1.5
Middle School fidelity
School
Curriculum Somerdale Ne Curricular
traming Park Middle J r“é public v implementation 1 3
School ersey fidelity
Alexandria Pilot new
City Public Virginia public v . 4 5
teacher training
Schools
. Curricular
Fair Street Georgia public v implementation 1 2
School €
fidelity
Ignite! California  tutors v Ne_w tutor 1 2
traming
Curricular
KIPP North North ) .
. . charter v implementation 1 2
Carolina Carolina .
fidelity
Differentiated | gke Forest .

Instruction East Del i » _Cur?cular . X 0s
Model Elementary elaware  public ?clipl;mentanon .
training School 1delity

PS 112 The .
Intervention
Bronxwood
School and for teachers
New York public v with low- 1 1
PS 045 .
performing
Clarence tudent
Witherspoon students
Somerdale New . _Cumcular .
public A% implementation 1 2
Park School Jersey .
fidelity
Egggﬁs Curricular
Delaware  charter v implementation 1 1
Charter fidelit
School Y
University at New York  tutors v Ne_w. tutor 1 2
Buffalo training

Figure 3 (con’t) Note: V = virtual, P = in-person, PL = professional learning
A Focus on DI

As the COVID-19 pandemic continues, PDCE continues to receive requests
from both current and new K-5 partners to provide professional learning that supports

implementation of the Bookworms curriculum. One interesting change we have
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noticed is that many of our new partners are schools who have a literacy curriculum
other than Bookworms and are requesting support for implementing the DImodel in a
standalone capacity — as an addition to their current curriculum. I believe there are two
main reasons for this change.
Differentiated Instruction and High-Quality Instructional Materials

One reason that schools are increasingly requesting our services to coach and
train teachers in implementing the DI model is because it fulfills their requirement to
provide HQIM to support student literacy achievement. Early empirical evidence on
HQIM suggests that high-quality curricula positively influence student achievement
(Chingos & Whitehurst, 2012; Steiner, 2017). In reviewing the literature on high
quality instructional materials, Steiner (2017) found that there is a cumulative effect of
HQIM over time, relative to student achievement. For example, one longitudinal study
included in Steiner’s review (Hill et al., 2008) tracked student performance using
HQIM curriculum for four consecutive years (from grades 7 to 10), finding that the
experimental group exceeded the achievement of the comparison group by 38
percentile points — a margin equivalent to four extra years of learning. The policy
implications of requiring specified high quality instructional material use over
multiple years, Steiner (2017) argues, “are significant and deserve attention” (p. 3).

Our partners, in turn, are expected by their state departments of education to
provide teachers with the HQIM that allow them to provide effective literacy
instruction. The Delaware Department of Education, for example, includes HQIM as

one of the four Strategic Intents of the Delaware Literacy Plan (DDOE, 2019). The
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New York State Next Generation English Language Arts and Mathematics Learning
Standards (Revised 2017) expects schools to “foster high quality curriculum
development and instructional practices for all students” (p. 5). And a study by the
Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) describes the Georgia Department of
Education’s efforts to identify and align high quality instructional materials to the
Georgia Standards of Excellence (SREB, n.d.).

While adopting and using HQIM are two important ingredients in a recipe for
foundational skills instruction, a successful result also requires high-quality
implementation and professional learning support (e.g., Chiefs for Change, 2017,
Weiner & Pimentel, 2017). At PDCE, my colleagues and I provide that professional
learning support by engaging teachers and specialists in the use of evidence-based
instructional practices, such as those embedded in the DI model, to increase student
literacy achievement.

Differentiated Instruction and the Science of Reading

Another potential reason new partners are seeking our support for
implementing the DI model is the recent surge of interest in the science of reading. To
understand how the DI model is connected to this surge, it is important to understand
what “the science of reading” really means. The science of reading is a term that has
been in use as far back as the 18" century (Figure 4), though the term’s meaning and

use have changed over the years.
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Increase in applying
research to reading
instruction, though the
term “science of reading”

“Science of reading”

referred to text reading is not often used

18th Century Since 1950s
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. . Increase in the use of the
First pedagogical use of -
. o term “science of
science of reading” to .

. reading,” though
mean teaching students .
disagreement surrounds
to decode .
how the term is used

Figure 4 A Brief Timeline of the Term “Science of Reading.” Source: (Shanahan,
2020)

In an article examining what science of reading instruction entails, Shanahan
(2020) notes that in the 18™ century, the term “science of reading” referred to text
reading and was used around the same time that linguistics — the study of language —
was emerging. It was not until the 1830s that “science of reading” was used
pedagogically, referring to decoding instruction. By the 1950s, there was an increase
in applying research to reading instruction but without the label “science of reading.”
Since 2018, increasing use of the term “science of reading” has been accompanied by
increasing disagreement on what this term means.

The definitional disagreement over the term “science of reading” diverges into

two main views. One of these views holds that the science of reading refers mainly to
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systematic decoding and word reading. Proponents of this view have pointed to Gough
and Tunmer’s (1986) Simple View of Reading (SVR) model — which posits that
reading comprehension is the product of decoding and listening comprehension — as
justification (Cervetti et al., 2020). Though the SVR “gives equal footing” (Cervetti et
al., 2020, p. S162) to both decoding and listening comprehension, it is decoding that
has received the lion’s share of attention (e.g., Aukerman & Schuldt, 2021; Silverman
et al., 2020) from both researchers and the public. One example comes from
researchers. Hudson and colleagues (2020) argue that “...teachers, in general, have an
insufficient understanding of foundational literacy skills necessary for providing
effective reading instruction based on the science of reading...” (p. S288). Another
example comes from the public. Cervetti and colleagues (2020) credit education
journalist Emily Hanford’s (2018a) podcast Hard Words: Why Aren’t Our Kids Being
Taught to Read? as “the report that ignited much of the public debate” (Cervetti et al.,
2020, p. S162) over the science of reading. In a subsequent New York Times article,
Hanford (2018b) argued that while language acquisition is a natural process, learning
to read requires explicit decoding instruction.

The other view of the science of reading encompasses a wider interpretation,
including all five elements identified in the National Reading Panel Report (2000):
phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension. Hurford and
colleagues (2016) seem to agree with this view, arguing that, “The science of reading
involves precisely what science has discovered to be relevant not only to reading, its

subskills, and reading acquisition but how to modify experiences such that poor
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readers can become competent readers” (p. 913). They specifically call out not only
the five elements identified by the National Reading Panel (2000) but also elements
such as orthography and writing. Going one step further, Semingson and Kerns (2021)
proposed that the “science of reading” should also include what we know about
“reading processes, the nature of reading, contextual factors, and the history of the
study of literacy” (p. S158) to most appropriately select evidence-based practices to
support student literacy learning.
DI, HQIM, the Science of Reading, and Student Literacy Achievement

It may be that our partners’ increased interest in the DI model is influenced by
the broader view of the “science of reading” proposed by Shanahan (2020), Hurford
and colleagues (2016), and Semingson and Kerns (2021). Teachers are increasingly
concerned about the negative impact the COVID-19 pandemic has had on students’
foundational skills learning, and schools are required to provide teachers with HQIM
with which to teach those foundational skills. Walpole and McKenna’s (2017) text,
which contains everything needed to teach the DI model, is endorsed by the National
Council on Teacher Quality (Drake & Walsh, 2020) as one of only 14 “exemplary
texts covering all five elements of effective reading instruction” (p. 15) noted in the
National Reading Panel Report (2000). For students with foundational skill needs, the
DI model provides single- and multi-syllable decoding lessons along with fluency
development and practice. For students already strong in foundational skills, the DI

model provides support for building and strengthening background knowledge and
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vocabulary. As such, each student enters the model at the level of literacy support they

need and engages in customized literacy learning matched to their specific needs.

Organizational Role

As an Instructional Specialist in English Language Arts, I work within PDCE’s
currently conceptualized professional learning theory of change (Walpole, 2021) to
plan, design, and deliver professional learning support for literacy instruction using
high quality instructional materials, in collaboration with my advisor Dr. Sharon
Walpole, our Senior Associate Director of Literacy Dr. Jaime True Daley, and our
literacy team colleagues. I also provide follow-up literacy instruction coaching and
professional learning community support for teachers and administrators in schools
implementing Bookworms, and schools who opt to implement Walpole and
McKenna’s (2017) DI model as a stand-alone support for building and strengthening
students’ foundational literacy skills. And finally, in late spring 2022, I concluded my
work as part of a team of literacy colleagues working to revise the Bookworms K-5
Reading and Writing curriculum.

When I first began my work at PDCE in 2016, my role focused solely on
designing and delivering professional learning in literacy for grades K-5. I provided
our partners with coaching and professional learning community support for teaching
literacy skill areas as identified by each partner, and for Bookworms curriculum

implementation in particular. Then in the 2018-2019 school year, in addition to the
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above work, [ was asked to design and implement a Canvas (Instructure, n.d.) hybrid
course. That course supported Delaware K-2 educators statewide in planning and
implementing genre-based writing strategy instruction, using the work of Coker and
Ritchey (2015). In the 2019-2020 school year, I added to the above work by
collaborating with PDCE literacy team colleagues to plan, design, and implement
specialized professional learning sessions to support more nuanced implementation of
Bookworms for teachers as part of our first-ever Bookworms K-5 Reading and
Writing Summer Institutes at the University of Delaware, and to support school
leaders of Bookworms teachers at the 2019 HIVE Open Up Resources Conference
(Wheedleton, 2019a-e).

It was also during the 2019-2020 school year that I began splitting my time
between direct service to teachers and work on Bookworms curriculum development
and revision. As part of this work, I developed several tools designed to support
teachers and our Literacy Instructional Specialists, all with an eye to increasing
implementation quality. Some of the tools I developed during that time, supported by
collaboration with Dr. Sharon Walpole, included: a scope and sequence planning
support for the Shared Reading and English Language Arts components of
Bookworms, tables outlining the social studies and science content reflected in all
Bookworms texts K-35, tables detailing the gender and race of characters and authors in
all Bookworms texts K-5, and two self-guided Google Sites designed to flexibly
support teachers and school leaders in a deeper dive into both of the DI texts which

undergird the differentiated instruction lessons: How fo Plan Differentiated
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Instruction: Resources for Grades K-3 (Walpole & McKenna, 2017) and
Differentiated Literacy Instruction in Grades 4 & 5 (Walpole et al., 2020). These tools
were designed and shared to support both our literacy coaches and our partners to
increase the quality of implementation of both the Bookworms curriculum and the DI
lessons.

During the 2020-2021 school year, the COVID-19 pandemic shifted PDCE and
our school partners to virtual work. Our literacy team organized the second annual
Bookworms K-5 Reading and Writing Summer Institutes as a virtual conference,
where I engaged in collaborative planning with colleagues once again, but this time
we delivered sessions via Zoom. To support one another and our partners, my
colleagues and I collaborated to design and build virtual assets, to strengthen our own
knowledge and skills, and to serve the needs of students and teachers during an
education experience not encountered since the 1918 Spanish flu pandemic. Some
examples of the virtual assets we created are asynchronous virtual book study
websites, resource websites containing support for improving teachers’ literacy
instructional practices, and video lessons to support student foundational skill
learning. We housed video-recorded virtual differentiated instruction and Bookworms
lessons in Google Sites I built for that purpose. The differentiated instruction lesson
sites often had to be redesigned to fit partners’ varied access and content needs. I also
built Google Sites for our literacy team colleagues, designed to support them in their
quick pivot to virtual coaching work. These team-support sites housed pages with

links to virtual engagement and collaboration tools, virtual instruction tools, and
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tutorials on how to design, build and use a Google Site as a digital hub from which to
conduct virtual professional learning and virtual PLCs. And finally, with Dr. Sharon
Walpole’s guidance and collaboration, I designed and built the Canvas (Instructure,
n.d.) Bookworms and DI training courses that our team uses as templates for designing
customized professional learning sessions and Bookworms Institutes sessions that fit
the varied needs and requests of each partner.

During the 2021-2022 school year, the COVID-19 pandemic was still
impacting the work of schools and PDCE. Our literacy team needed to be nimble and
responsive as our partners’ coaching and professional learning support needs switched
between in-person, virtual, or hybrid in response to changing pandemic guidance and
requirements. I continued to split my time between coaching, professional learning,
and curriculum writing. Our literacy team collaborated to plan and design a new
version of our annual Bookworms institute with three targeted support areas — New
Teacher Induction, Advanced Bookworms Institute, and Bookworms Intensive
Academy, with sessions once again delivered virtually via Zoom. We also presented
sessions via Zoom at the Open Up Resources HIVE 2021 virtual conference
(Wheedleton 2021a-f).

The tools and procedures my colleagues and I have developed throughout the
COVID-19 pandemic serve as the foundation from which I worked to address the

problem stated in this ELP.
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Statement of the Problem

The global COVID-19 pandemic has forced many organizations to pivot.
PDCE is no exception. Our Center has experienced a huge increase in demand for our
professional services — mainly in our literacy department — fueled by the focus on the
science of reading more globally and EdReports’ rating of Bookworms (EdReports,
2018) more specifically. Increased demand for our services has led to an increase in
the number of trainings our specialists typically deliver during the last few weeks of
the summer and into the early fall. Prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, our specialists
used the applicable slides from one master PowerPoint presentation for Bookworms
and differentiated instruction, and then customized as necessary. Since the COVID-19
pandemic, the increased demand for services and the switch to virtual and hybrid
delivery has rendered both our standard training preparation and delivery system and
our typical training materials insufficient to adequately keep pace with virtual and
hybrid planning, design, and delivery demands. I have considered three possible
solutions to alleviate this insufficiency.

One potential solution to meet increased demand is to change the Center’s
pricing model. PDCE uses a 1:1 preparation model for our professional learning
services, meaning our literacy specialists are allotted one day to plan, design, and
build all materials necessary for in-person or virtual delivery of a one-day training

session. However, this solution is outside my sphere of influence, as our Center has
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committed to this financial model to make services affordable for our partners and to
provide the volume of services requested.

Another potential solution for the PDCE literacy team to meet this increased
demand for services is to hire more people. While the decision to hire new team
members is also outside my sphere of influence, PDCE’s leadership did choose to take
this course of action. As a result, we were able to hire four new Literacy Instructional
Specialists in the spring of 2019 and then another four in the spring of 2020. While our
expanded team lightened everyone’s workload, the demand for our services also
expanded, and our struggle to meet demand within our 1:1 preparation model
continued. Compounding the issue, four teammates left PDCE in the late spring and
early summer of 2021 to pursue other employment. Finally, in the summer of 2022 we
were able to hire six new Literacy Instructional Specialists, and while these latest new
hires have helped increase our current capacity to meet demand, the 1:1 preparation
model has remained inconsistently attainable.

A third potential solution — solidly within my sphere of influence — is to meet
the increased demand for PDCE’s services by changing our professional learning
design. Therefore, to try and address our literacy team’s need to both meet demand
and stay within the 1:1 preparation model, I worked in collaboration with Dr. Sharon
Walpole and my fellow literacy specialists to design and build a master training course
within the Canvas learning management system (Instructure, n.d.). The master Canvas
course was a baseline professional learning architecture comprising a series of discrete

content modules, each designed to support teachers in learning to effectively
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implement each component of each lesson in Bookworms K-5 Reading and Writing
and the DI model. While this design was initially successful in helping specialists keep
up with demand, we discovered a limitation. Namely, the course had to be redesigned
for each school partnership’s specific needs. Content was able to be successfully
customized, but a full course and materials redesign for each partnership did not fit
within the 1:1 preparation model for Literacy Instructional Specialist planning.
Demand for PDCE’s professional literacy services shows no signs of slowing
down (a good thing!), and COVID-19 is still very much with us (a not-so-good thing).
PDCE literacy specialists remain in need of support for the planning and design of our
usual high-quality DI training. This support is necessary both within the 1:1
preparation our financial model requires, and with the customized content our partners
require. Therefore, the problem that I addressed in this ELP is: How can I design a
flexible baseline professional learning architecture, which both fits in PDCE’s 1:1
preparation model, and allows for specialist customization that maintains quality and

meets the unique professional learning needs of our partners?
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Chapter 3

IMPROVEMENT STRATEGIES

As part of my rationale for this ELP, I provide overviews of research I have
examined to guide my work. Those overviews include (a) how the science of reading
informs the DI model (Chapter 2, “Differentiated Instruction and the Science of
Reading”); (b) characteristics of effective hybrid, virtual, and in-person professional
learning for teachers (Appendix B: Building a New Normal: Virtual and Hybrid
Professional Learning Introduction; and (c) professional learning evaluation
(Appendix C: Measuring the Effectiveness of Professional Learning. The
improvement goals and strategies in this ELP center on professional learning design
and how that design influences both our Literacy Instructional Specialists at PDCE

and the teachers and administrators we serve in our partnerships.

The Importance of Professional Learning Design

What does the research literature have to say about effective professional
learning? As it turns out, plenty. We know that teachers are more likely to engage in
reflective practice and to change instructional practices when their learning
experiences focus directly on classroom teaching (Camburn & Han, 2015). We know

that the type and duration of professional learning matters for change in both teacher
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practice and student achievement (Ault et al., 2017; Elish-Piper & L’Allier, 2011), and
that change in practice is greater when the content of the professional learning matches
the needs of teachers and students (Apthorp et al., 2012). We also know that
professional learning that results in changed teacher practice tends to support both
content and teacher knowledge and skill, be coherent in design, and be sustained over
time (Garet et al., 2001). And we know that collective teacher efficacy predicts student
achievement (Goddard et al., 2000), and that more frequent opportunities for teacher
collaboration positively impact implementation (Walpole et al., 2010).

At PDCE, we know that the professional learning we provide for teachers has
important consequences not only for the teachers’ pedagogical knowledge and
instructional skills, but also for the students they serve. To ensure that our
Instructional Specialists’ services are grounded in research, PDCE has developed a
professional learning model from which all content area specialists will work
(Walpole, 2021). We are optimistic that this model will help us to define and describe
our services and provide a consistent framework to structure professional learning
customized to each individual partnership. In this PDCE Theory of Change Model
(Figure 5), the overarching goal is to positively impact student achievement. The
model posits that PDCE can reach this goal in part through the enabling conditions of
high quality instructional materials adoption and curriculum training, and in part
through the proximal outcomes of teacher pedagogical content knowledge and self-

and collective efficacy.
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Inputs

Enabling conditions

+ HQIM adoption

+ Curriculum training

+ Scheduled time for instruction

« Scheduled time for professional
collaboration

Mediator

Proximal Outcomes

Students
Supportive relationships
Student engagement
Collaborative classroom
cultures

Distal
Outcome

Teacher use of challenging
lessons for all students

Collaborative instructional

culture

Student
Achievement

Partnership norms
» School leadership team
+ Collaborative grade-level
o goal setting cycles
o lesson simulations
o analysis of student work
» Individual observation and feedback

Teachers
Pedagogical content
knowledge
Equitable beliefs and
practices
Self- and collective Efficacy

Figure 5 PDCE Theory of Change. (Walpole, 2021)

However, customization takes time, and our center’s financial model can only allocate

specialists with one day of preparation for every day of professional learning

delivered. To deliver customized professional learning which fits the unique needs of

each partnership, we must ensure that all of our literacy specialists deliver the same

type and quality of services which effectively meet each partner’s specific needs. To

that end I am proposing a theory of change for effective literacy professional learning

design (Figure 6), nested within the enabling conditions and teacher proximal

outcomes of PDCE’s overall Theory of Change.
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Effective Professional Learning Design Mediators Proximal Outcomes Distal Outcome

Enabling Conditions Teachers
* Specialist knowledge base in * Satisfaction with training content
« the science of reading and methods
* the structure and content of the Differentiated Instruction * Increased science of reading
Model content knowledge
+ Scheduled time for specialist professional collaboration to * Increased personal and collective
« learn about the design and content of the Differentiated efficacy for teaching foundational
Instruction professional learning sessions skills using the Differentiated
« prepare for delivery and implementation of the Differentiated Instruction Model

Instruction professional learning sessions Y

Specialist understanding and effective
implementation of Differentiated Instruction Student Reading
professional learning sessions Achievement

Specialist delivery of adaptive and flexible
Differentiated Instruction professional learning
content and design aligned with teachers’ learning

needs
A4
Professional Learning Design
* Matches content and structure to the needs and backgrounds of the Specialists
target audience (e.g., teachers, paraprofessionals, administrators) « Satisfaction with alignment of PL content and

* Incorporates evidence-based adult learning principles goals with teachers’ varied learning needs
* Incorporates evidence-based professional learning design principles * Increased personal and collective efficacy for
* Incorporates flexible delivery matched to teachers’: delivering effective and flexible PL

+ learning needs * Increased personal and collective efficacy for

+ existing science of reading knowledge base supporting teachers’ effective Differentiated

« level of experience teaching the Differentiated Instruction Instruction Model implementation

model

Figure 6 Effective Literacy Professional Learning Design Theory of Change

Influence of Professional Learning Design on PDCE Literacy Instructional
Specialists

In the Effective Literacy Professional Learning Design Theory of Change,
student achievement remains the distal outcome and can be used to frame the problem
that this ELP endeavors to address: How can I design a flexible baseline professional
learning architecture, which both fits in PDCE’s 1:1 preparation model, and allows for
specialist customization that maintains quality and meets the unique professional
learning needs of our partners?

I propose that by focusing on the Enabling Condition of scheduled time for

specialist professional collaboration, and on the elements included in the Professional
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Learning Design component, we can more effectively support our Literacy
Instructional Specialists to customize and deliver professional learning to support
differentiated instruction model implementation.

By building a baseline professional learning architecture that our literacy
specialists can use (presented and described in Appendices E-H), PDCE can continue
implementing the 1:1 planning model and remain responsive to specific partner needs.
This baseline architecture contains a full menu of targeted support modules designed
to support effective implementation of all elements of the DI model to address
identified teacher learning needs (e.g., how the science of reading informs both
assessment and instruction in the DI model, the importance of accurate phoneme
pronunciation in supporting decoding, overall DI model structure, lesson structure and
implementation). Using this baseline professional learning architecture, Literacy
Instructional Specialists engage with school leaders to select from the menu of support
modules, according to the needs of the district, school, teachers, and students. Each
module is designed to fit 75-minute time blocks — which our Literacy Instructional
Specialists have found affords them enough time to support teachers in learning new
content, and affords teachers enough time to interact, reflect, and practice what they
have learned. To prepare to address this problem, I studied the literature on the
affordances of in-person, virtual, and hybrid professional learning design and the ways
in which those affordances can impact teacher knowledge and skill-building and allow
for customized professional support (Appendix B: Building a New Normal: Virtual

and Hybrid Professional Learning Introduction), and literature on measuring the
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effectiveness of professional learning (Appendix C: Measuring the Effectiveness of

Professional Learning).

Influence of Professional Learning Design on Teachers and School Leaders

Research suggests that a successful recipe for professional learning includes
six main ingredients: teacher choice of topic, evidence-based adult learning principles,
direct connection to classroom practice, customized coaching supports for individuals
and groups, varied and frequent opportunities for reflection, and sustained duration
(Basma & Savage, 2018; Brady et al., 2009; Darling-Hammond et al., 2017,
Desimone, 2009; Desimone & Pak, 2017; Opfer & Pedder, 2011). We also know that
when it comes to teacher perception of traditional professional learning value, time
and type matter. For example, Mundy and colleagues (2015) found that the number of
times professional learning was scheduled per year had a significant positive effect on
how highly teachers valued the professional learning (the more times professional
learning was scheduled, the more highly teachers valued those professional learning
sessions). They also found that the types of professional learning receiving the highest
positive teacher ratings were demonstration lessons, in-service sessions, and
professional learning communities (PLCs). Finally, they found a significant positive
correlation between the number of PLC hours received and how often teachers applied

learned strategies in their classrooms.
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It seems prudent to design professional learning according to factors which
influence teachers’ responses to that professional learning. Brady and colleagues
(2009) identified several factors which influence teacher response toward professional
learning in literacy, including: prior beliefs or attitudes toward the philosophy
supporting the professional learning topic and/or content, teacher self-efficacy (e.g.,
teachers’ belief in their ability to effectively support student learning), attitude toward
ongoing professional learning, perception of the professional learning design, external
motivation (e.g., administration policy, incentives, peer attitudes), internal motivation
(e.g., level of satisfaction of student progress as a result of implementing the supported
instructional practices), and intention to implement practices supported by
professional learning. It also seems prudent to incorporate structures known to be
characteristic of successful professional learning, as identified by Klingner (2004):
close collaboration between researchers and school districts, sharing with all
stakeholders the student data which shows the success of the new practices or
initiative, evident and visible administrative support, support provided both initially
and over time, and teachers’ ownership of new practices or initiatives and mentorship

of their colleagues.

Conclusions About Effective Professional Learning Design

When building a professional learning architecture, design and content matter.

Given the unprecedented changes in teaching and learning brought about by the
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COVID-19 pandemic, that architecture needs to be flexible enough to allow

Instructional Specialists to customize the professional learning to fit various topics,
delivery methods, and partnership needs. What stands out from the research is that,
whether in-person, virtual, or hybrid, effective professional learning design should:

e be customized to fit the needs and requirements of teachers, the
school, the district, and the students who will benefit from teachers’
increased pedagogical knowledge and skills (e.g., Bates et al., 2016;
Desimone, 2009).

e incorporate what we know from research about elements of
effective professional learning (e.g., Basma & Savage, 2018; Brady
et al., 2009; Darling-Hammond et al., 2017; Desimone, 2009;
Desimone & Pak, 2017; Katz et al., 2019; Opfer & Pedder, 2011;
Vaden-Kiernan et al., 2012)

e provide any technology skill training and scaffolding necessary for
teachers before the professional learning begins, to ensure all can
effectively and comfortably participate (e.g., Huai et al., 2006; Katz
et al., 2019)

To be most effective, instructional specialists at PDCE need to implement
research-supported elements of professional learning design which positively impact
teacher perception of professional learning value, increase teacher knowledge, and
enable teachers to accurately and efficiently transfer learning to practice. They also
need to deliver professional learning that is customized to their school partnership’s
unique needs and settings. During the work of this ELP, I have gathered and analyzed
data about each of these professional learning design results using collection tools

which PDCE implements as part of our standard practice: teacher and administrator

post-training feedback forms, and written Literacy Instructional Specialist anecdotal
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narratives (including my own) shared by the team as part of our usual post-
professional-learning reflective practice. As providers of professional learning, our
Literacy Instructional Specialists need to be able to accurately apply this information
to each of our partnership situations, starting with a baseline professional learning
architecture for DI, then customizing that architecture to design and implement
professional learning for DI that best fits the unique needs of the district, the school,
the teachers, and the students they serve, to strengthen and improve teacher practice. A
professional learning architecture from which to collaboratively plan and build a
customized professional learning experience will serve as a valuable tool for PDCE’s
Literacy Instructional Specialists to effectively support teachers implementing the

differentiated instruction model with their students.
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Chapter 4

IMPROVEMENT STRATEGIES RESULTS

Partnership Description

In August 2022, I had the chance to try out my professional learning design
using tools I created in Appendices E-H, although imperfectly. A partner with whom I
had worked previously, Lake Forest School District in Kent County, Delaware,
approached PDCE about their need to implement a research-based intervention for
phonics and fluency at Lake Forest Central Elementary School. Lake Forest Central is
a grades 4-5 facility with over 600 students; a 13:1 students-per-teacher ratio; 96% of
teachers with 3 or more years of experience; student demographics of 62% White,
22% Black, 8% Hispanic, 7% two or more races, 1% Asian or Pacific Islander, and
1% Native American; and 45% of students from low-income families (Great Schools,
n.d.). Lake Forest East Elementary school (K-3) implemented the differentiated
instruction model during the 2021-2022 school year (Appendix D: Try/Fail/Redesign
Process) with positive results. As a result, the district requested to partner with us once
again, at Lake Forest Central Elementary School, with me as the professional

development provider. Their goal was for their classroom teachers, literacy specialists,
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interventionists, and paraprofessionals to learn to implement the DI model as a Tier 2

intervention with struggling students.

Overview of the Implementation

Lake Forest Central requested two full, consecutive days of in-person
professional learning in August 2022. However, I was only available for one of those
dates. As a compromise, my supervisor offered one day of synchronous, in-person
professional learning support with me, and one day of asynchronous professional
learning support via the Canvas course described in Appendix G: Multi-Use Canvas
Differentiated Instruction Training Course. However, the Canvas course and its
accompanying tools were designed for access in conjunction with synchronous
training delivery by our Literacy Instructional Specialists. The imperfect application of
my design is that we accommodated Lake Forest’s request by providing a further
customized Canvas course for them that supported both synchronous delivery with me
on day one as designed, and revised asynchronous modules to be accessed by teachers,
literacy specialists, interventionists, and paraprofessionals on day two.

I implemented the professional learning design by moving through the steps
outlined in the Evidence-Based Practices Design System (Appendix H) and using the
required tools as I encountered them in those steps. When we arrived at the Planning
Meeting task, school leaders worked with me to make their module selections, guided

by analyzing data collected from the Evidence-Based Practices Needs Assessment
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(Appendix E) and the Teacher Needs Assessment Summary Tool (Appendix F). To

both implement my professional learning design and accommodate Lake Forest

Central’s requests, I provided their professional learning experience in two phases,

based on the modules selected for each service day. In the first phase, I was able to

implement the following tools and elements of the Canvas course as designed, up to

and including the first professional development day:

e Evidence-Based Practices Needs Assessment (Appendix E)

e Teacher Needs Assessment Summary Tool (Appendix F)

e Evidence-Based Practices Design System (Appendix H)

e Selected Canvas course modules (Appendix G):

(@)

(@)

Learn How to Use Canvas

DI and the Cognitive Model

Grouping Students and Preparing them for the DI Block
Blends and Digraphs and R-Controlled Vowels

Fluency and Comprehension lessons

End-of-Training Evaluations

In the second phase, I adapted the following elements of the Canvas course

(Appendix G) to accommodate unsupported asynchronous access (e.g., revising

module text to remove references to follow their University of Delaware coach’s

directions, adding pre-recorded support videos to replace pages where live coach

presentations or lesson simulations would normally occur):
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e Introduction and Overview

e Stairstep Model Overviews

e Administering the Assessments

e Phonemes and High Frequency Words
e Basic Alphabet Knowledge lessons

e Using Letter Sounds lessons

e Using Letter Patterns lessons

¢ Dictated Sentences lessons

e Vowel-Consonant-e lessons

e Vowel Teams lessons

e Vocabulary and Comprehension lessons

Analysis of Implementation Results

Recall the problem I endeavored to address in this ELP: How can I design a
flexible baseline professional learning architecture which both fits in PDCE’s 1:1
preparation model, and allows for specialist customization that maintains quality and
meets the unique professional learning needs of our partners? To determine the extent
to which I was able to address this problem, I will first present the data, and then
analyze the results in two segments. First, I will analyze whether my tools and
procedures fit the 1:1 preparation element of the problem, and then I will analyze the
customization/quality/partner needs element of the problem.

Feasibility of Fitting the 1:1 Preparation Model
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Since this Lake Forest Central partnership requested two full professional

learning days (1 synchronous, 1 asynchronous), I was allotted two full days to plan,

design, and prepare the professional learning sessions. Since my calendar did not have

room to devote two uninterrupted days for this work, I realized I would need to

complete the tasks in smaller increments over an extended number of days instead. To

account for this unusual work distribution, I first calculated the total number of

minutes in two full workdays (7.5 hours per day x 60 minutes per hour x 2 workdays =

900 minutes). Then, I kept a running record of work session dates, tasks completed,

tools used, the time spent completing those tasks, and a running total of minutes spent

overall. I have compiled that data in the figure that begins below.

Planning and Preparation Data

Work Minutes Minutes
. Tasks and Tools Worked in | Running
Session ¢
Session Total
Received Lake Forest contact information and contract details
Completed “First Things First” section of Evidence-Based Practices
Design System
10 (module
Emailed School Leader to request initial meeting selection
document
7/29/2022 | Prepared for initial meeting: edits) 65
e  Created a copy of the design checklist
e  *Edited module selection document to reflect further 55 (all
customization (synchronous/asynchronous elements) other tasks)
e  Downloaded Evidence-Based Practices Needs Assessment
PDF
e  Created organizing folders on computer for contract
preparation documents
Figure 7 Tasks, Tools, and Time Chart. Note: * = additional task required to

support asynchronous course content.

40




8/1/2022

Reviewed directions in Evidence-Based Practices
Design System

Prepped Evidence-Based Practices Needs
Assessment PDF to share with leaders
e One PDF with just the leader’s page
e One PDF with just the teachers’ page

Conducted initial meeting as outlined in Evidence-
Based Practices Design System

Post-meeting tasks:
e added meeting participants to Canvas
through UD Guest
sent follow-up email confirming today’s meeting
information and date for planning meeting

25 (mtg prep and
emails)

40 (mtg)

24 (add 4 leaders
to Canvas)

154

8/3/2022 —
8/4/2022

Aug 3: Contacted Senior Associate Director via
email, requested admin privileges to bulk-upload
participants to UD Guest (system takes up to 3
minutes to add people one at a time)

Aug 4: Permission granted
e Added leaders to Canvas course
e  Created bulk-upload file with teacher
participants and uploaded to University
of Delaware Guest

19

173

8/5/2022

Composed and sent welcome email to teachers
with instructions for accepting University of
Delaware Guest and Canvas invitations

Troubleshooting three returned emails via school
leader contacts

10

183

8/8/2022

Added corrected emails to UD Guest, emailed
instructions to teachers

Responded to school leader emailed questions

17

200

Figure 7 (con’t) Note: * = additional task required to support asynchronous course
content; mtg = meeting
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8/10/2022

Began adding teachers to Canvas

Completed selected tasks from Evidence-Based
Practices Design System
e  Created copy of Padlet practice board
e  Edited Padlet link in Warm Up Those
Tech Muscles page

*Revised Community before Content page to

reflect day 1 training is in-person synchronous, day

2 training is Canvas asynchronous

10 (CbC page
revision)

20 (all other tasks)

230

8/11/2022

Added new information emailed from school
leader to DI Model Training Design Checklist

Checked University of Delaware Guest page for
newly accepted invitations

Added 1 new teacher to Canvas

12

242

8/12/2022

Checked Canvas and University of Delaware Guest

acceptances (no new ones)

Completed schedule times in Canvas schedule page

Compiled Needs Assessment Summary Tool data
and leader data, entered into a blank Google Doc to

share with leaders at Planning Meeting

65

307

Figure 7 (con’t) Note: * = additional task required to support asynchronous course

content
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8/16/2022

Check for new participants to add to Canvas

Added Canvas update to data sheet created on Aug.
12

Planning Meeting preparation

e  Prepared recommendations based on data
comparison, added as comments to DI
Model Training Design Checklist

e  *Advanced planning for how I could
revise any modules selected for
asynchronous access on day two (that
referenced coach-delivered content)

Planning meeting
Finish meeting notes

*Prepare for asynchronous course revisions
e  Review meeting notes, determine plan
for needed asynchronous supports
e  Record video support segments for the
Assessment module
e  Review video segments for accuracy
e  Upload videos to Canvas
Revise Assessment module pages to embed videos

78 (planning
meeting prep)

60 (planning
meeting)

15 (finish meeting
notes)

195 (prep for
async course
revisions tasks)

655

8/17/2022

Completed tasks in “To customize your Canvas
course” section of Evidence-Based Practices
Design System

*Extra preparation for asynchronous course
elements
e  Recorded Vocabulary and
Comprehension information video
e  Edited Basic Alphabet Knowledge and
Using Letter Sounds videos for
Phonemes and High Frequency Words
module
e Edited BAK and ULS pages to customize
for asynchronous access
e  Edited lesson simulation video for VAC
and embedded in Canvas page
e  Embedded lesson simulations from
Deepen Your Learning pages into the
main learning pages for each
instructional group, and revised page
language to reflect asynchronous access
Make guide sheet for asynchronous day matched to
leaders’ selected modules

67 (customize your
course tasks)

236 (extra prep
tasks)

958

Figure 7 (con’t) Note: * = additional task required to support asynchronous course
content; BAK = Basic Alphabet Knowledge; ULS = Using Letter Sounds
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Added new teachers to University of Delaware
Guest per district request

8/22/2022 Checked for new people ready to add to Canvas 12 970

Updated

8/23/2022 Final check-in meeting 41 1011

Figure 7 (con’t) Note: * = additional task required to support asynchronous course
content
Determining Feasibility

Given the constraints of this partnership (e.g., one day synchronous, one day
asynchronous), I was able to test the 1:1 planning feasibility of using three elements of
the professional learning architecture as designed: (a) the Evidence-Based Practices
Needs Assessment, (b) the Teacher Needs Assessment Summary Tool, and (c) the
Evidence-Based Practices Design System. In addition, I was able to test the 1:1
planning feasibility of using six modules and accompanying tools from the Multi-Use
Canvas DI Training Course that Lake Forest Central leaders selected for synchronous
implementation as designed: (a) Learn how to use Canvas, (b) DI and the Cognitive
Model, (¢) Grouping Students and Preparing Them for the DI Block, (d) Blends and
Digraphs and R-Controlled Vowels, (e) Fluency and Comprehension lessons, and (f)
End-of-Training Evaluations.

Within the Planning and Preparation Details chart, we can see that the total
number of planning and preparation minutes totaled 1011. However, 451 of those

minutes were devoted to preparing the asynchronous professional learning content for
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day two - additional tasks outside of my professional learning design. The remaining
560 minutes were devoted to using the planning tools as designed and preparing the
synchronous professional learning content as designed — a total time well within the
900 available minutes for this work. From these results I conclude that when using this
professional learning architecture as designed, it is feasible for the preparation work to
fit within the 1:1 preparation model in use at PDCE.
Feasibility of Providing Customization that Maintains Quality and Meets Partner
Needs

To determine Lake Forest Central’s professional learning needs, I completed
the tasks listed in the Evidence-Based Practices Design System (Appendix H) and
used the two data collection tools embedded within: the Evidence Based Practices
Needs Assessment (Appendix E) and the Teacher Needs Assessment Summary Tool
(Appendix F). I will present the leader data first, followed by the teacher data.

School Leader Data

Know Your [ How do your teachers like to practice instructional procedures?

ﬁ ‘li\?pairs or small groups (] virtual environment

School [ ] grade level groups [] in-person environment

hat are your goals for engaging teachers in this DI Model PL?
Support/build teacher knowledge base of evidence-based literacy instructional practices

trengthen student foundational literacy skills
|-7Adopt an evidence-based Tier 2 instructional model to strengthen your overall literacy program

Figure 8 Evidence-Based Needs Assessment Data — Lake Forest Central Leaders
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LA\

Kn;;W Your [ What are your teachers' DI Model learning needs?
Py % Enhancing lesson quality: | Building teacher knowledge Expanding teacher knowledge and

— "How do we teach these and expertise: expertise:
lessons?" "Why do we teach these lessons?" "How do we become experts?

Teachers %eam how to teach the Wcrease knowledge of evidence- ] Improve lesson implementation
lessons as designed based literacy teaching practices quality

ﬁtearn how to accurately [ ]Increase foundational skills %ﬂprove data-informed
R )

ssess and group students knowledge instructional planning

[ ] Engage in professional reflection

somi\iknow the DI Model but [ ] Increase literacy content
need a refresher knowledge

Figure 8 (con’t)

Two Lake Forest Central leaders met with me during the Initial Planning
Meeting three weeks prior to the first training date to complete this needs assessment
tool. The leaders shared that their primary goal for the DI model professional learning
was for their teachers to adopt an evidence-based Tier 2 instructional model to
strengthen their overall literacy program at Lake Forest Central. However, they also
reported the training should have secondary goals of building teachers’ knowledge
base of evidence-based literacy instructional practices and strengthening students’
foundational literacy skills. They said teachers would most prefer working in pairs or
small groups. In terms of enhancing lesson quality, leaders wanted to prioritize
accurate student grouping and assessment and teaching the lessons as designed, while
acknowledging some may only need a refresher as they had piloted the DI lessons
prior to this year or had taught them in other schools. Their main concern in building
teacher knowledge and expertise was to increase teacher knowledge of evidence-based

literacy teaching practices. And to expand teacher knowledge and expertise, leaders
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said the professional learning should target improved data-informed instructional
planning.
Teacher Data

After reading the graphic, please check the response below that most accurately reflects your

understanding of the DI Model and the science of reading. (Select only one response.)
7 responses

. | know the DI Model well and understand how it
aligns with these literacy terms and concepts.

| know the DI Model, but need to know more about
. how it aligns with these literacy terms and
concepts.

@ lunderstand many or all of these literacy terms and
“"  concepts, but | am new to the DI Model.

. | am new to both the DI Model and to one or more
of these literacy terms and concepts.

What are your students' current literacy learning needs? (Select all that apply.)
7 responses

My students need to build missing
phonological awareness and letter sound
skills.

2 (28.6%)

My students need to strengthen their existing

decoding skills. 3 (42.9%)

My students need to maintain their on-track
fluency or comprehension skills.

6 (85.7%)

My students need to strengthen and expand
their vocabulary knowledge, comprehension
ability, and background knowledge.

Figure 9 Needs Assessment Summary Tool Data — Lake Forest Central Teachers,
Specialists, Interventionists, and Paraprofessionals
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What are your learning goals for this DI Model PL? (Select all that apply.)

7 responses

Learn how to teach the lessons as designed.

Learn how to accurately assess and group students.
v group 2 (28.6%)

Get a refresher to make sure I'm teaching the lessons
as designed.

Increase my knowledge of evidence-based literacy
teaching practices.

4 (57.1%)
0 (0%)

Increase my knowledge of foundational skills. 0(0%)
Increase my literacy content knowledge. 1(14.3%)
Improve my lesson implementation quality. 4 (57.1%)
Improve my data-informed instructional planning. 6 (85.7%)

Engage in professional reflection.

4(57.1%)

How do you prefer to engage in group work? (Select all that apply.)
7 responses

In groups with a mix of grade levels _2 (28.6%)
With colleagues in my own school (if other

With colleagues from other schools (if other
schools are also attending

—0 (0%)

o
-
N
w
ES
[$)]
(=]

When you learn about a new instructional procedure, which learning structure below would you

most prefer? (Choose only one.)
7 responses

@ First tell me about the procedure, then
show me how to teach it, then give me a
chance to practice teaching it, then give

2.9%
me a chance to reflect on it.

@ First show me how to teach the
procedure, then give me a chance to
practice it, then give me a chance to
reflect on it, then tell me more about it.

Figure 9 (con’t)



When you have opportunities to reflect on your own learning, how do you prefer to do this work?
(Select all that apply.)

7 responses

Individually 5(71.4%)

In pairs or small groups

5 (71.4%)

In whole group

Using digital tools such as discussion boards,
Padlet boards, or Google documents

5 (71.4%)

Using real-world tools such as notepaper, charts,
or sticky notes

Verbally

In writing 3 (42.9%)

If there is anything else you would like us to know about your learning goals for this DI Model PL,
you are welcome to share that information below. (This is an optional question.)

1 response

| would like to know about more resources for the DI Model.

Figure 9 (con’t)

Out of the 18 teachers, specialists, interventionists, and paraprofessionals
invited to attend the professional learning sessions, less than half (n=7) responded to
this survey tool (Appendix F), delivered via email three weeks prior to the first
training date. This low response rate (38.9%) required viewing the data as informative
but incomplete, due to the possibility that the respondents may not have been a
representative sample of the group overall. It may be that if the tool had requested
respondents to also indicate their instructional position, even this small data set could
have allowed for more accurate analysis and training content selection decisions.

Of those seven respondents, three indicated they knew the DI model well, three

indicated understanding all or many concepts from the science of reading graphic
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presented at the beginning of the tool (Appendix F), and one indicated knowing the DI
model but needing to know more about how it aligns with the science of reading
concepts and terms. All respondents indicated a need for their students to strengthen
and expand vocabulary and comprehension skills, and six said students need to
maintain their fluency or comprehension skills. Less than half of respondents (n = 2)
reported that their students had phonological awareness or decoding support needs.

When responding to the question about learning goals, all but one respondent
(n = 6) indicated wanting to improve their data informed instruction. Three other goals
were tied at four responses each: get a refresher of the differentiated instruction model,
improve lesson implementation, and engage in professional reflection. Three goals had
zero responses: learn how to teach the lessons, increase knowledge of evidence-based
practices, and increase knowledge of foundational skills.

Nearly all respondents (n = 6) indicated a preference to work in grade level
groups, pairs, or small groups, while only two indicated a preference for working in
mixed grade level groups. Over half of respondents (n = 4) indicated a preference for
the knowledge-building, simulation, practice, reflection (KSPR) learning structure.
Respondents indicated a range of preferences for reflection, with the highest selections
(n = 5) for individually, in pairs or small groups, and using digital tools. No one chose
the option to reflect in whole group.

Comparing the Data
In comparing school leader and teacher responses, both similarities and

differences stand out. Similarities were indicated in one category: learning goals for
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the professional learning sessions. In identifying goals for engaging in the
differentiated instruction model professional learning, school leaders indicated their
primary goal for teachers’ engagement was adopting an evidence-based Tier 2
instructional model to strengthen Lake Forest Central’s overall literacy program (n =
2). Leaders assigned secondary importance to both supporting/building teacher
knowledge base of evidence-based literacy instructional practices (n = 2) and
strengthening student foundational literacy skills (n = 2). Teacher responses largely
aligned with school leader goals, with nearly all (n = 6) identifying the goal of
improving their data-informed instructional planning, and just over half (n = 4)
identifying goals of getting a refresher to ensure they are teaching the lessons as
designed, improving lesson implementation, and engaging in professional reflection.
School leaders’ and teachers’ perceptions differed in the category of DI model
learning needs. School leaders ranked their estimation of teacher responses regarding
enhancing lesson quality, anticipating that learning how to accurately assess and
groups would rank first (n = 2), and learning how to teach the lessons as designed
would rank second (n = 2). In determining the importance teachers would assign to
knowing the DI model but needing a refresher, school leaders said teachers would
indicate this to “some” degree (n = 2). School leaders also anticipated that in terms of
building knowledge and expertise in the DI model, teachers would identify increasing
knowledge of evidence-based literacy instruction practices as their primary learning
need (n = 2), and not increasing foundational skills or literacy content knowledge. And

in terms of expanding teacher knowledge and expertise, school leaders anticipated
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teachers would identify improving data-informed instructional planning as their
primary learning need (n = 2), and not improving lesson implementation quality or
engaging in personal reflection. These responses indicate that school leaders
anticipated teacher learning needs would center around strengthening the literacy
program and identifying student placement for instruction. However, teacher
responses indicate their learning needs are largely evenly divided between knowing
the differentiated learning model well and being new to it. When identifying their
understanding of the DI model and the science of reading, 85.7 % of teachers (n = 6)
were evenly split between those indicating they know the differentiated model well
and understand its alignment with the science of reading (n = 3) and those indicating
understanding science of reading terms but being new to the DI model (n = 3), and one
teacher indicated knowing the DI model but wanting to know more about how the
model aligns with the science of reading.

Finally, one category indicated both similarities and differences: how teachers
like to practice instructional procedures. While school leaders (n = 2) accurately
anticipated that teachers (n = 5) would indicate a preference for working in pairs or
small groups, they did not anticipate teachers’ additional strong preference for
working in grade level groups (n = 6).

Using the Data to Inform Training Content and Design

School leaders worked with me to analyze each set of data responses and use

them to select two sets of modules: one set for synchronous training on day one, and

another set for the asynchronous training day. Leaders decided to select the highest-
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priority modules and content for the synchronous training: (a) DI and the Cognitive
Model, (b) Grouping Students and Preparing Them for the DI Block, (c) Blends and
Digraphs and R-Controlled Vowels, and (d) Fluency and Comprehension lessons.
Then they chose the remainder of the course modules to be included for the
asynchronous training day and to offer teachers choice of any four modules in which
to engage during that workday. To honor teachers’ learning preferences, the KSPR
structure was chosen for the modules offering a structure choice, and I committed to
varying the ways in which teachers would engage in reflection and work sessions so
that as many preferred grouping preferences as possible could be included.

When delivering the in-person synchronous training, [ was able to provide all
selected content, simulations, practices, and reflections as designed, within the set
schedule parameters (Figure 10 on next page) assigned to each module, and using the

accompanying presentation and learning tools of each module.
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=P~ |Daily Schedule
E"@

(s

Here is the breakdown of how we will spend our time together during our in-person DI Model training on Thursday, August 25, 2022:

Thursday, August 26, 2022

Session 1 (8:30 AM - 9:45 AM)

DI and the Cognitive Model

15 min BREAK (9:45 AM - 10:00 AM)

Session 2 (10:00 AM - 11:15 AM)

fal

ouping Students and Preparing Them for the DI Block

15 min Optional Q&A (11:15 AM - 11:30 PM)

@]

11:30 AM - 12:30 PM

LUNCH

Figure 10  Lake Forest Central Synchronous DI Model Training Schedule

Session 3 (12:30 PM - 1:45 PM)

Blends and Digraphs/R-Controlled Vowels

15 min BREAK (1:45 PM - 2:00 PM)

Session 4 (2:00 PM - 3:15 PM)

Fluency and Comprehension/Multisyllabic Decoding

15 min Optional Q&A (3:15 PM - 3:30 PM)

Figure 10 (con’t)
Determining Feasibility
I was able to test the feasibility of customizing DI model training that both

maintains quality and meets the unique professional learning needs of our partners by
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using the same three elements of the professional learning architecture as designed: (a)
the Evidence-Based Practices Needs Assessment, (b) the Teacher Needs Assessment
Summary Tool, and (c) the Evidence-Based Practices Design System. In addition, I
was able to test this feasibility by using the same six modules and accompanying tools
that were examined for 1:1 planning feasibility: (a) Learn how to use Canvas, (b) DI
and the Cognitive Model, (c) Grouping Students and Preparing Them for the DI
Block, (d) Blends and Digraphs and R-Controlled Vowels, (e) Fluency and
Comprehension lessons, and (f) End-of-Training Evaluations.

Since I was not present for the asynchronous training day and teachers did not
fill out either of the End-of-Training Evaluation forms in Canvas, I am unable to
report on whether the customized options and choices that day were perceived to be of
high quality or of a personalized nature. The evaluation tools were placed at the end of
the series of modules in Canvas. It may be that teachers simply didn’t notice the tools
since they were so far down on the page, and that increasing their visibility by moving
them to the top of the series of modules would have resulted in higher completion
rates.

For the synchronous training day, however, there are several indicators to
suggest the customized module and content delivery choices provided as part of my
professional learning architecture both maintains quality and meets partner needs.
First, the data collected from the Evidence-Based Practices Needs Assessment and the
Teacher Needs Assessment Summary Tool allowed school leaders to choose

professional learning content aligned not only to leaders’ preferences for professional
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learning content but also to teacher’s specified learning preferences for both content

and structure. Second, I noted high engagement throughout the full day of

synchronous training. Teachers were on task for all practice sessions, questions

teachers posed after reading activities were specific and aligned to the readings, and

there was no resistance or refusal to complete any of the planned tasks. Third, leaders

shared with me during breaks that teachers seemed pleased with the sessions and could

see these lessons as valuable literacy learning supports for their students, and that

leaders themselves were excited to see the supports their students would be receiving.

And finally, while only four teachers chose to complete PDCE’s standard post-training

feedback form, responses were overall positive, as indicated in Figure 11 and 12.

Figure 11

The
objectives
Throughout of the
The objectives the session | session I plan to use
of the session The objectives was engaged were met by what |
were clearly  were relevant in active my learned in

communicated to my learning learning presenter this session

5 5 5 5 4

4 5 4 5 5

5 5 5 5 5

5 5 5 5 5

PDCE Professional Learning Feedback Form Numerical Responses;
Response range from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree)
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What additional
comments do you
One thing | am taking away from the One question | still have about What | found effective about The session could have about the
session is... the session is... the session was... be improved by... session?

I love how there is a clear guide to where we
can start students, based on their baselines,
and where we can move forward or
backwards. The example lesson plans are

wonderful and useful. Having the scripted Is it typical that students will None at this time. |
lessons will help with routine and structure progress forward..or has there been enjoyed the presenter
within the classroom. Students know what to  an incident where students complete | can use it with all of my and felt she was very
expect each time and we can move through  a second cycle within the same students, not just my Tier 2 and 3 knowledgeable and
content quickly and effectively. subtest? students. None at this time. thorough.

the need for phonics instruction for students The opportunities to practice the

who are really struggling with decoding. N/A lessons with colleagues. N/A

the examples and practice. |
better ideas for planning and working with my Where to get the resources for the  don't typically have students on
students during RTI to meet their academic ~ grades 4-5? Most of my students those lower levels so breaking Thank you very much for
needs. will fall in the top step of the model. that instruction apart was helpful. N/A your expertise.

| am still unsure how to effectively The lesson plans and materials
implement the vocabulary and are easy for teachers to plan and | enjoyed the
How the DI model is structured. comprehension group. implement for groups. seesion.

Figure 12 PDCE Professional Learning Feedback Form Anecdotal Responses

The evidence available, while limited, does point toward feasibility of my
professional learning architecture to customize DI model training that both maintains
quality and meets the unique professional learning needs of our partners. Additional
anecdotal data collection tools and an increased number of respondents in the Teacher
Needs Assessment Summary Tool and the PDCE Professional Learning Feedback
Form would provide a stronger feasibility indicator in this area, as would having other
Literacy Instructional Specialists plan and deliver DI model professional learning
using my professional learning architecture design.

Conclusion
Taken together, these results indicate that, if implemented as designed, the

flexible baseline professional learning architecture that I designed can feasibly allow
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PDCE’s Literacy Instructional Specialists to provide customized differentiated
professional learning sessions that fit in PDCE’s 1:1 preparation model, maintain

quality, and meet the unique professional learning needs of our partners.
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Chapter 5
REFLECTION ON IMPROVEMENT EFFORT

As I was moving through the stages of completing this ELP, I initially thought
the evidence of effectiveness for my professional learning design would come from
the five iterative processes described in Appendix D: Try/Fail/Redesign Process.
Engaging in that process allowed me to analyze failed elements of each professional
learning design iteration and apply what I learned to subsequent design iterations. That
analysis and application process enabled me to develop and integrate a definitive set of
nine design elements into the Multi-Use Canvas Differentiated Instruction Training
Course (Appendix G). Then in the summer of 2022, I had the opportunity use the tools
and professional learning course that I designed (Appendices E-H) to support teachers
and school leaders from one of PDCE’s partner school districts in implementing the
DI model (Chapter 4: Improvement Strategies Results). Results from that sixth
iteration design analysis indicate the feasibility of using the artifacts in Appendices E-
H to address the problem stated in this ELP: How can I design a flexible baseline
professional learning architecture which both fits in PDCE’s 1:1 preparation model,
and allows for specialist customization that maintains quality and meets the unique
professional learning needs of our partners?

However, as the summer of 2022 progressed, and through frequent thought

partner exchanges with my advisor Dr. Sharon Walpole, I came to realize my evidence
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of effectiveness had two pathways: one expected, and one unexpected. In this
reflection on my improvement effort and its implications, I will first reflect on the

evidence from the expected pathway, and then the unexpected pathway.

The Expected Pathway
DI Model Partnership 6: Lake Forest Central Elementary School
Lake Forest Central Elementary School requested to partner with PDCE’s

literacy team in part due to the successful DI model training and coaching partnership

described in Appendix D: Try/Fail/Redesign Process. Figure 13 outlines the

partnership details.

Partner Type

Public school

Professional Learning Dates +
Duration

August 25 - 26, 2022

Full days

Professional Learning
Participants
(n=18)

School leaders
Classroom teachers
Reading specialists
Interventionists

paraprofessionals

Professional Learning Focus

Training to implement the DI model as a Tier 2
intervention with struggling students.

Partner’s Differentiated
Instruction Implementation
Format

In-person in the classroom

Figure 13

Lake Forest Central Partnership Details

60



Student Grade Level Focus 4-5

In-person delivery via PowerPoint*** presentation and

. . Canvas** resources
Professional Learning Format

Asynchronous delivery via Canvas** resources

Professional Learning Presenters Me

Figure 13 (con’t) Note: **Instructure (n.d.). ***Microsoft (n.d.).
Reflection on Lake Forest Central Professional Learning Sessions
What Failed

Providing Lake Forest Central with even more customization than what is
already provided in the Canvas course structure required significant additional
preparation time beyond the 1:1 preparation model we use at PDCE. I am very
comfortable with technology, so when I agreed to provide this additional
customization, I envisioned the work being simple and quick to complete. However, I
severely underestimated the planning and preparation time required to do that work,
failing to realize that additional videos would also be required if teachers were to
successfully learn the content once the synchronous coach presentation elements were
removed. Redesigning the current Canvas course modules and creating and embedding
video content to support fully asynchronous course access required 451 additional
minutes of work — slightly more than one full additional preparation day. That

additional preparation came at a personal cost to me: since my workload calendar is
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completely booked for the 2022-2023 fiscal year, my only option (as I saw it) was to
complete this additional preparation work after hours on my own time.
What I Learned

At PDCE, our Literacy Instructional Specialists have historically been service-
minded, willing to provide our partners with flexible professional learning support
customized to their literacy instruction needs. As COVID-19 has continued to impact
how we deliver professional learning, each of us on the literacy team has evolved our
work and mindset to become even more flexible, as the circumstances under which we
provide professional learning have often required creative thinking and quick pivots.
Sometimes our willingness to serve flexibly results in even more effective and
customized support. Other times, that flexibly causes unforeseen issues in terms of
time spent and costs incurred. This dichotomy has made me realize the need for our
literacy team — and more specifically, me personally — to provide “constrained
customization” in our professional learning design. In other words, to provide
customized professional learning support for our partners, we need to be not only open
and flexible, but also mindful of both our capabilities and our limitations, and work
within those boundaries.

I moved through the same iterative design process with Lake Forest Central as
I did for the five previous partnerships described in Appendix D: Try/Fail/Redesign
Process. In this newest iteration, I was able to gather data in a systematic way, which
allowed me to determine partnership goals and learning needs more accurately. It also

allowed me to have a more nuanced yet not fully complete understanding of the
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dynamics between school leadership and teachers. As noted earlier, only 38.8% of
teachers (n = 7) chose to complete the Teacher Needs Assessment Summary Tool
(Appendix F). Since I encountered no teacher resistance during the professional
learning, it seems reasonable to conclude that the low completion rate was likely not
due to resistance to the training or content. One possible explanation may be timing.
This training was delivered during the summer, just prior to school opening. The
teachers were not required to report for work or complete work tasks until the day of
the professional learning, yet the survey was sent out three weeks prior to that official
start date. School leaders had anticipated this occurrence, and sent out frequent
reminders asking teachers to respond, but were unable to require compliance since it
went out prior to the contracted start date. While this circumstance is outside my
sphere of influence, it may be that offering completion incentives or making clearer
connections to how and why the data was being requested would have resulted in
more teachers choosing to complete the survey.

Regardless of the reasons for survey non-completion, the low response rate
required that I view the data as informative and suggestive, but not complete. For
example, in comparing data from the Evidence-Based Practices Needs Assessment
(Appendix E) and the Teacher Needs Assessment Summary, [ was able to draw some
informative conclusions based on the similarities and differences between school
leader and teacher responses. Analysis of the data indicate that while closely aligned
in their respective goals for teacher engagement in the DI model professional learning

sessions, there may be a discrepancy between school leaders’ perception of teacher
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knowledge and learning needs and teachers’ own perception of the same. This
discrepancy may indicate school leaders’ desire to move teachers in a particular
instructional direction that differs from teachers’ current instructional trajectory. It
also may indicate a discrepancy between school leaders’ and teachers’ student data
interpretations and classroom experiences. Being aware of such discrepancies and
keeping them in mind as I plan and deliver the professional learning sessions allows
me to provide a more tailored learning experience for all stakeholders.

In addition to learning the positive impact of systematic data gathering and
analysis on customized professional learning design, I also learned that our literacy
team can expand the boundaries of what is possible when we provide professional
learning. We now have a flexible professional learning architecture for the DI model
in place, with preliminary evidence of feasibility in not only 1:1 preparation, but also
quality implementation and customized support aligned with partner literacy
professional learning needs. That architecture opens the door for expansion to provide
both synchronous and asynchronous support in professional learning design and, to the
extent possible, training designs that include a structure for varied combinations of
synchronous, asynchronous, and combination delivery. But we must temper
enthusiasm for that expansion possibility with realistic preparation estimations and
mindfulness in terms of our capabilities and limitations.

Finally, I learned that I need to be not only more intentional in knowing the
parameters in which I can work, but also more knowledgeable about the time required

to fulfill customization requests, because the accuracy of my estimations impact the
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decisions and workload of everyone connected to the partnership. When my Senior
Associate Director asked me if customizing the Canvas course for asynchronous
access would still fit within the Center’s 1:1 preparation model, I responded with an
enthusiastic yes. Had I been more cognizant of the work and time required to fulfill
that customization, I could have given her a more accurate time estimate. Such
information would have allowed us to consider two options prior to offering the
additional customization: (a) let the partner know that only one day of professional
learning was available given our Literacy Instructional Specialist’s availability and the
parameters of our financial model, and (b) present the partner with a revised cost
estimate factoring in the additional planning and preparation time required to provide
that additional customization. Such actions would then enable the partner to be more
well-informed about the professional learning options available to them, and make the
customized choice most closely aligned with their learning needs and training format
preferences.
Parameters Which Should Frame the Next Redesign

A significant positive result of this additional customization work is that I was
afforded the opportunity to test whether these materials had the potential to support
teachers even more flexibly than originally intended. Customizing the Canvas modules
for asynchronous access has opened the possibility of the Center offering three
different types of DI model professional learning support: fully synchronous, fully
asynchronous, and hybrid. I now have a partially complete, fully asynchronous version

of the Multi-Use Canvas Differentiated Instruction Training Course (Appendix G).
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Using these customized modules as templates, I can build a second DI model
professional learning Canvas course designed for fully asynchronous access. Once that
template course is complete, PDCE will be able to offer three different levels of DI
model professional learning support: synchronous-only sessions guided by one or
more of our Literacy Instructional Specialists, asynchronous-only sessions in which
teachers are self-guided through the course, or a combination of synchronous and
asynchronous sessions.

Recall that at the beginning of this chapter I noted that there are two evidence
of effectiveness pathways: one expected, and one unexpected. In the expected pathway
I have just described, I was the only Literacy Instructional Specialist planning and
delivering the differentiated instruction professional learning using the tools described
in Appendices E-H. Since no other colleagues worked with me to plan and deliver the
Lake Forest Central differentiated instruction training, I did not think I would have the
opportunity within this ELP to examine my design’s impact on anyone other than me.
But in the process of preparing to solo-implement my design for Lake Forest Central,
something unexpected happened, transforming an opportunity missed into an
opportunity found. Next, I describe that opportunity and the unexpected evidence of

effectiveness pathway that accompanied it.

The Unexpected Pathway

Reflection on the Literacy Team’s Engagement in the Iterative Process
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What Happened

The summer months for PDCE are a historically busy time, since many schools
and districts contract with us to provide professional learning to support teachers to
start off strong with curriculum implementation in the fall. So as my curriculum
writing work was winding down in the beginning of Summer 2022, my coaching work
was ramping up. Open Up Resources contracted with our literacy team at PDCE to
deliver a series of three, week-long virtual professional learning support sessions for
new teachers implementing the Bookworms K-5 Reading and Writing curriculum
(Open Up Resources, n.d.). Each day of the week focused on one component of the
Bookworms curriculum for each grade from K-5: Shared Reading, Interactive Read
Alouds, Genre Based Writing, Differentiated Instruction Assessment, and
Differentiated Instruction Lessons. Open Up Resources requested that each training
day had to include a morning and an afternoon session, with the same information
presented in both sessions, to accommodate teachers attending from multiple time
zones. This training structure required a minimum of six Literacy Instructional
Specialists (one per grade K-5) to deliver the training each day.

My two curriculum writing team colleagues and I collaborated to design the
New Teacher Training framework and based it on the professional learning design I
developed for the standalone differentiated instruction training. Once the training
framework was complete, my writing teammates and I created all content and
materials necessary for our Literacy Instructional Specialists to deliver the trainings as

designed each week — just as I had done for the standalone differentiated instruction

67



professional learning design (e.g., PowerPoint presentation files, Guide Sheets for
teacher note taking and work organization, Padlet boards for teacher reflection, digital
materials to deliver lesson simulations, digital materials for teachers to practice lesson
delivery, PDFs of readings). The same parameters for the standalone trainings also
applied to these New Teacher Trainings: 1:1 preparation model, maintain quality, and
meet the unique professional learning needs of our partners. In this case, the “unique
professional learning need” was that each daily AM and PM session had to be
completed in its entirety within a three-hour timeframe.

As the curriculum writing team was putting the finishing touches on the New
Teacher Trainings and preparing to roll them out to the coaching the team, six new
Literacy Instructional Specialists officially joined the literacy team in July 2022.
These new teammates spent the first iteration of New Teacher Training shadowing our
experienced Literacy Instructional Specialists who delivered the trainings as designed.
Then both experienced and new team members actively contributed to the post-
training reflection and redesign process. Figure 14 shows an example of one of the
Google Doc charts the team used to collaboratively share reflections and offer revision

suggestions.
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What went well?

What didn’t go so well?

Ideas to improve?

G2 AM: Lots of engagement
in the CT analysis

G2 AM: Not so much
engagement in the rest
(cameras off, very little
verbal or chat activity for
discussion points)

Ideas [team member] had: being
more intentional about reminding
teachers of the focus questions, and
then following back up after reading -
share in chat, call out, etc., for each
question upon return (accountability)

Also perhaps, working in personal
connection: how do you see this
working in your classroom? Etc.

Other ideas?

[team member] wondered about
tweaking the Spelling tool work to
include teacher practice. Here’s what
[team member is] going to try on Aug
2:
e [document link] (pages 5-6)
e [document link] (slides 19-
20)

G3 AM: Same as G2, Lots of

engagement in the CT analysis

- A lot of positive “thank
you’s” and “great session!”
Shared at the end, although

they were very quiet during!

G3 AM: Same as G2, Not
so much engagement in the
rest (cameras off, very little
verbal or chat activity for
discussion points)

[team member]: I like working on the
personal connection mentioned
above!

G3 PM: Not that it didn’t
go well - but we did the CT
Jigsaw work differently
because we had such a
small group size. One
person would have been
responsible for recording
on the doc for each task
which I thought might be a
lot of pressure, so we just
had them each choose a CT
to examine, keeping those
questions in mind, and then
I briefly spoke to each one
at the end.

Figure 14

Example of Collaborative Reflection and Revision Suggestions Chart.

Note: G2 = Grade 2. G3 = Grade 3. CT = Culminating Task.
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G1 AM- Deepest talk about
word study and culminating
tasks. They were relieved to see
the same routines and the
website.

PM: [team member] used [team
member’s] idea for
differentiating in Respond
Together and they really liked
that idea.

G1AM- Zoom updated and
created a mess Not enough time
to get into IRA, but the model
Respond Together was useful.

[team member likes] the idea of
being more explicit about the
Focus Questions. [team
member] put them into the
Guide Sheet for next week and
will see if that seems to elicit
more answers.

Based on some questions from
this week, [team member] also
added screenshots from the

student workbooks for a few
lessons so [teachers] could see
the difference between a text
connection and a written
response on the student side
(helped them understand that
this wasn’t anything additional
they students needed to do)

[team member] introduced the
Jigsaw as would have to kids in
a classroom.
Why/How/Designate specific
roles. We had a really detailed
jigsaw and great convo after!

Figure 14 (con’t) Note: G1 = Grade 1. G3 = Grade 3. CT = Culminating Task.

After the first week of training, the entire literacy team met and discussed the contents
of the reflection and revisions chart and collaboratively decided on which training
elements should remain and which needed revision, cuts, or replacement. Then
revision work was divided up amongst the team for completion.

The second iteration of New Teacher Training was implemented during the
second week of August 2022. This time, some of our new team members delivered
either AM or PM training sessions while others continued to shadow more

experienced colleagues. When training concluded, once again all team members
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contributed to a second round of reflection resulting in only slight revisions to the
design this time. By the third and final iteration of New Teacher Training during the
fourth week of August, nearly all the sessions were delivered by our new team
members, with follow-up reflection indicating little to no design revisions were
necessary.

This sizable systematic and collaborative reflection and revision process was
possible in part due to the size of the partnership the professional learning supported.
The New Teacher Training was a very large contract with multiple partnerships
participating in each iteration. It may be that the success of this process was due in
part to having a large enough contract to financially justify our whole team engaging
in such intensive design improvement work. If that is so, it may be possible to scale
this collaborative improvement process up or down to fit the size of the contract the
professional learning supports.

Evidence of Effectiveness

The collaborative iterative process described in the previous section is the
same try/fail/redesign process I used to improve the design of the standalone
differentiated instruction professional learning sessions we offer our partners. This
manner of working is a big change from how our team has worked in the past. Before
summer 2022, our Literacy Instructional Specialists sometimes engaged in the
iterative process on their own, or sometimes in collaboration with a few other
colleagues. But summer 2022 is the first time our literacy team has engaged in such a

very public reflection and revision process as a team, in a systematic way. I see this as
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evidence that collective engagement in the iterative process results in stronger
professional learning design.
What I Learned

I took what I learned about standalone DI model professional learning design
from the iterative process described in Appendix D: Try/Fail/Redesign Process and in
Chapter 4: Improvement Strategies Results, and then applied it to the professional
learning design of Bookworms K-5 Reading and Writing New Teacher Training in
general and the two differentiated instruction days in particular.

What I learned from the team’s collaborative iterative experience is that having
well-designed and well-prepared professional learning materials helps team members
in multiple ways. Besides making planning and preparation more manageable and
easier to fit in the 1:1 preparation model, the iterative process also helps team
members collaborate and contribute to the professional learning design process. In
addition to supporting the literacy team in general, this iterative design experience
specifically enabled new team members to become more purposefully integrated into
the work of our literacy team. And finally, engaging in collaborative reflection and
design revision allowed the work to be distributed more equitably, enabling each team
member to have a more manageable workload.

Parameters Which Should Frame the Literacy Team’s Ongoing Iterative Process

Given the way some team members positively highlighted each other’s ideas in
the Collaborative Reflection and Revisions chart (Figure 13), it may be that the

iterative process contributed not only to stronger professional learning design, but also
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to stronger collective efficacy and possibly even self-efficacy in terms of professional
learning design. However, continued iterative collaboration and professional design
work, along with more systematic data collection and analysis, would be required to

know this for certain.
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Chapter 6
REFLECTIONS ON LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT

Two years before I set out on this doctoral journey, I was brand new to both
the University of Delaware and PDCE, and my only experience delivering
professional learning was to peers in my master’s classes at West Chester University.
But I was confident that if I designed professional learning sessions aligned with
literacy research, evidence-based practices, the Common Core State Standards, and
requests from school leadership, everything would work out just fine. Fast forward to
now. [ am in my sixth year as a Literacy Instructional Specialist, and it has been five
years since Dr. Walpole stood in front of me at PDCE’s offices, looked me squarely in
the eye, and said, “You’re getting your doctorate, right?”” Though I have learned much
since then about literacy and leadership, and I still have much to learn, I will reflect on

what [’ve learned so far.

What I Used to Think

As a newly minted PDCE Literacy Instructional Specialist, I delivered my first
professional learning session to a — for me — very large group of teachers. I worked
hard to prepare what I thought matched what the district requested, and so I presented

the whole thing feeling confident that I was giving teachers what they needed. But
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when the surveys came back that afternoon, the comments were direct and hard to
read: “Don’t read the slides to me. I can do that myself.” “I already knew this. We
have gotten training in this topic for years.” “This did not meet my needs.” “I didn’t
learn anything new.” When I reflected, I did plan for what the district requested. I did
do the research. And, I knew the content was sound. But I did not think to ask the
teachers in the room what they wanted and needed. I did not involve participants in a
way they felt was meaningful, impactful, and respectful of their current expertise and
knowledge. It was a hard lesson to learn, and I very nearly decided that day that I
should never have become a literacy coach and that I should find another job. It was
only through the support of PDCE colleagues and leaders (both onsite that day and
afterwards at the office) that I was able to regroup, relearn, and try again, with better
results each time I tried. I didn’t realize then that I was engaging in my own personal

iterative process to improve my professional learning design.

What I Read and Thought About

At PDCE, we typically refer to ourselves as literacy “coaches” in our day-to-
day work with teachers. Bean (2020) defines literacy as “one’s ability to read, write,
think, and communicate” (p. 9). Walpole and McKenna (2013) define a coach as a
person who is “...a teacher’s teacher. A coach accepts, understands, and addresses the
real needs of adult learners in specific schools with the same unfailing, relentless,

positive energy that our very best classroom teachers bring to their work with
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children” (pp. 1-2). And Ippolito and Lieberman (2020) contend that “...coaching is
inherently leadership work™ (p. 77). Though I am part of a team of literacy coaches at
PDCE, I do not have a titled leader position, and I used to think that lack of title
precluded my ability to lead. However, Bean (2020) argues that while literacy coaches
do not have official authority to require change, they still serve as leaders by sharing
ideas and resources, inviting teachers and school leaders to engage in the change
process, and sharing their knowledge and expertise. According to Bean (2020), one
way to think of literacy leadership is that it builds the capacity of teachers to provide
stronger and more effective literacy instruction. Specifically, Bean (2020) maintains
that literacy coaches lead by (a) sharing their knowledge and expertise with teachers
(b) working closely with principals, and (c) engaging teachers and leaders in a
problem/solution process, all in service to improving literacy instruction. It seems fair
to say that this concept of leadership by building capacity would also apply not only to
my work supporting teachers in my coaching partnerships, but also to my work
supporting my colleagues through the professional learning tools and structures I have

built and the iterative design process in which we collectively engaged.

What I Learned About Professional Learning Design

As I engaged in the iterative professional learning design process, I
experienced many failures. However, each failure taught me something new about

effective professional learning design.
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e Failing to clarify leader roles within the professional learning
delivery for both me and the partnership leaders taught me to
determine clearly defined roles for all stakeholders prior to
implementation.

e Failing to align participant learning needs with professional
learning content taught me to develop and implement data-
gathering tools for both partnership leaders and teachers. Such data
tools allow for a more accurate match between content, teacher
learning needs, and partnership goals. This alignment failure also
taught me the importance of advanced collaborative planning with
partnership leaders, to ensure that content/learning
needs/partnership goals match.

e Failing to ensure the quality of content delivery tools taught me that
a cohesive learning experience via recorded video demands that I
preview and test all video to check for quality or continuity issues,
and rectify those issues as appropriate (e.g., by recording and
embedding new videos).

¢ Failing to ensure adequate time for teachers to practice instructional
procedures and ask follow-up questions taught me to pace
presentations more appropriately and to more realistically allot
practice timeframes that provide a more effective teacher learning
experience.

e Failing to appropriately plan for materials management (virtual or
physical) taught me to think carefully about teachers’ learning
experiences, anticipate materials organization and manipulation
issues, and create a minimum of tools that support maximum
learning opportunity.

In professional learning design, failure is a necessary part of the iterative process that
ultimately leads to improved design and a more effective learning experience for

teachers. Once I learned to view failure as a tool for identifying issues and improving

design, I feared it less and embraced it more.
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By engaging in an iterative design process for the differentiated instruction
stand-alone training, I learned that I have the potential make a colleague’s job easier
by having a systematic professional learning architecture which provides well-
designed virtual materials that support both training implementation and teacher
learning. Then, by engaging with the literacy team in an iterative process for
professional learning design evaluation and revision, I learned that I can share what I
learned about the iterative process with my colleagues and work with them to establish
an equally strong collective design process. In this way, I was able to not only improve

my own practice, but also positively influence the improved practice of my colleagues.

What I Learned About Leadership

One way I have learned to lead in literacy is through influence. Bean (2020)
claims that to lead by influence, a person might engage in persuasive conversations
aimed at guiding colleagues toward changes in both practices and policies. Another
way I have learned to lead is through developing people — one of four leadership
categories espoused by Leithwood and Jantzi (2008). I was able to both develop and
influence my colleagues during the process of redesigning professional learning via
the iterative process. First, I learned how to move through the iterative process guided
by my advisor. Then, I persuaded a few of my colleagues to help me in that process
(Appendix D: Try/Fail/Redesign Process), developing their skill in the process by

guiding them to use similar processes. That iterative work in turn influenced our
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Senior Associate Director to engage our entire literacy team in a collective iterative
analysis of our initial New Teacher Training design, followed by collaborative
professional learning revision and redesign. Taken together, these iterative processes
supported capacity building of not only me, but also the entire team, and contributed
to the development of a “collegial culture” (Bean, 2020, p. 13) where we were all
focused on a common goal: improving professional learning design.

In addition to learning more about how to lead, I also learned about the limits
of my leadership. While there are many factors under my control in professional
learning design and implementation (e.g., the accuracy of the literacy content, the
design of the learning elements offered, the alignment of instruction with evidence-
based practices, the quality of the training delivery tools), there are many more that are
not (e.g., materials shipments that fail to arrive on time, technology difficulties,
unexpected schedule changes, last-minute or unexpected partner requests). The
challenge for me as a literacy leader was learning how to respond to and adjust for
those factors I could not control, or to mitigate those factors to some degree by
planning ahead for their possibility.

By building capacity, developing people, leading by influence, and purposeful
planning, I can effect change through a professional learning lens. For the teachers I
serve, that change may occur in instructional practice or pedagogical knowledge or
beliefs. For the colleagues I work alongside, that change may occur in professional

learning design or implementation or in collaborative work engagement. And for both
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teachers and colleagues, those changes have the capacity to pave the way toward our

ultimate goal: student literacy achievement.

What I Still Need to Refine

Perhaps one of the most important concepts that this design and leadership
journey has reinforced for me is the need for continuous skill improvement. I have
prioritized four leadership and design skills that I believe are the most immediate for
me to refine. First, I need to refine my skills related to simplicity of design. For
example, recall that one of the failures I noted was related to materials management.
By continuing to learn how to better design and incorporate learning tools that are
simple to manage and easy to use, I can more effectively facilitate teachers’ learning
experiences.

Second, I need to refine my skills related to teacher engagement and
relationship building. One example is that I struggle to get teachers to complete our
Center’s end-of-training surveys, resulting in collection of minimal or incomplete
post-training data. By actively working to increase relational engagement early in the
training, and to learn more effective ways to increase teacher survey completion, my
ability to design stronger professional learning aligned to teachers’ learning needs and
preferences will increase.

Third, I need to refine my skills related to virtual small group activity design.

My colleagues and I noticed when checking in with groups during their virtual
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practice sessions—especially during the New Teacher Trainings—that some of the
groups did not engage in the designated practice activity. Instead, they discussed other
topics or simply had cameras and microphones turned off. My colleagues and I are not
sure why those virtual small group activities did not have higher engagement. Is it
because teachers were unable to see how virtual practice connected to in-person lesson
delivery? Is it because the virtual tools we provided were not easy to use? Is it because
we needed to build more accountability into the task? It may be that to be effective,
practice session spaces and materials need to match the spaces in which teachers will
deliver instruction with students. As I consider possible redesign ideas (e.g.,
incorporating different accountability measures beyond simple share-outs, using
different or better-designed virtual tools that are easier to manipulate, providing video-
recorded lesson simulations before practice sessions instead of live coach simulations)
engaging my colleagues in collaborative problem-solving will increase my knowledge
base of effective design and engagement ideas.

Fourth, I need to refine my skills related to delegating responsibility (Bean and
Goatley, 2021). For example, after each iteration described in Appendix D:
Try/Fail/Redesign Process, I completed the professional learning redesign work on my
own, using the input provided by my colleagues. Since I was engaging in that iterative
process to inform the design of the flexible professional learning architecture I was
building for this ELP, I would argue that doing that work myself was the appropriate
leader action to take. However, while working with our literacy team to

collaboratively apply the iterative process to improve the design of New Teacher
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Training, I kept trying to do all the redesign tasks myself, because I thought this action
was helpful to and supportive of my peers. But thanks to timely feedback from my
Senior Associate Director, I came to realize that I was missing the opportunity to
empower my colleagues (Bean and Goatley, 2021) to engage their own leadership and
expertise in service to our collective goal: supporting strong teacher curriculum
implementation via strong professional learning design.

To list all the leadership and professional learning design skills I need to
continually improve could fill volumes. However, starting with these four are a strong

start from which to continue to grow.

What I Would Have Done Differently

Knowing what I know now, if I were to start this project all over, the main
thing I would do differently is add opportunities to increase colleague capacity by
incorporating elements of distributed leadership. According to Bean (2020),
distributed leadership involves understanding both the actions and interactions of
those being led. One way to enact distributed leadership is to find out what people are
good at, and then match each person to tasks where they can leverage their expertise
most effectively to make a difference (Bean, 2020).

I have been on the literacy team for six years. I have worked with some team
members for nearly all of those six years, some for only a couple of years, and some

for only a couple of months. Over those timeframes, [ have learned that two of our
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colleagues are particularly skilled in teacher engagement and relationships. Another
excels at coaching organization and data management. We have a colleague whose
strength is big-picture analysis and developing effective systems for organizing
people. Still another colleague has great facility with finding and effectively
implementing both new and existing digital tools. We have two colleagues with strong
special education expertise, two others with administrative experience and expertise,
and another two with both depth and breadth of knowledge in early literacy. We also
have a colleague with strong data analysis skills and particular expertise in evidence-
based literacy instructional methods for students who struggle.

If I had applied distributed leadership to the design and implementation of my
flexible professional learning architecture, for example, I could have enlisted the
expertise of those colleagues skilled in teacher engagement when designing the lesson
practice and reflection elements of the course (Appendix G: Multi-Use Canvas
Differentiated Instruction Training Course). I could have enlisted the expertise of my
colleagues skilled in digital tools to determine which digital reflection tools would
provide both ease of use and effective practice and reflection experiences for teachers.
I could have engaged colleagues with strong special education expertise to work with
me to design a new module focused on how teachers might scaffold DI lessons as
needed to match students’ Individualized Education Program goals. I could have
engaged colleagues with administrative experience and expertise to help me determine
a stronger design and build for the Evidence-Based Practices Needs Assessment

(Appendix E) and the tasks to include in the leader meetings outlined in the Evidence-
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Based Practices Design System (Appendix H). When using the flexible professional
learning architecture to provide DI model training to partnerships, I could have
engaged my colleague with strong data analysis skills to help me examine data
collected from both the Evidence-Based Practices Needs Assessment and the Teacher
Needs Assessment Summary Tool (Appendix F) and then work with me to more
accurately determine that partnership’s professional learning needs. These are just a
few of the ways I could have applied distributed leadership to increase colleague
capacity. Doing so could have positively impacted not only my colleagues’ expertise,
but also teachers’ skill in implementing the DI model with their students.

To sum up, Bean and Goatley (2021) assert that, “Leaders are those who
promote positive change and inspire and empower others to participate in the process”
(p-101). While my reflection on my improvement effort in this ELP pointed toward
positive results in both the expected and unexpected evidence of effectiveness
pathways I encountered, those results might have been even more positive if I had
focused more concerted efforts toward building colleague capacity. It may be that the
requirements of the ELP to work personally were a barrier in a workplace where the
best work is done collaboratively.

Conclusion

The work of this ELP has engaged me in dynamic development of professional
learning to support both knowledge-building in the science of reading generally, and
in implementation of Walpole and McKenna’s (2017) DI model specifically. I was

able to create a professional learning architecture that is potentially universally
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accessible yet also contextually customizable, simply by (a) knowing a core set of six
evidence-based design principles and (b) asking a constrained set of questions
targeting what leaders know about their teachers and their school and what teachers
know about their students and their own learning goals.

Design is all about improving from one iteration to the next, but what I really
benefitted from is implementation with multiple stakeholders in multiple settings and
from multiple backgrounds. After five iterations, the DI model professional learning
design held up so well that our literacy team learned something about effective
practice in multiple full-day training scenarios and applied that learning to effective
practice in multiple half-day training scenarios. What this whole design process has
taught me is that if I have a core set of design principles, a list of intentional and
targeted questions, a group of willing and knowledgeable collaborators, access to high
quality instructional materials, and a little bit of time, I have the core set of tools

necessary to design flexible, effective, customized professional learning in the future.
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Appendix A

PDCE LITERACY DEPARTMENT PROFESSIONAL LEARNING

PARTNERSHIPS SUPPORTING DI MODEL IMPLEMENTATION

The DI model and its accompanying lessons were first developed and written
by Dr. Sharon Walpole and Dr. Michael McKenna as a framework for implementing
small group foundational skills instruction. Schools partnered with Dr. Walpole and
Dr. McKenna to increase student literacy achievement through implementation of this
multiple-entry skills intervention, which provides explicit instruction in decoding. The
differentiated instruction framework and lessons were initially published in
Differentiated Reading Instruction: Strategies for the Primary Grades in 2007. The
framework and lessons were piloted by literacy coaches working with Dr. Walpole
and Dr. McKenna. In 2009, a finalized version of differentiated instruction framework
and lessons were published in How to Plan Differentiated Reading Instruction:
Resources for Grades K-3. Through interactions with teachers as they implemented
the lessons, Drs. Walpole and McKenna were able to identify improvements and
publish a revised second edition in 2017.

The DI model and lessons are an integral part of the Bookworms K-5 Reading
and Writing literacy curriculum (Bookworms). Bookworms incorporates challenging

texts and evidence-based instructional routines designed to build and strengthen
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students’ vocabulary and background knowledge as well as their comprehension,
decoding, spelling, and grammar skills. Drs. Walpole and McKenna began writing the
Shared Reading component of Bookworms in 2011, followed by the Read Aloud
component in 2013. By the summer of 2016, the ingredients were gathered for what
soon became the Genre Based Writing component. This is a brief summary of how the
DI model and Bookworms came to be. The full Bookworms story is available in the
introduction sections of the Bookworms K-5 Reading and Writing Teacher Manuals,
available for free via the Open Up Resources website:

https://access.openupresources.org/curricula/bookworms-k5.

Prior to the Fall of 2019, schools and districts interested in literacy instruction
support for their K-5 teachers and students typically partnered with the University of
Delaware’s PDCE to implement all three components of Bookworms: Shared
Reading, English Language Arts (which includes both Interactive Read Alouds and
Genre Based Writing) and Differentiated Instruction. Then came the COVID-19
pandemic. By March of 2019, the pandemic had forced an abrupt halt to in-person
learning and a subsequent pivot to different variations of virtual and hybrid
instruction. It was a highly challenging time for teachers to teach and students to learn.

By the Spring of 2019, schools and districts noticed a worrying decline in
students’ foundational skills knowledge, and PDCE noticed a substantial increase in
requests for partnerships. These partnership requests solely or primarily focused on
implementing the DI model as a stand-alone support to address that decline. To meet

that demand, PDCE’s Literacy Instructional Specialists jumped into action,
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collaborating to support new and current partners by designing and providing multiple
types of differentiated instruction professional support matched to partners’ specific

needs and settings. This included the following components.

e Asynchronous virtual differentiated instruction was provided via
designing, pre-recording and embedding 160 15-minute videos into
a built-from-scratch student-accessible Google Site. One video was
provided for every lesson in the Phonological Awareness and Word
Recognition, and Word Recognition and Fluency, stairsteps of the
DI model.

e Synchronous virtual or hybrid differentiated instruction support for
teachers was provided via PowerPoints or PDF documents.
Versions of the DI model lessons were designed and built to adhere
as closely to the typical in-person instructional content and delivery
as possible.

e Synchronous virtual differentiated instruction training for teachers
and tutors was provided by our Literacy Instructional Specialists
and focused on how to effectively plan for and implement
differentiated instruction lessons in virtual and hybrid settings.

e Asynchronous virtual DI model and foundational skills knowledge-
building support provided via built-from-scratch Google Sites
designed to guide teachers through either independent or small
group self-guided book studies of two differentiated instruction
texts: How to Plan Differentiated Reading Instruction: Resources

for Grades K-3 and Differentiated Literacy Instruction in Grades
4&35: Strategies and Resources.

The professional learning design I have developed to address the problem of
this ELP is informed by my direct work with five different school partnerships, each
of which began in Summer 2021. Each partner requested stand-alone support in

implementing the DI model. I will briefly describe those partnerships here but will
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provide a more in-depth explanation and detail in Appendix D: The Try/Fail/Redesign
Process.

The first of my differentiated instruction stand-alone partnerships was with an
educational group called Ignite! Reading (Ignite). Ignite requested virtual training and
support for tutors to virtually and synchronously implement the differentiated
instruction lessons with individual students using the Zoom (Zoom, n.d.)
videoconferencing platform. The tutors came from various backgrounds and levels of
educational experience: charter school teachers, paraprofessionals, university students,
and volunteers. For this partnership, I designed and implemented virtual, synchronous
professional learning for 30 tutors and Ignite leaders over two days, and virtual
synchronous and asynchronous coaching for Ignite’s group leader and tutors for nine
additional days.

I used what I learned from the Ignite partnership to redesign the support for my
second differentiated-instruction-only partnership with KIPP North Carolina Charter
Schools. I served as lead coach for both the training and coaching elements of the
partnership and used what I learned from the Ignite professional learning to improve
KIPP’s professional learning design for 119 teachers, paraprofessionals, and school
leaders. As lead coach, I supported and joined with two additional colleagues to
provide the initial two-day virtual trainings to support in-person lesson delivery.
Additionally, four colleagues and I provided ongoing in-person coaching support for
both administrators (four days per school) and teachers (eight days per school) across

three K-4 elementary KIPP schools in North Carolina.
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I used what I learned from KIPP and Ignite! to improve further on the
professional learning design as well as adapt that design for in-person delivery of my
third differentiated-instruction-only partnership with Lake Forest East Elementary
School, a K-2 public elementary school in Frederika, Delaware. Lake Forest East
leaders requested in-person professional learning in three, half-day increments, spaced
across the school year, to support in-person implementation of the DI model. Each
professional learning session was delivered on-site and in-person at Lake Forest East
for 32 teachers and leaders, and professional support was expanded further to include
three additional half-day coaching sessions spread across the school year.

I used what I learned from Lake Forest East, KIPP, and Ignite to improve the
design yet again, this time for the Thomas Edison Charter School in Wilmington,
Delaware (Edison Charter). Edison Charter requested synchronous virtual support for
a differentiated instruction “refresher” session for teachers, paraprofessionals, and
leaders. This school is not new to the DI model, and so they wanted more nuanced
professional support. For this partnership, I collaborated with a colleague to design
and deliver a one-day “refresher” professional learning to reinforce 31 teachers’ and
leaders’ skills in initial student beginning-of-year group placement, and their
understanding of the structure and content of each group in the DI model.

I used what I learned from each of the prior four partnerships to inform the
professional learning support for my fifth differentiated-instruction-only partnership
with two elementary schools in New York City. This partner requested virtual

professional learning and coaching support for four teachers (three teachers in one
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school, one teacher in another school) who are piloting the DI model in their
classrooms (grades K, 1 and 2). Working with the same colleague from the Edison
Charter partnership, we designed and provided a one-day virtual professional learning
session to deliver initial training for each school in how to implement the DI model in
their classrooms. Follow up coaching consisted of teacher choice of either
asynchronous support via video-recorded feedback on the instructional videos they
sent us, or synchronous support via Zoom coaching sessions.

The experiences described in this narrative and in Appendix D:
Try/Fail/Redesign Process informed the recipe for the overall design of the flexible
professional learning architecture described in Appendix G: Multi-Use Canvas

Differentiated Instruction Training Course.
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Appendix B

BUILDING A NEW NORMAL: VIRTUAL AND HYBRID PROFESSIONAL

LEARNING INTRODUCTION

Abstract
This systematic literature review discusses best practices in traditional, virtual, and
hybrid professional learning. It examines the benefits of both fully virtual and hybrid
professional learning experiences in the context of how they compare to what we
know about effective traditional professional learning experiences, supported by the
existing research base from 2006-2020. The most salient points from this examination
are then synthesized to determine what a “recipe for success” might look like in a
hybrid professional learning environment going forward. The paper ends by discussing
limitations and conclusions regarding further study and consideration of the hybrid
professional learning model.

Keywords: virtual, hybrid, professional learning
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Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic forced a significant change in the business-as-usual
teaching and learning environment. Over the course of the pandemic, teaching and
learning in either fully or partially virtual environments became the new normal not
only for student learning but also for teacher learning. In our work at the University of
Delaware’s PDCE, our literacy team provides professional learning in literacy for
teachers, specialists, and administrators in the elementary grades. Before the COVID-
19 pandemic, our work was nearly always delivered in-person: workshops,
professional learning community sessions, coaching, and training. During the COVID-
19 pandemic, we made the sudden and initially disorienting shift to providing those
same services virtually and have thankfully met with success. But what happens once
the pandemic ends? While the temptation may be to just “go back to normal,” should
we? Or, should we craft a more purposeful “new normal” going forward, which
incorporates both lessons learned through experience during the pandemic, and what
the research tells us about effective traditional, virtual, and hybrid professional
learning environments? I believe our PDCE Literacy Team can better serve our
partners by crafting a purposeful new normal.

What We Know About Traditional Professional Learning

A successful recipe for a traditional professional learning model includes six
main ingredients: teacher choice of topic, evidence-based adult learning principles,
direct connection to classroom practice, customized coaching supports for individuals

and groups, varied and frequent opportunities for reflection, and sustained duration
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(Basma & Savage, 2018; Brady et al., 2009; Darling-Hammond et al., 2017,
Desimone, 2009; Desimone & Pak, 2017; Opfer & Pedder, 2011). And, when it comes
to teacher perception of traditional professional learning value, time and type matter.
For example, Mundy, Howe, and Kupczynski (2015) found that the number of times
professional learning was scheduled per year had a significant effect on how highly
teachers valued the professional learning, and that the types of professional learning
receiving the highest teacher ratings were demonstration lessons, in-service sessions,
and professional learning communities. They also found a significant positive
correlation between the number of professional learning community hours received
and how often teachers applied learned strategies in their classrooms. Taken together,
research has identified numerous traditional professional learning practices that
positively impact teacher learning. However, virtual and hybrid professional learning
practices and their impact are much less familiar to both teachers and professional
learning providers. So, I decided to conduct a narrative literature review and learn
what the literature has to say about these less familiar types of professional learning
support.
Narrative Review Focus

This paper seeks to add to the traditional professional learning knowledge base
by conducting a narrative literature review focused on identifying the currently known
affordances of virtual and hybrid professional learning, synthesizing them with the

affordances of traditional professional learning, and then determining what a recipe for
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success might look like in a hybrid professional learning environment in 2021 and
beyond.
Article Selection Method

To identify articles that most clearly address the goals stated in the previous
paragraph, I used one information retrieval technique to locate 44 total documents, 24
of which were selected for review. Articles were retrieved via one online computer
search (Cooper, 1982) using five different electronic databases: Google Scholar, and
the University of Delaware’s DelCat Discovery library which simultaneously searches
four databases: Education Source, ERIC [EBSCOhost], Educational Administration
Abstracts, and Educator’s Reference Complete. I used both literacy-specific and
professional-development-general search terms to cast a wider net from which to
choose. However, I also limited the search to articles published between 2006 and
2020, to ensure the articles reflected the most up-to-date technology tools and

professional learning practices. Those search terms were:

e Efficacy of hybrid professional learning for literacy teachers
e Efficacy of virtual professional learning for literacy teachers
e Hybrid professional learning for elementary teachers

e Virtual professional learning for elementary teachers.

These four search terms yielded 44 total documents. Articles for this sample were

selected if the search terms appeared in the title, abstract, or keywords of the study,

and if the study focused on K-12 teachers in literacy. After selection, I skimmed the 44
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articles and selected those which seemed to most closely examine content related to
virtual and hybrid professional learning in literacy in one or more of seven different

categories:
e Definition of a virtual or hybrid professional learning model

e Types of tools used during the virtual or hybrid professional
learning

e Professional learning design or type options applied
e Evidence-based practice in virtual or hybrid professional learning
e Why or how to use a virtual or hybrid professional learning model

e Affordances or barriers of using virtual or hybrid professional
learning model

e Teacher or administrator views of virtual or hybrid professional
learning

This criterion-based skimming procedure resulted in a final selection of 24 articles that
fit within those seven selection categories, yielding a sample of 15 empirical articles,
five theoretical articles, two reports, and two reviews.

The selected 24 articles were then sorted to determine whether virtual,
traditional, or hybrid professional learning were examined. From there, the articles in
each of those three sorting categories was further examined and coded to determine
which of nine different evidence-based elements of effective traditional professional
learning were evident in each article: (a) customized coaching and professional
learning support, (b) teacher efficacy, (c) access, convenience, and flexibility, (d)

direct connection to classroom practice, (€) evidence-based adult learning principles,
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(f) opportunities for reflection, (g) sustained duration, (h) opportunities for
professional colleague collaboration, and (i) cost benefit. See the figures at the end of
this paper to examine the breakdown of articles within each category and the
respective professional learning elements evident in each category.
Affordances of a Virtual Professional Learning Experience

Before considering the affordances of a virtual professional learning
experience, it will be helpful to establish definitions. For this paper, virtual
professional learning means teacher training and/or professional support which takes
place in an online space, using one or more digital tools or virtual practices such as:
webinars, virtual coaching, or distance education courses (Bates et al., 2016); online
professional learning communities (Blitz, 2013; Duncan-Howell, 2010; Katz et al.,
2019); professional learning networks (Krutka et al., 2016); internet-based multimedia
courses (Huai et al., 2006), or websites and webcam coaching (L. Vernon-Feagans et
al., 2015). These virtual professional learning experiences can be synchronous (where
participants access online learning activities at the same time and in the same space),
asynchronous (where participants access online activities at dates and times of their
own choosing), or a combination of the two (Bates et al., 2016; Parsons et al., 2019).
In the next section, I zero in on previous research highlighting the benefits of virtual
professional learning experiences for teachers.
Opportunities for Reflection

Virtual professional learning can provide expanded opportunities for teacher

reflection, which has been found to be an effective, evidence-based component in a
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successful traditional professional learning model (e.g., Basma & Savage, 2018;
Darling-Hammond et al., 2017; Opfer & Pedder, 2011). In a review of the literature
examining online professional learning communities, Blitz (2013) found evidence to
suggest that an online professional learning environment provides expanded
opportunities for reflection and collaboration minus the barriers of “time, space, and
pace” (p.1) and that online professional learning environments better promote teacher
self-reflection on their practice compared to face-to-face professional learning
environments. Virtual professional learning networks seem to be of particular benefit
for teacher reflection. In a survey of teachers’ professional learning network
experiences (Trust et al., 2016), teachers reported that professional learning network
participation allowed them to engage in professional reflection on their role as
recursive learners, and to foster reconsideration of professional goals relative to
improved practice. Further, professional learning network participation allowed them
to take ownership of their own professional growth and improvement, through
professional collaboration and engagement with their peers.
Teacher Knowledge and Skill-Building

Virtual professional learning can positively impact teacher knowledge-building
and skill-building, which traditional professional learning research suggests has the
potential to positively impact classroom practice. In a study examining the effect of
online coaching on improved classroom discussion quality, Matsumura and colleagues
(2019) implemented a virtual professional learning model (online workshops and

video-based coaching sessions) that resulted in improved teacher questioning
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strategies and more rigorous student discussion. In a systematic review of studies
examining both formal and informal online teacher communities, Lantz-Andersson
and colleagues (2018) found evidence to suggest several positive outcomes from
teacher participation in such communities, including: changed instructional practice,
changed pedagogical knowledge, increased enthusiasm for their work, and improved
confidence in their role as education professionals.
Access, Convenience, Flexibility

Virtual professional learning can allow for ease of access, convenience, and
flexibility, providing teachers with the element of choice in their own learning. In one
study investigating elementary teachers’ experiences in a self-directed online
professional learning environment, participants reported that the ease and accessibility
of online professional learning motivated their engagement with the professional
learning site, and that the convenience and greater variety of content offered through
the online professional learning was preferable to receiving professional learning
support through more narrowly focused professional text resources (Beach, 2017). In
another study, researchers investigated the effects of an internet-based professional
learning program on teachers’ assessment literacy (Huai et al., 2006). The authors
argued that their results suggest virtual professional learning offers affordances of
convenient access to professional learning content, flexible time and pace when
engaging with professional learning content, transcendence of location and financial
travel burden barriers for teachers in remote areas, and promotion of convenient and

frequent professional learning and collaboration.
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Potential for Indirect Impact on Student Achievement

Virtual professional learning that increases teacher knowledge and skill has the
potential to positively impact teacher practice, which can lead to a secondary positive
impact on student achievement. For example, Basma and Savage’s (2018) review of
17 studies examined the effect of professional learning on elementary students’
achievement in reading and included a sub-question seeking to determine whether
there were any professional learning variations across those studies which moderated
overall effects. Of the 17 studies reviewed, only two compared differences in student
achievement between teachers receiving virtual versus in-person professional learning:
Powell and colleagues (2010) and Vernon-Feagans and colleagues (2015). Powell and
colleagues (2010) conducted a comparison of classroom and child outcomes versus
teacher coaching condition (no control group). Results revealed that Head Start
teachers receiving in-person coaching had higher instructional practice knowledge
scores and demonstrated larger gains in instructional practice implementation than
those receiving remote coaching. Yet, it was the students of teachers who received
professional learning via remote video support who had better reading achievement
growth. No causal link, however, was noted. Vernon-Feagans and colleagues (2015)
compared the effectiveness of in-person versus webcam professional learning and
coaching for the Targeted Reading Intervention (TRI) program for rural kindergarten
and first grade classrooms, and found evidence to suggest that not only did the
teachers in the webcam coaching group have higher quality instructional

implementation than teachers in the in-person coaching group, but also that students of
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the webcam-coached teachers had higher literacy growth (on one literacy measure)
than those whose teachers received in-person support.

It is important to highlight the differences in the findings of these two studies,
however, and view them with an eye to further investigation. While both studies
reported higher achievement for students of the virtually supported teachers (Powell et
al., 2010; Vernon-Feagans et al., 2015), only one study found that the virtually
supported teachers had higher pedagogical knowledge and/or instructional
implementation gains (Vernon-Feagans et al., 2015). The overarching goal of teacher
professional learning is increased pedagogical knowledge and improved practice.
Therefore, understanding how virtual professional learning impacts teacher knowledge
and skill, whether any changes in knowledge and skill result in changes in practice,
and whether any changes in practice result in higher student achievement, allows
professional learning designers to select the most appropriate professional learning
design to effectively support teacher learning.

Cost-Effective Collaboration and Access to Expertise

Virtual professional learning can provide cost-effective opportunities for
collaboration with a wider circle of colleagues possessing greater ranges of experience
and expertise. In presenting their framework for professional learning network
enrichment, Krutka and colleagues (2017) suggest that such online professional
learning groups provide the opportunity for participating teachers to connect and
collaborate with other teachers outside of their immediate geographic area who have

similar interests and/or professional learning needs, without the travel, cost, and time
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barriers inherent to connecting with far-away colleagues. Salazar and colleagues
(2010) argue virtual professional learning collaboration through participation in online
professional learning communities is particularly beneficial for teachers of English
Language Learners (ELs) in isolated rural settings, as local support for such teachers’
more specialized professional learning needs is not always readily available. Findings
from a teacher survey conducted by Trust and colleagues (2016) seem to bear this out.
When 732 preschool through grade 12 teachers in 47 countries responded to questions
about their views of the professional learning networks in which they participate, 71%
reported that their professional learning network members included local colleagues,
educators worldwide with “specific expertise” (p. 22) such as a particular grade level
or a specialist in a particular content or instructional area, and non-education members
such as writers or scientists. Further, 11% reported that their professional learning
network gave them the opportunity to engage in collaborative learning. Such
collaborative work opportunities with a wide range of collegial expertise provides
teachers with professional support customized to each teacher’s specific learning
needs and topic choices.
Ingredients for Successful Virtual Professional Learning

Considering such affordances, what can virtual professional learning add to an
effective overall professional learning recipe? Bates and colleagues (2016) believe the
key to successful virtual professional learning is to combine it with school-based
collaboration. They submit that virtual professional learning works best in the

following five situations:
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1. When specific professional learning is needed for specific teachers on
content which is not part of the district instructional plan during that
school year

2. When expertise is not available in-district but is available virtually

3. When access is needed to colleagues with similar interests or expertise
levels, but such personnel are not available in-district

4. When teacher needs prohibit “more powerful professional learning
experiences” (p.72) than what can be offered in-district or locally

5. When online professional learning is significantly more cost-effective
than in-person professional learning, but the quality of each type of
professional learning is equivalent

With a more research-informed idea of the affordances of virtual professional learning
in place, I will now examine hybrid professional learning.
Affordances of a Hybrid Professional Learning Experience

What are the affordances of a hybrid professional learning experience? Like
virtual professional learning, it will be helpful to define terms. Unlike virtual
professional learning, a common definition of hybrid professional learning is more
elusive. One reason is the lack of consistent terminology use: some studies use the
term “blended,” while others use the term “hybrid” (Bates et al., 2016; Parsons et al.,
2019), and still others use the combination term blended/hybrid (Salazar et al., 2010)
or use each term seemingly interchangeably (Blitz, 2013; Clary et al., 2017; Moore et
al., 2016). Another reason is that there does not seem to be one overarching accepted
definition in the literature for this type of professional learning, no matter which of

these terms is used.
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How do articles using the term “hybrid” define this type of professional
learning? Salazar and colleagues (2010) define a hybrid professional learning model
generally, by describing its role in their professional learning program as an approach
which “...expands [their] program’s content and delivery options as well as its
outreach to participants in a variety of locations, circumstances, levels of technological
comfort and accessibility” (p. 2). Bates and colleagues (2016) define the general

hybrid professional learning model, but in more detail, stating that

Hybrid online learning activities take place as part of a larger in-person
learning opportunity. Examples include in-person courses or workshops
that require virtual collaboration or completion of other online tasks
between sessions. These hybrid opportunities may use synchronous or
asynchronous online tools, depending on the particular aims of the in-
person sessions (p. 71).
Blitz defines hybrid professional learning communities as ““...combin[ing] online
interactions with the face-to-face interactions of traditional professional learning
communities (2013, p. 1). This definition is similarly echoed in the findings of Lantz-
Andersson and colleagues’ (2018) review of studies examining online teacher
communities.
How do articles using the term “blended” define this type of professional
learning? Katz and colleagues’ (2019) article on teacher professional learning
environments describes “blended learning spaces” for teachers as those which

incorporate both online and face-to-face components. Clary and colleagues (2017)

seem to agree, describing their blended professional learning design as one which
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b

includes “...both face-to-face...learning opportunities and online instruction modules’
(p- 507).

Despite inconsistent term use and lack of a universally accepted definition for
hybrid professional learning in the literature, we can distill commonalities across
studies to construct a working definition. Therefore, hybrid professional learning in
this paper refers to teacher training and/or professional support which includes a
purposeful integration of teacher learning experiences from both face-to-face and
virtual environments in its design. With a working definition now in place, I will
examine the affordances of hybrid professional learning.

Increased Pedagogical Knowledge

Hybrid professional learning shows evidence of contributing to teachers’
increased pedagogical knowledge, which traditional professional learning research
suggests has the potential to positively impact teacher practice. Clary and colleagues
(2017) reported that the face-to-face component of their hybrid professional learning
model “resulted in significant [content] learning gains” for teachers (p. 518) by the
end of this component of the model. Goldfeld and colleagues (2020) found similar
results but add a note of caution: their hybrid professional learning intervention study
showed short-term bumps in teachers’ pedagogical knowledge, but it also found
evidence that the impact of that knowledge gain was lost as professional learning
support was withdrawn over time. The researchers argue that such results point to the
need for ongoing, sustained hybrid professional learning design to avoid this loss.

While delivery format or content have been the focus of research to date, dosage — or
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the amount of professional learning time needed to sustain positive impact on
instruction — is an under researched area.
Customized Professional Support

Hybrid professional learning design allows for customized professional
support, which we know to also be an integral part of a successful traditional
professional learning model. One type of customized support is related to scheduling.
In Clary and colleagues’ (2017) study, teachers reported that the asynchronous online
component of the study’s hybrid professional learning model accommodated their
busy schedules by eliminating the need for travel time to a physical professional
learning site and offered convenient access to professional learning content. Another
type of customized support is related to efficiency. Moore and colleagues (2016)
conducted a three-year study examining the impact of a hybrid professional learning
program on science and mathematics teachers’ use of geographic information system
technology in their classrooms. The researchers reported that the introductory online
training component provided teachers with advanced preparation support before
beginning the face-to-face — and more costly — in-person summer institute component,
enabling them to maximize the benefit of time with experts in the in-person space.
Similarly, in Katz and colleagues’ (2019) article outlining lessons learned from
implementing their blended professional learning model Reading Apprenticeship, they
argue that teacher learning from their three-day in-person summer institute is sustained
throughout the school year via ongoing, synchronous online professional learning

communities and asynchronous text-based discussions. Taken together, these findings
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suggest that hybrid professional learning which incorporates customized support (e.g.,
flexible scheduling, strategic coordination of online and face-to-face professional
learning sessions, ongoing asynchronous discussion opportunities) allows for more
impactful teacher learning experiences.
Benefits in Rural Settings and for Specialized Teachers

One way hybrid professional learning may be particularly beneficial in rural
settings and for specialized teachers is by providing customized professional learning
support. Vernon-Feagans and colleagues (2013) studied the impact of a webcam-based
coaching program on rural classroom teachers’ ability to “promote rapid reading gains
in K-1 struggling readers,” (p. 1178). The teachers were first provided with an in-
person, three-day summer workshop to learn the Targeted Reading Intervention
program. This was followed by ongoing biweekly coaching provided via live webcam
technology, during which teachers received real-time, immediate feedback as they
implemented the intervention with students. Results indicated that while the
intervention was unable to close the achievement gap between struggling and non-
struggling readers, both groups of readers gained early reading skills (word reading
and spelling of sounds) at the same rate. The researchers argued that their results
suggest webcam literacy coaching is an affordable, efficient, and effective
professional learning strategy to support classroom teachers learning to implement
literacy instructional strategies that lead to “significant early reading gains in

struggling readers” (Vernon-Feagans et al., 2013, p. 1185).
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Another way hybrid professional learning may benefit rural and specialist
teachers is by providing convenient access to professional learning for targeted
groups. In their article describing the impact of the online professional learning
community Project TEACH, Salazar and colleagues (2010) note that teachers of ELs
were able to receive specialized support not only from the asynchronous online
professional learning components, but also from face-to-face meetings to extend and
deepen their learning with their own on-site EL colleagues, the professional learning
instructor, and fellow EL professionals in other geographic areas, through interactive
videoconferencing.

Efficacy Benefits

Effective instruction is greatly impacted by teachers’ perceived efficacy that
they can successfully apply their pedagogical knowledge and skill in a variety of
contexts (Bandura, 1986). The virtual elements of hybrid professional learning have
the potential to positively impact teacher efficacy relative to personal expression,
personal connection with colleagues, and collaborative work. One example is from
Salazar and colleagues (2010), who suggested that the virtual, asynchronous elements
of a hybrid professional learning model can give voice to teachers who might not
speak up in a face-to-face synchronous environment. Another example comes from
Duncan-Howell (2010), who argued that participation in an online community reduces
teachers’ “feelings of disconnectedness, isolation and aloneness” (p. 326) and
increases opportunities for collaborative discussion, data analysis, and decision-

making. Finally, Lantz-Andersson’s (2018) review of studies examining online
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professional learning groups found that teachers in such groups often mention
appreciation for/valuing the opportunity to build professional relationships and
collegiality with their online peers. Thus, hybrid professional learning has the potential
to positively impact teachers’ reflective practice, emotional well-being, and collegial
relationships.

With a more research-informed idea of the affordances of hybrid professional
learning now in place, I can draw some research-informed conclusions. Specifically,
how might I use the literature-suggested affordances of not only hybrid professional
learning but also virtual and traditional professional learning to develop a recipe for
successful hybrid professional learning design that increases teachers’ professional
knowledge base and improves their instructional practice?

Successful Hybrid Professional Learning Design

There are three main conclusions I drew from this examination of the research,
to help frame out what the most successful hybrid professional learning design might
be. First, a successful recipe for hybrid professional learning should include the most
effective elements of not just hybrid professional learning affordances, but also those
of virtual and face-to-face professional learning — especially those affordances which
the examined research suggests are evident in more than one professional learning
type. It is interesting to note that each component which the literature identified as
common to successful traditional professional learning was also evident in at least one
of the other two professional learning types. For example, opportunities for reflection

is an affordance common to both traditional and virtual professional learning;
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sustained duration is common to both traditional and hybrid professional learning.
Moreover, four areas of affordance — customized coaching and/or professional
learning support; access, convenience, flexibility; direct connection to classroom
practice; and opportunities for professional collaboration — were evident in all three
professional learning types. Such affordance commonalities amongst each of these
professional learning types seem to suggest that effective professional learning
practices may not necessarily be tied to any one particular manner of delivery.

Second, it is important that a recipe for successful hybrid professional learning
makes clear connections between the virtual and face-to-face elements of the
professional learning. By ensuring that the content in one element builds on and
interconnects with the other elements (e.g., Moore et al., 2016), a hybrid professional
learning design is more likely to positively impact teachers’ increased pedagogical
knowledge (e.g., Goldfeld et al., 2020; Salazar et al., 2010) and teachers’ transfer of
that knowledge to their classroom practice (e.g., Matsumura et al., 2019; Trust et al.,
2016; Vernon-Feagans et al., 2013).

Finally, when developing a recipe for successful hybrid professional learning,
design and content matter. So, what might the ingredients be? What stands out from

the research examined in this paper is that hybrid professional learning design should:
e be customized to fit the needs and requirements of teachers, the
school, the district, and the students who will, in turn, benefit from

teachers’ increased pedagogical knowledge and skills (e.g., Bates et
al., 2016; Desimone, 2009).
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e allow for teacher choice, flexibility of time/place/pace when
engaging in the professional learning, and convenient access to
content (e.g., Beach, 2017; Katz et al., 2019; Krutka et al., 2017).

e incorporate what we know from research about elements of
effective professional learning (e.g., Basma & Savage, 2018; Brady
et al., 2009; Darling-Hammond et al., 2017; Desimone, 2009;
Desimone & Pak, 2017; Katz et al., 2019; Opfer & Pedder 2011;
Vaden-Kiernan et al., 2012).

o tightly and purposefully integrate content and learning between the
face-to-face and virtual elements of the professional learning (e.g.,
Katz et al., 2019; Moore et al., 2016).

e provide technology skill training and scaffolding for teachers before
the professional learning begins, to ensure that all are able to
effectively and comfortably participate (e.g., Huai et al., 2006; Katz
etal., 2019).

e present frequent opportunities for self-reflection, to support
effective adult learning (e.g., Blitz, 2013; Huai et al., 2006; Trust et
al., 2016).

¢ build in elements known to support teacher efficacy, such as virtual
interaction and discussion opportunities (e.g., Duncan-Howell,
2010; Katz et al., 2019; Salazar et al., 2010) as well as time and
space for collaborative exchange of ideas (e.g., Katz et al., 2019).

e include access to and participation of knowledgeable leadership
with appropriate expertise and provide clear protocols for online
community management and facilitation, to effectively guide
conversations and discussions (e.g., Blitz, 2013; Lantz-Andersson
et al., 2018; Salazar et al., 2010).

e Dbe sustained over time (e.g., Clary et al., 2017; Darling-Hammond
etal., 2017).

Taken together, these suggested elements — synthesized through combining
what we know from research about the elements of successful traditional professional

learning and what the research suggests are the affordances of virtual and hybrid
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professional learning — may be just the quality ingredients needed for our PDCE
Literacy Team to create an effective recipe for successful hybrid professional learning
design.
Limitations

It is important to note that while this paper has focused on the affordances of
traditional, virtual, and hybrid professional learning to inform hybrid professional
learning design, extending examination to also include the barriers would allow for a
more complete picture and a more informed base from which our Literacy Team can
work as we develop professional learning for our partners. Such examination, together
with any information researchers may have gathered about the impact of virtual and
hybrid professional learning which teachers have received during the COVID-19
pandemic, would give us a more complete understanding of the impact of virtual and
hybrid professional learning on teacher knowledge and practice, allowing us to better
determine whether a hybrid professional learning model is the best fit for each of our
partnerships.

Conclusion

As a Literacy Instructional Specialist, I learned much from the research about
what has shown positive impact on teacher perception of professional learning value,
increased teacher knowledge, and teacher transfer of learning to practice in traditional,
virtual, and hybrid professional learning models. But simply knowing this information
is not enough. As literacy professional learning providers, my PDCE colleagues and I

need to be able to apply this information to our own situations as we design and
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implement the most effective professional learning model which best fits the needs of
the district, the school, and the teachers and students we serve, to strengthen and

improve teacher practice.
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Affordances of Traditional Professional Learning Models
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o

teoudurgy

eondwg

[B2n2I09Y L,

Teonndwy

eondwg

SRR L,
WOOIsSSEL) JO Furyoro) AovINIT WEIGIA SA
208,{-01-008 ] JUONUIAINU] SuIpeay parwse], ayL

1YL | 10] SHOMIN
SuILIRdT [RUOISSAJOI] 1, NI I8 AN IYRTOL,,

SIMUNWWOD) [EINY PAB[OS]
ut AAnonpo1q pue Suruiea Jayoea 1, Surseasouy
ssonunwwo) Fufuea [U0ISSAJ0Id WT[-UO

UIpIIY) pue
SIIYIRI [, UTIS PEIH UO UONUIAINU] JuWAOAI
[puoISsaj01g Ade1onT A[IBH Ue JO S10953T

Auend) uotssnosi(y wioosssel)
aa0dwy 01 FuIyORO) PISNI0 J-1UAUOY) AUIUQ

sdnoin

Buruea] [euoissajoiq padojardq-Ajrewogug

PuE paziued10-A[[EWI0 ] JO MY INBWASAS

V ISINIUNUIWO)) IYIEI | UQ JO SR Auam L,

S10T

910T

010T

010

610T

8107

JPUPIH ¥ ‘Ueag ‘IsyFIRA
‘SOUH-YOSIBI ‘SURFEDJ-UOUIDA

ouadin) 2 DR L

sean
“ZOURNN % ‘X0 ‘ZOUN-oumM3Y ‘Ieze[Rs

1[YI03 W ‘[eUIOIE PUOWRL [PMO

TPMOH-}00Z

¥ PRI USEM NUILI0) BmunSIEN

UAMIPS % ‘UIPUN'T ‘UOSSIIPUY-ZIUET

uonuauy
Teordwisy PUE ‘UOHI[JOY ‘UOHEBIHUIP] 40J IOMIWELT  L10T w01, % uadie) wxNy
'V ISIOMION Supured] [euolssajoiq Surgonug
SH0MPIN BuIuIBI'] [BUOISS0I BIA SUORIBIANT] «
Teouduy 19YoEa. J0 [PPOI v uswoBedug jo swowayg 210 st % ‘suadie) ‘epnry
SWAPNIS [V 10§ KowsnT
eorndwzy UIWSSISSY $1940Bd |, U0 wesdorq wawdopadd 9007 NOIIT B MY ‘UdpRIg ‘TENH g
[PUOISS2J01J PISUE-IUINU] UR JO 1035 =)
o p—
SAES 2IMIBINT I WY (SN m
podoy Buruiea] [BuOISSIJ03] [PUONIPEIL, JOSEOD €107 g o3
A IATPY SINUNWWO)) FUIIET AUUO UE) [}
o
soouanadxg Fupuwa U0 =
[eoundugy S30Y082 |, Areyuawa|g Surpueisiopu) 40j PPOW  L10T ol
[BON2109Y | v :BUIIBYT QWIUQ PARIATIOS )
B2
[eonRI09y Buig Y uIwdoAd( [PU0ISS0IJ IO 9107 URIOW ¥ ‘UIEYJ ‘SNeE %
[
(51500 (suogssas yaom uopenp uopddIL sapdpupd (wopanxsuy Amarxy Aaeoypa saqaea ), Hoddns adiy appay PPV JO IPIL ELY Apmsg o
105 0 Suuworympe  poduvyo Bupng  wouooAuey “1d pu Suppeos =
1d ‘sdgssompred PISEQ-DUIPIAT  ABPIMOWY JOYIEI) 55900V pazywoisn) p
uosiad-uy 10 dwy  ANSIATUN/[OOYIS “8+2) aapoead _ _
pAe ‘Sasuadxa ED) wooassep 0}
PARI) PONPOI  UOREIOQE]]0) uopIUu0d 1011 ~J
“89) Jyauaq 150y anSeagjod P
Teuopssajoad
a0y sapyunioddo I
Y
souEpIOY 1d ,m
SIPPOW Td 1PmiiA fo saouvpaoffy N

127



Affordances of Hybrid Professional Learning Models

s1opeay
Bur33nng 105 uononnsur KoeIoNT 9ANYIT wnpuowry 7% ‘S1aqsuin
S X X X X X feottduig pIAOIg SI10YoEa] WooIssE]) Areuowarg ¢ LOC JOUPOH ‘Zurey] ‘SueSes{-UouIOA
Apreg djoH 0) SurgorRo0) WeaqaM 9AIT
SID Jo 95 s1oydEa],
x X eowndwyg w0 wesBoiq yuowdo[oAaq [FUOISSAJOId PHAKH  9T0T UB1L 73 ‘9100 PUEJIARH ‘2100
30 j0edw] oY :S[O 251 0} s10yoea], Furredoig
sooedg papuolg pue
b’ X X X [8010109Y],  QUI[UQ 0} FUILILYT [RUOISSIJOIJ JOYORIL 908  610T NOIMOY % ‘Noxig-Aowrey) ‘dumg ‘zyeyy
-01-008 Bunejsuei] KoY qum BurpoAei]
UONUIAIU] FUIUIRYT [BUOISSIJOI] B JO
SSOUQANIOOJJT oY) Sunen[eAq [eLL PI[[ONUS saj3ur ‘SN IS ‘[[ouu0)) ‘Tulsi
. = F— JIEEL (24T (UL POIIONNO), o SI[BULYS % “SHEA TS ‘I9UU0D TuISIO
PaZIWOpuEY © JO S}NSIY :$)onKsuo)) Koerng POD ‘o1unyy ‘o1peq ‘moug ‘plajpIon
pue a3en3ue (810 Jo 95parmouy JoyoRa]
Surureo|
b'e X Teordurg i 30 20mog ® sE SN 0 010T T1omoH-uedung
SuI[uQ :SUONIAUUC) FUDEl SIOYIEAL,
swexgoig yuswdopaaaq .
eonrdurg [RUOISSdJOIJ 19YORL, PUQAH PANOILT  L10T OONL 7 SN
X X X X X Teour ! ! “Xep ‘pIeag ‘0qors “1op|q ‘ouung ‘Are))
103 JU2IU0Y duIUQ SurZIWRdO
(51505 (suoissas yaom wonemp wondagga1 10§ sopdoupd (woyonysuy Amqrxog  Aovoyge soqoeay,  jaoddns adAy, APy Jo apIL 1vax Apmg
It 1 9AL sapmunyioddp  Suyuiespjmpe pasueyd ‘22UdIUIAU0Y 71d pue Sulgdeod  IpPNIY
qduosiad-m  ‘sdmysioupaed & paseq-aouapiay  ‘Smppmq ‘ssa00y pazimojsn)y
10 QW) [JABI)  JISIIATUN/[00YIS -a8papmony
‘sasuadxa [aAL1) “g-a) 1ayde0)
paonpai“83)  uoneioqerod “g3) aopoead
Jpouaq 150D angeafjod wooissep
[euorssayoad 10§ 0) uopdeuu0d
sapmunytoddg Paxq

saduepaoyy Td

S12pop 'Td PH4H Jo saoupioffy

ional learning

profess

Notes. PL

128



References
Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive
theory. Prentice Hall.
Basma, B., & Savage, R. (2018). Teacher professional development and student
literacy growth: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Educational

Psychology Review, 30(2), 457-481. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-017-9416-
4

Bates, M. S., Phalen, L., & Moran, C. (2016). Online professional development: A
primer. Phi Delta Kappan, 97(5), 70-73.

Beach, P. (2017). Self-directed online learning: A theoretical model for understanding
elementary teachers’ online learning experiences. Teaching and Teacher

Education, 89(4), 256. https://doi.org/10.1016/].tate.2016.10.007

Blitz, C. L. (2013). Can online learning communities achieve the goals of traditional
professional learning communities? What the literature says. REL 2013-003.
Regional Educational Laboratory Mid-Atlantic.

https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED544210.pdf

Brady, S., Gillis, M., Smith, T., Lavalette, M., Liss-Bronstein, L., Lowe, E., North,
W., Russo, E., & Wilder, T. D. (2009). First grade teachers’ knowledge of
phonological awareness and code concepts: Examining gains from an intensive
form of professional development and corresponding teacher attitudes.

Reading and Writing, 22(4), 425-455. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-009-
9166-x

Clary, R. M., Dunne, J. A., Elder, A. D., Saebo, S., Beard, D. J., Wax, C. L., Winter,

J., & Tucker, D. L. (2017). Optimizing online content instruction for effective

129



hybrid teacher professional development programs. Journal of Science Teacher

Education, 28(6), 507-521. https://doi.org/10.1080/1046560X.2017.1379859

Cooper, H. M. (1982). Scientific guidelines for conducting integrative research
reviews. Review of Educational Research, 52(2), 291-302.

https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543052002291

Darling-Hammond, L., Hyler, M. E., Gardner, M., & Espinoza, D. (2017). Effective
teacher professional development. Learning Policy Institute.

https://learningpolicyinstitute.org/sites/default/files/product-

files/Effective_Teacher Professional Development REPORT.pdf

Desimone, L. M. (2009). Improving impact studies of teachers’ professional
development: Toward better conceptualizations and measures. Educational

Researcher, 38(3), 181-199. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X08331140

Desimone, L. M., & Pak, K. (2017). Instructional coaching as high-quality
professional development. Theory Into Practice, 56(1), 3—12.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2016.1241947

Duncan-Howell, J. (2010). Teachers making connections: Online communities as a
source of professional learning. British Journal of Educational Technology,

41(2), 324-340. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1467-8535.2009.00953 .x

Goldfeld, S., Snow, P., Eadie, P., Munro, J., Gold, L., Orsini, F., Connell, J., Stark, H.,
Watts, A., & Shingles, B. (2020). Teacher knowledge of oral language and
literacy constructs: Results of a randomized controlled trial evaluating the

effectiveness of a professional learning intervention. Scientific Studies of

Reading, 25(1)1-30. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2020.1714629

130



Huai, N., Braden, J. P., White, J. L., & Elliott, S. N. (2006). Effect of an internet-based
professional development program on teachers’ assessment literacy for all
students. Teacher Education and Special Education: The Journal of the
Teacher Education Division of the Council for Exceptional Children, 29(4),
244-260. https://doi.org/10.1177/088840640602900405

Katz, M., Stump, M., Charney-Sirott, I., & Howlett, H. (2019). Traveling with
integrity: Translating face-to-face teacher professional learning to online and
blended spaces. Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy, 63(2), 217-223.
https://doi.org/10.1002/jaal.976

Krutka, D. G., Carpenter, J. P., & Trust, T. (2016). Elements of engagement: A model
of teacher interactions via professional learning networks. Journal of Digital
Learning in Teacher Education, 32(4), 150—158.

https://doi.org/10.1080/21532974.2016.1206492

Krutka, D. G., Carpenter, J. P., & Trust, T. (2017). Enriching professional learning
networks: A framework for identification, reflection, and intention.

TechTrends, 61(3), 246-252. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-016-0141-5

Lantz-Andersson, A., Lundin, M., & Selwyn, N. (2018). Twenty years of online
teacher communities: A systematic review of formally-organized and
informally-developed professional learning groups. Teaching and Teacher

Education, 75, 302-315. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2018.07.008

Matsumura, L. C., Correnti, R., Walsh, M., Bickel, D. D., & Zook-Howell, D. (2019).
Online content-focused coaching to improve classroom discussion quality.
Technology, Pedagogy and Education, 28(2), 191-215.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1475939X.2019.1577748

131



Moore, S., Haviland, D., Moore, W., & Tran, M. (2016). Preparing teachers to use
GIS: The impact of a hybrid professional development program on teachers’
use of GIS. Journal of Science Education and Technology, 25(6), 930-946.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10956-016-9641-5
Mundy, M.-A., Howe, M. E., & Kupczynski, L. (2015). Teachers’ perceived values on

the effect of literacy strategy professional development. Teacher Development,

19(1), 116-131. https://doi.org/10.1080/13664530.2014.986335

Opfer, V. D. & Pedder, D. G. (2011). Conceptualizing teacher professional learning.

Review of Educational Research, 81(3), 376-407.

https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654311413609
Parsons, S. A., Hutchison, A. C., Hall, L. A., Parsons, A. W., Ives, S. T., & Leggett,

A. B. (2019). U.S. teachers’ perceptions of online professional development.

Teaching and Teacher Education, 82, 33-42.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2019.03.006
Powell, D. R., Diamond, K. E., Burchinal, M. R., & Koehler, M. J. (2010). Effects of

an early literacy professional development intervention on head start teachers
and children. Journal of Educational Psychology, 102(2), 299-312.

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017763
Salazar, D., Aguirre-Mufoz, Z., Fox, K., & Nuanez-Lucas, L. (2010). On-line

professional learning communities: Increasing teacher learning and

productivity in isolated rural communities. Systemics, Cybernetics, and

Informatics, 8(4), 7.

132



Trust, T., Krutka, D. G., & Carpenter, J. P. (2016). “Together we are better”:
Professional learning networks for teachers. Computers & Education, 102, 15—

34. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2016.06.007

Vaden-Kiernan, M., Caverly, S., Bell, N., Sullivan, K., Fong, C., Atwood, E., Borman,
G., Park, S. J., & Jones, D. H. (2012). Louisiana Striving Readers: Final
Evaluation Report. U.S. Department of Education.

https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED595145 .pdf

Vernon-Feagans, L., Bratsch-Hines, M., Varghese, C., Bean, A., & Hedrick, A.
(2015). The targeted reading intervention: Face-to-face vs. webcam literacy
coaching of classroom teachers. Learning Disabilities Research & Practice,

30(3), 135-147. https://doi.org/10.1111/1drp.12062

Vernon-Feagans, L., Kainz, K., Hedrick, A., Ginsberg, M., & Amendum, S. (2013).
Live webcam coaching to help early elementary classroom teachers provide
effective literacy instruction for struggling readers: The Targeted Reading
Intervention. Journal of Educational Psychology, 105(4), 1175-1187.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032143

133



Appendix C

MEASURING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF PROFESSIONAL LEARNING

Executive Summary
Among the most important decisions school leaders make are those which
ensure their teachers are well equipped to meet students’ instructional needs. To do so
requires significant time and cost investment in teacher professional learning. So, how
can school leaders be certain the professional learning they arrange is worth that
investment? By measuring professional learning effectiveness. This white paper
presents a five-step process that school leaders can follow to develop a customized,
evidence-based plan for measuring professional learning effectiveness:
e Step 1: Know what you want to know. Develop specific
instructional goals and anticipate and plan for potential supports
and barriers the professional learning presents.

e Step 2: Formulate your questions. Develop a list of specific,
measurable questions to guide your evaluation work.

e Step 3: Decide how to answer your questions. Decide how you will
gather data to provide evidence of the professional learning’s level

of effectiveness.

e Step 4: Choose the tools you’ll use. Decide which types of tools
will most accurately gather the data you identified in Step 3.

e Step 5: Make a plan. Be sure to consider constraints and logistics.
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Introduction

Teachers rely on decisions made by their school leaders. Some of the most
important decisions are those which ensure that teachers are well equipped to meet the
needs of the students in their care. To do so requires school leader investment in
teacher professional learning, and we know this investment often comes at
considerable cost. So, how do school leaders ensure that the professional learning they
arrange is worth the substantial investment? A good start is to plan in advance to
measure professional learning effectiveness. Research can provide guidance here. By
examining how educational researchers measure professional learning effectiveness,
we as school leaders can more confidently choose tools to measure professional
learning effectiveness in our own schools.
An Example, in Pie Form

Suppose we gave a seminar on how to bake an apple pie, and now we want to
know whether the bakers who attended have successfully learned what we presented.
The easiest way to measure our bakers’ learning would be to just have them deliver
their pies to our offices! This might tell us what the pies looked like and how they
tasted, but we still wouldn’t know much about what our bakers had done to make
them. We also wouldn’t know how easy or hard the process was for them. So, if the
pies weren’t good, or weren’t pies, or weren’t apple, we wouldn’t know why. To
really know whether our seminar accomplished its goal, we would need to take a
careful look at what happens when our bakers return to their own kitchens and get to

work.
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If we could get into our bakers’ kitchens and see them in action, what kinds of
things would we want to look for and know? We would probably want to know about
the process they went through to make their pies. Did they use the recipe’s listed
ingredients, or did they make substitutions? Did they follow the recipe’s steps in order,
or did they switch some things around? Did they complete the steps exactly as written,
or did they make changes? How long did the process take? Did they end up making an
apple pie, or did they instead make a different dessert?

Once our bakers served the apple pies to their tasters, we would probably also
want to know how those tasters reacted. Did the dessert satisfy their craving for apple
pie? Did they eat the pie, but with reluctance? Did they try the pie but spit it right back
out? Did they want to try the pie but seemed confused about which utensil to use? If
they knew to use a fork, were they able to successfully eat the pie, or did it keep
sliding off the fork? What if they tried a spoon or a knife or a spatula instead — could
they still eat the pie, or were there problems? Or, did they simply push the plate away
right from the start and refuse to touch the pie?

And finally, we would probably want to know how the bakers felt about their
ability to bake. Did they feel well-prepared to bake the pie? Was the process smooth
or frustrating for them? Did they express regret that all of their previous pie-baking
efforts were failures? Did they worry that they might have ruined the apple pie palates
of their past tasters by using the recipes from their traditional cookbooks? Did they
resent not being able to use their own family recipe instead of the one provided in the

seminar?
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As you can see, there are a lot of things to consider when trying to determine
whether our apple pie seminar was a success. And you may be wondering, “How can
this apple pie business help with professional learning decisions in schools?” We can
apply this same line of thinking to the professional learning evaluation process. Once
we know what we want to know, the next steps are formulating the questions we need
to ask, deciding what we want to measure and how, and then choosing or creating the
tools that will most effectively answer those questions.

Is Professional Learning Worth the Effort?

Let’s start with the negatives. What are the downsides to arranging
professional learning? Well, we know professional learning is costly. Here’s what
researchers have shared about cost. We know that:

e instructional materials and programs can have elements which drive
up cost, such as those that require classroom observations, specially
trained implementation personnel, specialized technology,
proprietary materials, or restrictive group sizes (e.g., Amendum et
al., 2011; Desimone, 2009; Garet et al., 2001; Kraft & Hill, 2020,
Ransford-Kaldon et al., 2010; Vadasy & Sanders, 2010, 2011;
Vernon-Feagans et al., 2013; Walpole et al., 2010).

e the professional learning itself may be costly, requiring substantial
lead time and planning, multiple training days, ongoing
implementation over time, or delivery by outside experts (e.g.,
Camburn & Han, 2015; Desimone, 2009; Festas et al., 2015; Garet
et al., 2001; Glazerman et al., 2010).

e cost may be attributable to lost teaching and planning time,
substitute coverage while teachers are in training sessions, extended
school days for professional learning implementation, or

rescheduled and compensated teacher planning time (e.g., C. Martin
et al., 2018; Walpole et al., 2019).
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assessment linked with professional learning may incur costs, such
as student assessment, data analysis, or independent assessors (e.g.,
Festas et al., 2015; Mashburn & Henry, 2005).

We also know that sometimes, regardless of the investment, professional learning may

not work. Here are just a few examples from research:

In a study of new teacher support, researchers found that teachers
didn’t attend professional learning as often as expected, rated their
self-efficacy lower than comparison teachers did, and had retention
rates that were lower than comparison teachers (Schaefer, 2015).

In a training and coaching program designed to increase use of
evidence-based practices in writing, knowledge of evidence-based
literacy practices, and alignment of instruction with district-level
curricula and professional learning practices (Wijekumar et al.,
2019), no teachers reported using the literacy practices suggested in
the National Reading Panel except for vocabulary, and teachers did
not understand reading comprehension strategies. Assessment,
instruction, and district policies did not align, and assessment tools
were not appropriately used.

In a workshop, coaching, and independent study professional
learning model, researchers found that implementation fidelity was
low, particularly for ongoing supports, and teachers had mixed
reactions to the helpfulness of the independent study professional
learning component (Vaden-Kiernan et al., 2012).

You might think this is a really big list of professional learning failures, but

there are positive stories in the research too — and a lot of them! Here are just a few of

the many examples of effective professional learning in the research literature. We

know that:
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e teachers are more likely to engage in reflective practice and to
change instructional practices when their learning experiences focus
directly on classroom teaching (Camburn & Han, 2015).

e the type and duration of professional learning matters for change in
both teacher practice and student achievement (Ault et al., 2017;
Elish-Piper & L’Allier, 2011).

e change in practice is higher when the content of the professional
learning matches teacher and student needs (Apthorp et al., 2012).

e professional learning which results in changed teacher practice
tends to support both content and teacher knowledge and skill, be

coherent in design, and be sustained over time (Garet et al., 2001).

e collective teacher efficacy predicts student achievement (Goddard
et al., 2000).

e more frequent opportunities for teacher collaboration positively
impacts implementation (Walpole et al., 2010).

At the University of Delaware’s Professional Development Center for
Educators (PDCE), we know that providing professional learning for our school
partners has important consequences for teachers, students, and school leaders. We
know that there are multiple examples of positive professional learning effectiveness
in the research, but we also know that to make informed decisions about professional
learning, we need to consider all angles. For example, as a school leader, once you
take a look at your professional learning effectiveness data, you might find that your
professional learning investment didn’t get the change or the impact that you wanted.
While disappointing, such findings are still valuable because then you can make
different choices moving forward. So how could we make sure our professional

learning choice is worth the time and money it takes to implement it? Since PDCE
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partners with school leaders in providing effective professional learning for teachers, it
was important for me to explore this question, so I reviewed a lot of research to gain a
deeper understanding of professional learning evaluation. Below is a summary of that
research and some recommendations for you to consider as you make decisions about
professional learning in your schools.

Measuring Change

Think about measuring change as a researcher would: In a perfect world, we
would be able to measure changes in teacher knowledge, beliefs, and instruction. But
the costs involved in those measurements force us to prioritize. Even the most
accomplished researchers make choices based on their resources. In other words, they
don’t measure everything, and they don’t always use their preferred tool because they
can’t — there’s just not enough time and money. So, they make choices about what
they can measure and which tools they are able to use. That seems like good news
because it tells me that evaluations don’t need to be perfect to be useful.

What do those choices look like? Let’s say a group of researchers decides to
prioritize measuring changes in teacher instruction. How might they measure that
instructional change with the limitation of a small budget? Here’s an example from
researchers who measured the number of minutes spent in instruction and the types
and frequency of teaching practices implemented. They reviewed teacher survey data,
coded transcriptions of audio-recorded lessons, and reviewed both observation
checklists filled out during classroom visits and teachers’ self-reported lesson logs.

These teacher self-report data were an affordable limitation (Apthorp et al., 2012)
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compared to potentially more costly types of professional learning effectiveness
measures as noted earlier in this paper.

What if the priority is still measuring instructional change, but the limitation is
with grouping instead? This example is from researchers who wanted to measure
whether a workshop and coaching professional learning model supported classroom
and ESL teacher collaboration (Babinski et al., 2018). They collected data from
classroom observations using two different observation tools. One tool measured
teacher practices — specifically the general components of quality teaching for English
Language learners. The other tool measured implementation — specifically,
implementation of the professional learning content. They also collected student
achievement data at the beginning and end of the school year. Though teachers did use
the supports provided in the professional learning, one limitation the researchers noted
was that random assignment wasn’t possible — meaning they couldn’t randomly assign
teachers and classrooms to either a group receiving the workshop or a group not
receiving the workshop. That meant they couldn’t directly compare the effectiveness
of the schools’ business-as-usual professional learning support with the new
professional learning support, to help determine which was the most effective
professional learning model.

School leaders must make similar choices to identify the best ways to evaluate
the professional learning they have arranged. To make those choices most effectively,
you need to think about what’s important and what’s possible in your particular

context. From there, you can decide which questions you need to answer, and which
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tools are most appropriate to gather that data. My read of the research revealed five

steps for this work that school leaders could follow in their own schools.
Measuring Professional Learning Effectiveness

Step 1: Know What You Want to Know

Start by thinking about the potential outcomes of professional learning. What
is the change you would like to see in the classroom? How would you know it if you
saw it? To answer these questions, you must be very clear about the change you’re
trying to get. Is your instructional goal specific and explicit? In that case, you might
use a checklist to measure change. Is your goal more holistic? In that case, you’ll
likely need a combination of measures to determine whether the change has occurred.
Researchers tend to call these fidelity questions. Fidelity means faithfulness that is
demonstrated. In education it means implementing the desired outcome. We can
define fidelity further by envisioning the change that professional learning is targeting.
How Specific is Your Instructional Goal?

It is easier to design a measure if your instructional goal is specific. However,
even specific goals are not always achieved. For example, you might have a very
specific set of instructional goals. But if the instructional change is a very big jump
from business-as-usual, then it’s much harder to achieve fidelity. If your goal should
be implemented similarly, you may be able to measure fidelity with a single tool
across multiple classrooms. If it’s a more holistic goal where you want instruction to

look very different across classrooms, you may need to use more than one tool. The
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overriding consideration that will impact your decision is knowing what your actual
goal is.

Maybe you’re implementing a targeted intervention program with a specific set
of protocols, meant to positively impact a specific area of student achievement. The
professional learning required to achieve a more specific goal is easier, and there are
many examples in the literature where researchers have achieved such changes in
intervention studies. To know whether an intervention works, you have to first
establish that the intervention is implemented as designed. Then you can examine
achievement data to determine if the intervention was a good choice. Some examples
might be a targeted intervention to support students who are struggling in literacy in
general (e.g., Ransford-Kaldon et al., 2010; Torgeson et al., 2006; Vadasy & Sanders,
2010), or a targeted intervention for strengthening vocabulary and comprehension
skills (Apthorp et al., 2012). Another example is arranging for professional learning to
support implementation of a curriculum designed to support language and literacy
development and encourage strong social/emotional skills (e.g., Assel et al., 2007). In
these cases, it appears that implementation measures are useful when the professional
learning goal is very specific: specific implementation of specific practices that are
defined in a specific way. If you can describe your professional learning goal that way,
you should use an implementation measure matched to your goal.

Maybe your professional learning goal is more holistic, targeting broad
strengthening and implementation of evidence-based instructional practices. The

professional learning required to achieve the goal is more complicated and change in
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practice is harder to achieve. However, this difficulty should not be a deterrent from
choosing this type of goal. It just means that you should expect that it may take longer
for teacher practice to change. Some researchers have focused on implementation of a
range of evidence-based instructional practices in literacy (e.g., Babinski et al., 2018;
Elish-Piper & L’Allier, 2011; Garet et al., 2008). Others have studied the effects of
multi-faceted induction or mentoring programs on general teacher content and
pedagogy knowledge (e.g., Glazerman et al., 2010; Henry et al., 2014). Another team
studied professional learning designed to improve teachers’ ability to analyze data and
use the results to improve instruction (e.g., Kraft & Hill, 2020). In these cases, it
appears that simple fidelity measures are not sufficient to determine change in
instructional practice. When the professional learning goal is broad, changes in
practice are not easily measured, and teacher pedagogical and content knowledge
gains vary. Our measurement tools and strategies must take this into account.

What Supports and Barriers Do You Anticipate?

Regardless of the specificity or open-endedness of your instructional goal,
supports and barriers could influence success. You might want to measure these, too.
Sometimes supports and barriers are related to how often and how long you collect
implementation and evaluation data. One example might simply be that the act of
collecting implementation data may encourage teachers to use the intervention (Baker
et al., 2013). Another might be that if you can keep the expectation strong for

changing instructional practices for a substantial amount of time, teachers will
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continue once the pressure is off, because they know how to do it, they’re comfortable
with the process, and it has become habit (Borman & Dowling, 2009).

Other times, supports and barriers to changing practice are related to other
influences on teachers. For example, it might be that change in practice is influenced
by whether teachers experience success in their own classrooms or PLCs (e.g.,
Apthorp et al., 2012; Ault et al., 2017; Matsumura et al., 2019), whether they view the
professional learning as high-quality (Basma & Savage, 2018), or whether they feel
the treatment directly impacts their work in the classroom (Camburn & Han, 2015). It
might be important to measure teachers’ self-efficacy — their belief in their ability to
effectively support student learning — as part of the work to determine changes in
practice. We know that teachers with high self-efficacy are better planned and
organized and more often persist in helping struggling students (Tschannen-Moran &
Chen, 2014), and that high collective teacher efficacy in a school increases the
likelihood that teachers will pursue actions to strengthen student learning (Goddard et
al., 2000). It might also be important to measure teacher beliefs, since we know that
without a compelling reason to do so, teachers are unlikely to change their beliefs
about the instruction we ask them to implement (Goddard et al., 2000).

These cases suggest that goals which fill a specific instructional need (such as
increasing achievement) or professional need (such as tying adherence to teacher
evaluation) positively impact change in practice, and that a variety of barriers such as
a mismatch between your instructional goal and teachers’ beliefs or low teacher

efficacy can negatively impact that change. Knowing whether your arranged
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professional learning is specific or holistic, and being aware of potential supports and
barriers that may impact implementation, puts you in a good position to specify your
goals for the professional learning.
Step 2: Formulate Your Questions

After you identify your goals, it’s time to get specific. We can use what
researchers have found to be effective when measuring the impact of professional
learning (Guskey, 2000) and develop a list of questions to guide our professional
learning evaluation work. To do this, we can think in terms of people and practice, by
examining the influence of the professional learning on teachers, and on teaching and
learning. Below are two charts of potential categories and questions to consider. The
categories in the far-left column of each chart are taken from Guskey’s (2000) 5
Levels of Professional Development, and I wrote the questions in the far-right column
to provide specific examples. As a start, you could check the questions that are
consistent with your professional learning goal. Then you can narrow the list once you
consider your resources.

Professional Learning Evaluation Tool

Measuring the Influence of Professional Learning on Teachers

To what extent did teachers rate their professional learning

experience as high-quality?
To what extent did teachers find the professional learning
Teacher useful for improving teaching practice?
Reactions

To what extent did teachers find the professional learning
useful for improving student achievement?
To what extent did teachers indicate increased self-efficacy?

U |0 |0 |0
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To what extent did teachers indicate motivation to implement
professional learning content?

To what extent did the professional learning increase teachers'
knowledge of evidence-based teaching practices?

Teacher
Learning

To what extent did the professional learning increase teachers'
content knowledge?

o |0 0O |0

To what extent did teachers indicate willingness to reflect on
their teaching practice?

Measuring the Influence of Professional Learning on Teaching and Learning

To what extent have teachers implemented professional
J learning content with fidelity?
Influence on In what ways have teachers used professional learning
teacher | content to support student learning?
instructional In what ways has the quality of teachers instructional
practice 3 | practice improved?
. In what ways have teachers engaged in reflective practice?
In what ways do the content of teachers' plans reflect what
Influence on 4 they've learned in the professional learning?
teacher In what ways have teachers' instructional planning practices
instructional | Y changed?
planning In what ways has teachers' instructional planning quality
| increased?
In what ways have students demonstrated increased
Influence on J knowledge and/or skill?
student In what ways has the quality of student work improved?
performance = - -
and a To what extent have student achievement scores improved?
achievement a To what extent has student self-efficacy improved?
What are the implementation challenges experienced by teachers?
List them below:
Areas of
Challenge

and Success

Where are teachers meeting with success in implementation? List
them below:
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Step 3: Decide How to Answer Your Questions

Once you’ve determined your professional learning goal, and matched your
goal to questions, your next step is to figure out how you might gather data to provide
evidence of your professional learning’s level of effectiveness. Characteristics,
content, and outcomes of professional learning can all be measured. The trick is
choosing or designing the right tool.

Researchers measure professional learning in different ways. Some of those
ways are direct, and some are indirect. Some are virtual, and some are in-person.
Some are pre- and post-intervention. Some are more frequent, and some are less so.
Some are observational, and some are self-report. Some are about feelings. Some are
actual tests, such as test of knowledge, or tests of application. So how do we choose?
The key to making these choices is the same whether you’re a researcher or an
administrator: to select the measures that most closely match your goals, time, and
budget.

Direct Measures of Professional Learning

Direct measures are those which gather data on actual work completed in the
moment, or on work products. If you think back to our pie example, direct measures
are the equivalent of taking notes on what we see happening as the bakers are working
in their kitchens, or as the tasters are sampling the bakers’ results. Or we might
examine the bakers’ results directly and note how their products turned out. Or we
could test their pie baking knowledge before and after the seminar, then compare the

results.
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Researchers use a variety of direct measures to evaluate the effects of a

treatment, matched to their goals. We can do the same when evaluating professional

learning. Since our Step 1 examples focused on instructional change, let’s start with

that. If your goal is to measure implementation, you might choose to

Make audio- or video-recordings of tutoring sessions, classroom
lessons, post-observation conversations, or interviews (Apthorp et
al., 2012; Ault et al., 2017; Blachman et al., 2004; Guthrie et al.,
2004; Kraft & Hill, 2020; Matsumura et al., 2019; Torgeson et al.,
2006; Vadasy & Sanders, 2010; Vaden-Kiernan et al., 2012;
Vaughn et al., 2017).

Conduct observations of tutoring sessions, classroom lessons,
professional learning sessions, focus groups, or interviews (Apthorp
etal., 2012; Assel et al., 2007; Ault et al., 2017; Babinski et al.,
2018; Baker et al., 2013; Blachman et al., 2004; Garet et al., 2008;
Glazerman et al., 2010; Gunn et al., 2010; Ransford-Kaldon et al.,
2010; Schaefer, 2015; Smith et al., 2016; Vadasy et al., 2015;
Vadasy & Sanders, 2010; Walker et al., 2009; Walpole et al., 2010;
Wexler et al., 2010; Wijekumar et al., 2019).

Conduct assessments of teacher knowledge and/or student
achievement, lesson content or teaching practices evident in video-
recorded classroom lessons, or identify quality indicators within
ongoing teacher-mentor communications, or survey results (Ault et
al., 2017; Babinski et al., 2018; Garet et al., 2008; Glazerman et al.,
2010; Matsumura et al., 2019)

Collect artifacts such as school demographic profiles, program
documents, classroom data sources, textbooks, curricula, or
documents connected to professional learning offerings such as
attendance logs (Vaden-Kiernan et al., 2012; Vernon-Feagans et al.,
2013; Wijekumar et al., 2019).
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Indirect Measures of Professional Learning

Indirect measures are those which gather data on perceptions of the work or
work products, after the work session is done or the work product is completed. From
our pie example, these measures might be asking our bakers how they feel they did
with their task or interviewing the tasters after their sessions to ask what they thought
about what they had been served. We might also compile some descriptive statistics
around the amount of pie the tasters left uneaten on the plate.

Just as with direct measures, researchers also use a variety of indirect measures
to evaluate a treatment. Staying with the goal of instructional change, you might

choose to

e Conduct surveys of teacher background, demographics,
instructional/content/pedagogical knowledge, instructional or
implementation practices, engagement, efficacy, or job satisfaction
(Apthorp et al., 2012; Ault et al., 2017; Camburn & Han, 2015;
Garet et al., 2008; Glazerman et al., 2010; Goddard et al., 2000;
Goldfeld et al., 2020; Guthrie et al., 2004; Kraft & Hill, 2020;
Ransford-Kaldon et al., 2010; Schaefer, 2015; Smith et al., 2016;
Torgeson et al., 2006; Walker et al., 2009; Wijekumar et al., 2019)

e Conduct interviews to learn about teacher experiences during
professional learning, teacher satisfaction with instructional
methods or the professional support provided, teacher self-
reflection after viewing video-recorded lessons, perceived teacher
challenges and successes of program implementation (Ault et al.,
2017; Borman & Dowling, 2009; Guthrie et al., 2004; Matsumura
et al., 2019; Vaden-Kiernan et al., 2012; Vernon-Feagans et al.,
2013; Wijekumar et al., 2019).

e Conduct focus groups to receive teacher feedback about
instructional methods or the professional support provided
(Ransford-Kaldon et al., 2010; Wijekumar et al., 2019)
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e Keep logs of activities implemented during lessons, frequency and
type of contacts made between teachers and mentors,
content/nature/frequency of coaching sessions, teacher perceptions
of professional learning content or program usefulness, professional
learning attendance, training received by teachers, or number of
minutes of instruction/intervention provided (Apthorp et al., 2012;
Assel et al., 2007; Ault et al., 2017; Elish-Piper & L’Allier, 2011;
Garet et al., 2008; Glazerman et al., 2010; Matsumura et al., 2019;
Schaefer, 2015; Torgeson et al., 2006; Vadasy et al., 2015).

e Complete evaluation forms to collect feedback about the
quality/content of professional learning sessions or other
instructional support provided to teachers, or the quality/content of
the program or intervention (Schaefer, 2015; Torgeson et al., 2006).

Step 4: Choose the Tools You’ll Use

Once you’ve decided on your goals and how to measure them, the next step is
deciding which tools you will need. Maybe you want to know how well teachers
implement a particular strategy, or the impact of varying quality levels of
implementation on student achievement. Keep in mind that your overall goal for
providing professional learning is to improve instruction. So we measure fidelity to
professional learning goals as a way to gauge progress toward instructional
improvement. You can use the questions in each category of our charts from Step 2 to
choose direct or indirect measures that will help answer those questions.

For example, let’s say you arranged a professional learning on academic
vocabulary for teachers in grades K-5. What are some things you might want to know?

e Do teachers feel the professional learning improves their skill in
teaching their students to recognize vocabulary in context,

determine the meaning of the vocabulary words in context, and use
their vocabulary knowledge to comprehend text?
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e Do teachers’ lesson plans include vocabulary instruction strategies
from the professional learning which are appropriate for the stated
instructional goals?

e Do teachers correctly teach the vocabulary strategies in their
classrooms?

These are the goals for your professional learning. Now that you have them,
you can select questions from our charts that will lead you to whether you achieved
these goals. The first goal focuses on teacher reactions, the second on instructional
planning, and the third on instructional practice. Here are the questions that most
closely match your goals:

e To what extent did teachers find the professional learning useful for
improving teaching practice?

e In what ways do the content of teachers’ plans reflect what they’ve
learned in the professional learning?

e To what extent have teachers implemented professional learning
content with fidelity?
Using our examination of direct and indirect measures of professional learning
as a guide, here are some tools you might use to measure these goals:

Measurement Tools Aligned to Professional Learning Goals 1, 2, and 3

Question

Direct Measurement Tools Indirect Measurement Tools
Number

Professional learning
observation, audio or video-
recordings of interviews or Surveys, interviews, focus groups,
1 focus groups, assessment of evaluation forms, perception logs
audio/video-recorded interviews
or focus groups
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Summaries from teacher plan Surveys, interviews, focus groups,
2 books planned activity logs

Audio or video-recordings of
3 classroom lessons, observations
of classroom lessons

Surveys, completed activity logs,
interviews, focus groups

We can look to how researchers have approached measurement to get some
idea of what goal measurement might look like. The first question is focused on
teacher reactions. In a study of the impact of a mentor program on teacher practice,
researchers conducted indirect measures of teacher reaction by conducting interviews
in the spring of each year of the two-year program (Ault et al., 2017). The interview
protocol data gave researchers important insights into the impact of each component
of the mentor program on both teachers and mentors in terms of changes in practice,
how well supported mentors and teachers felt in implementation of those practices,
and how well the program content matched mentor and teacher needs. You can find
one example of an interview protocol tool following the conclusion of this white
paper. This is a tool I built to collect teacher feedback about their differentiated
instruction professional learning experience and the extent to which the professional
learning content has served their instructional needs in the classroom. To develop it, |
used the questions in the chart in Step 2 titled “Measuring the Impact of Professional
Learning on Teachers,” and customized them to fit the differentiated instruction
professional learning. The data collected from the interview session can be coded and

analyzed to determine whether and how well the professional learning met teachers’
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self-identified training needs and the extent to which the professional learning content
impacted their self-efficacy for applying what they learned in their classroom.

The second question is focused on instructional planning. A study examining
the impact of a vocabulary instruction program on student vocabulary knowledge and
passage comprehension (Apthorp et al., 2012) indirectly measured instructional
planning by evaluating teacher lesson logs. Statistical analysis of lesson log data
revealed that teachers in the treatment condition devoted more instructional time to
vocabulary work than teachers in the control condition, targeted Tier 2 words, used
proportionately more deep processing activities, and asked a greater number of higher
order questions. You can find one example of a tool to evaluate quality of instructional
planning, preparation, and implementation following the conclusion of this white
paper. This tool is called the DI Innovation Configuration, and it measures the
teachers’ continuum of progress towards effective planning, preparation, and
implementation of foundational literacy skills lessons from Walpole and McKenna’s
(2017) DI model. It was collaboratively built by the literacy team leaders and
instructional coaches at PDCE.

The third question is focused on instructional practice. Researchers studying
the impact of evidence-based instructional practices on student reading achievement
(Garet et al., 2008) directly measured instructional practice by conducting classroom
observations three times over the two years of the study, using an explicit instruction
scale to collect observation data. Results indicated a positive impact on teacher

knowledge and implementation of scientifically based reading instructional practices.
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You can find one example of a tool to evaluate instructional practice following the
conclusion of this white paper. This tool is called the “Fidelity Checklist for DI,” and
it measures the extent to which teachers are implementing foundational literacy skills
lessons as designed, from Walpole and McKenna’s (2017) DI model. It was adapted
from the instructional checklist in the Walpole and McKenna (2017) text, and from
adaptations from Dr. John Strong at the University of Buffalo, Dr. Sharon Walpole at
University of Delaware, and Kim Wheedleton at University of Delaware’s PDCE.

This handful of examples provide a quick glimpse into the types of direct and
indirect measures you might choose to determine changes in practice, and the tools
you might select to collect data for those measures. To get a clear picture of how well
your professional learning has impacted teacher practice, it’s important to carefully
determine your professional learning goals, formulate the questions that will most
accurately guide professional learning evaluation, and then select the measures and
tools most closely matched to gathering the data needed to answer those questions.
Step 5: Make a Plan

We started this professional learning evaluation journey by looking at an
example in pie form. Let’s go back there, now that we’re better equipped to make a
strong plan for measuring the effectiveness of our pie seminar. Remember, we had a
lot of questions we were mulling over, but we didn’t settle on anything specific. Let us
say our goal is to know whether our bakers were able to not only follow the recipe as
presented in the seminar, but also make successful substitutions when needed, to fit

the various dietary needs of all their tasters. For this goal, our questions might be:
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e To what extent did our bakers follow the recipe as written?
e In what ways did our bakers’ substitution decisions reflect
increased understanding of nutrition and the dietary needs of their

tasters?

e To what extent have tasters’ dietary and nutritional needs been met?

This seems like a good start, but before we go further, we need to think about

constraints. ..

e What is our budget?
e What is the timeframe for completing the evaluation?

e Who is both available and qualified to carry out the evaluation?

...and logistics:

e Where will we implement the evaluation, and with whom?
e Who will manage the people carrying out the evaluation?
e Who will analyze, summarize, and report the data?

e How will we share our results, with whom, and why?

e How will we use our results?

Once our goals, questions, constraints, and logistics are mapped out, we can
decide on the measures needed to answer our questions. Those measures might be
direct, such as kitchen observations of the baker in action; those measures might be

indirect, such as interviews with the baker once the pies are finished, or observations
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of tasters as they sample the pies. After we finalize our measures, the next step is to
either select or create the most appropriate tools for gathering data for those measures,
such as observation checklists, video-recordings, or interviews.

As the evaluators complete this work, we will need strong management to keep
everything on track. Evaluation managers will need a detailed plan for tasks such as
arranging any training evaluators might need for using the selected tools, making sure
evaluators are actually using the tools, checking to be sure the tools are being used
correctly, making sure measures are completed within the timeframe allotted,
arranging for accurate data analysis, organizing clear reporting of that data, and
communicating results to appropriate stakeholders for review.

Just as we did before, we can apply this same line of thinking to create a strong
plan for evaluating professional learning in our schools and districts. Once our goals
are developed, questions are formed, measures are selected, tools are chosen, and
management tasks are considered, we have everything we need to create a strong,
customized plan for evaluating professional learning.

Conclusion

Successfully measuring the effectiveness of professional learning requires
education leaders to be specific, have a detailed and well-thought-out evaluation plan,
and have the tools to gather the necessary data. But most importantly, once that plan is
ready, education leaders must manage and work the plan carefully and in a detailed,
methodical way. Otherwise, all that professional learningplanning will have been for

naught.
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Interview Protocol Tool for Collecting Teacher Feedback on Differentiated

Instruction Professional Learning Sessions

This interview protocol is designed for a 20 to 30-minute timeframe and can be
implemented either collectively with a small group or separately with individuals.
e Interview Prompts directly correspond to gathering information to answer

each question.

e Optional Probing Questions can be asked to further clarify teachers’
responses or to gather more in-depth information.

Teacher Reactions

Interview Prompt 1: Quality

Optional Probing Questions

On a scale of 1-10, with 1 being very
low and 10 being very high, how would
you rate the quality of the differentiated
instruction professional learning in
which you participated?

Notes:

If teachers indicate the professional
learning was low to medium quality (-

5):

Can you tell me more about why
you felt the professional learning
was not of high quality?

What could we have included or
excluded that would have made
this professional learning more
high-quality?

If teachers indicate the professional
learning was high-quality (6-10):

Can you tell me more about why
you described this professional
learning as high quality?

What was it about the
professional learning that made it
high-quality for you? (e.g., the
design of the sessions, or
inclusion of specific content,
etc.)
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Teacher Reactions

Interview Prompt 2: Self-Efficacy

Optional Probing Questions

On a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 being not at
all and 10 being very well, how prepared
do you feel to implement the
differentiated instruction lessons in your
classroom?

Notes:

If teachers indicate low to medium
preparedness (1-5):

e (Can you tell me more about why
you don’t feel well-prepared to
implement the differentiated
instruction lessons in your
classroom?

e What could the professional
learning have included that
would make you feel better
prepared to implement the
differentiated instruction lessons
in your classroom?

If teachers indicate higher preparedness
(6-10):

e (Can you tell me more about why
you feel prepared or well-
prepared to implement the
differentiated instruction lessons
in your classroom?

e What was it about the
professional learning that made
you feel prepared or well-
prepared? (e.g., practice sessions,
clear description, Q&A time,
etc.)
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Teacher Reactions

Interview Prompt 3: Teaching
Practice

Optional Probing Questions

On a scale of 1-10, with 1 being not at
all and 10 being quite a lot, how useful
do you feel this differentiated instruction
professional learning was for improving
your literacy teaching practice?

Notes:

If teachers indicate low to medium
usefulness (0-5):

e (Can you tell me more about why
you feel this professional
learning is not useful for
improving your literacy teaching
practice?

e What could the professional
learning have included that you
feel would be more useful in
supporting your literacy teaching
practice?

If teachers indicate greater usefulness
(6-10):

e (Can you tell me more about why
you feel this professional
learning is useful for improving
your literacy teaching practice?

e What specific elements of the
professional learning do you
think were most useful for
improving your literacy teaching
practice?
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Teacher Reactions

Interview Prompt 4: Student
Improvement

Optional Probing Questions

On a scale of 1-10, with 1 being not at
all and 10 being quite a lot, how useful
do you feel the content of this
differentiated instruction professional
learning will be for improving student
literacy achievement?

Notes:

If teachers indicate low to medium
usefulness (0-5):

e (Can you tell me more about why
you feel this professional
learning will not be useful for
improving student literacy
achievement?

e What could the professional
learning have included that
would make you feel it better
supported student literacy
achievement?

If teachers indicate greater usefulness
(6-10):

e Can you tell me more about why
you feel this professional
learning is useful for improving
student literacy achievement?

e What specific elements of the
professional learning do you
think are most supportive for
improving student literacy
achievement?
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Teacher Reactions

Interview Prompt 5: Content
Knowledge

Optional Probing Questions

On a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 being not at
all, and 10 being quite a lot, how well

do you feel this differentiated
instruction professional learning has
increased your foundational literacy
skills knowledge?

Notes:

If teachers indicate low to medium
knowledge gained (0-5):

Can you tell me more about why
you feel your foundational skills
knowledge did not increase or
only increased slightly?

What could the professional
learning have included that would
make you feel more
knowledgeable about
foundational literacy skills?

If teachers indicate greater knowledge
gained (6-10):

Can you tell me more about how
the professional learning
increased your foundational
literacy skills knowledge? (e.g.,
time to read/discuss sections of
the differentiated instruction text,
information explained/provided
by the presenter, responding to
written questions, analyzing data,
etc.)

In what ways has the professional
learning increased your
foundational literacy skills
knowledge? (e.g., new
knowledge gained, clarification
of information, etc.)
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Teacher Learning

Interview Prompt 5: Content
Knowledge

Optional Probing Questions

On a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 being not at
all, and 10 being quite a lot, how well

do you feel this differentiated
instruction professional learning has
increased your foundational literacy
skills knowledge?

Notes:

If teachers indicate low to medium
knowledge gained (0-5):

Can you tell me more about why
you feel your foundational skills
knowledge did not increase or
only increased slightly?

What could the professional
learning have included that would
make you feel more
knowledgeable about
foundational literacy skills?

If teachers indicate greater knowledge
gained (6-10):

Can you tell me more about how
the professional learning
increased your foundational
literacy skills knowledge? (e.g.,
time to read/discuss sections of
the differentiated instruction text,
information explained/provided
by the presenter, responding to
written questions, analyzing data,
etc.)

In what ways has the professional
learning increased your
foundational literacy skills
knowledge? (e.g., new
knowledge gained, clarification
of information, etc.)
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Teacher Learning

Interview Prompt 6: Pedagogical
Knowledge

Optional Probing Questions

On a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 being not at
all, and 10 being quite a lot, how well
do you feel this differentiated
instruction professional learning has
increased your knowledge of effective
teaching practices for foundational skills
instruction?

Notes:

If teachers indicate low to medium
knowledge gained (0-5):

e (Can you tell me more about why
you feel your knowledge of
effective teaching practices for
foundational skills instruction did
not increase or only increased
slightly?

e What could the professional
learning have included that would
make you feel more
knowledgeable about effective
teaching practices for
foundational skills instruction?

If teachers indicate greater knowledge
gained (6-10):

e (Can you tell me more about how
the professional learning
increased your knowledge of
effective teaching practices for
foundational skills instruction?
(e.g., time to read/discuss
sections of the differentiated
instruction text, information
explained/provided by the
presenter, responding to written
questions, analyzing data, etc.)

e In what ways has the professional
learning increased your
knowledge of effective teaching
practices for foundational skills
instruction? (e.g., new knowledge
gained, clarification of
information, etc.)
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Teacher Learning

Interview Prompt 7: Professional
Reflection

Optional Probing Questions

On a scale of 1-10, with 1 being not at
all and 10 being very much, how
interested are you in follow-up coaching
opportunities to reflect on your teaching
practice as you implement these
differentiated instruction lessons?

Notes:

If teachers indicate low to medium
interest (1-5):

Can you tell me more about why
you are not interested in follow-
up coaching and reflection
opportunities?

How could we design coaching
and reflection opportunities so
that your interest would be
higher?

If teachers indicate high interest (6-10):
Can you tell me more about why
you are interested in follow-up
coaching and reflection
opportunities?

What is it about opportunities to
reflect on your teaching practice
that appeals to you?
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Differentiated Instruction Innovation Configuration Coaching Tool
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Fidelity Checklist Tool for Differentiated Instruction
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Appendix D
TRY/FAIL/REDESIGN PROCESS

This artifact describes and outlines what I learned about professional learning
content and design from five successive DI model (Walpole & McKenna, 2017)
partnerships. I designed the first differentiated instruction professional learning
session for the Ignite! partnership in collaboration with my advisor, Dr. Sharon
Walpole, then reflected with her after delivery to determine which elements to keep
and which to redesign. For each successive differentiated instruction professional
learning partnership, I moved through three different stages of a try/fail/redesign
process.

First, my Literacy Instructional Specialist colleagues and I customized the
content and structure of the previous differentiated instruction professional learning
session according to the needs and requests of the new partnership. Next, after
delivering the customized professional learning session, my colleagues and I verbally
debriefed, and they also shared written notes with me, to outline the successes and
difficulties encountered when presenting the sessions. In addition, I examined
teachers’ comments about their professional learning experience from the University
of Delaware’s Professional Development Center for Educators’ (PDCE) standard end-
of-session survey. Finally, I reflected on both the presenter notes and teachers’ survey

comments in collaboration with my advisor, and then redesigned the differentiated
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instruction professional learning session for the next partnership. The differentiated
instruction professional learning sessions were implemented from Summer through
Fall of 2021. I used what I learned from this try/fail/redesign process to guide the
content and design of Appendix G: Multi-Use Canvas Differentiated Instruction

Training Course. I describe each iteration beginning on the next page.
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DI Model Partnership 1: Ignite! Reading

Ignite! Partnership Details

Partner Type Private tutoring company
May 22-23, 2021
PL Dates + Duration
Full days
Classroom teachers from varied instructional settings (e.g.,
charter, public) and with varying teaching experience levels
Undergraduate teaching candidates
PL Participants
(n=30) Volunteers with varied experience in educational settings
School leaders
Ignite! leader team
PL Focus Training to implement DI lessons in one-on-one, virtual tutoring

sessions with elementary students

Partner’s DI

Implementation One-on-one virtual tutoring via Zoom* platform
Format
Student Grade Level
K-5
Focus
Virtual delivery via Zoom* and Canvas**
PL Format

One session with content for the PAWR and WRAF stairstep
groups of the DI Model

PL Presenters

Me

Note: PL = professional learning. DI = differentiated instruction. PAWR =
Phonological Awareness and Word Recognition. WRAF = Word Recognition and
Fluency. *Zoom (n.d.). **Instructure (n.d.)
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Reflection on Ignite! Professional Learning Sessions
What Failed

The overarching issue impacting the success of this first design of the DI
model professional learning sessions was a failure to clarify leader roles for myself
and the Ignite! leader team ahead of time. Specifically, the Ignite! leader team and I
had differing (and unspoken) expectations as to who would lead the training days. The
Ignite! leader team believed they oversaw the training days in terms of pacing,
schedule management, participant interactions and involvement, session timings, and
leading each component of the sessions, and that I was to take my cues from them.
However, my expectations were aligned with the business-as-usual leadership PDCE
Literacy Instructional Specialists typically take on during training sessions, which is
that we manage all aspects related to implementing the trainings, and partnership
leaders manage only questions or elements outside of PDCE’s purview, such as
expectations for implementation that are unique to their instructional setting or how to
determine scheduling protocols for beginning-of-year assessments.

Another issue impacting the success of these sessions was misalignment
between participant learning needs and session content. Specifically, I included a
module to teach participants how to use the digital tools required to teach the
differentiated learning lessons in a virtual environment. However, that turned out to be
largely unnecessary as nearly all participants were well-versed in how to use Zoom
and its accompanying tools such as video settings, screenshare and annotate. I also

failed to accurately account for the literacy knowledge base of the participants, by
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including too much literacy research content that was often too detailed for
participants to follow, and by including too little practical application support through
time to engage in structured lesson delivery practice sessions.

What I Learned

At PDCE, our professional learning sessions are carefully planned and
designed, often down to the minute, to ensure participants receive all the information
necessary for successful implementation of the DI model in their classrooms. The lack
of clearly defined roles for implementing the Ignite! professional learning sessions
resulted in frequent interruptions to the flow of the trainings, conflicting direction
presented to the participants requiring a lengthy meeting between myself and the
Ignite! leader team after the first day of training to clarify roles, and a subsequent last-
minute restructure of the schedule and content for the second training day to allow for
the time and content lost on the first day.

In my focus on providing well-designed professional learning on the DI model
for the Ignite! participants, I neglected to carefully consider this partnership’s
audience and their specific learning needs. By not having a mechanism in place prior
to implementation to determine participants’ knowledge base for technology tools and
literacy pedagogy, my content and design was not able to meet those needs.
Parameters Which Framed the Redesign

One problem I was trying to solve was that an unclear Ignite! leader team role
created lost time and content in the professional learning session (e.g., the leader team

added content that required time which was unaccounted for in the session
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timeframes; leader team frequently interrupted my session presentation; leader team
changed their requested support focus mid-session). My solution was to redesign the
next differentiated instruction professional learning session by organizing a series of
session planning and expectation meetings between myself and the KIPP North
Carolina leadership team well before their DI model professional learning sessions
were implemented. During those virtual meetings via the Zoom platform, I had
prepared questions ready for the KIPP North Carolina leader team, aimed at helping us
to collaboratively define our respective roles regarding preparation, planning, and
implementation of the professional learning sessions.

Another problem I was trying to solve was a misalignment between presenter
expectations, session content, and participant learning needs. My solution was two-
fold. First, during the virtual meetings previously mentioned, I included prepared
questions designed to determine participants’ facility with the technology tools
required for session participation and their literacy pedagogy knowledge and
experience. And second, I revised the professional learning session structure and
content following the meeting, to more closely align with participant needs. In this
case, that meant reducing (but not eliminating) the time devoted to literacy research
content and increasing the time devoted to lesson delivery practice components and

including more follow up question-and-answer components.
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DI Model Partnership 2: KIPP North Carolina

KIPP North Carolina Partnership Details

Three charter schools:

KIPP Change Academy
Partner Type KIPP Gaston
KIPP Halifax
August 5-6, 2021
PL Dates + Duration
Full days
Classroom teachers
PL Participants Paraprofessionals
(n=119) School leaders
KIPP North Carolina leaders
Training to assess and group students, implement DI lessons, and
PL Focus evaluate student progress, in an in-person classroom setting for

grades K-4

Partner’s DI

In-person in the classroom

Virtual small group via Zoom* platform

Implementation
Format Hybrid small group (in-person and virtual students via Zoom*
platform together)
Student Grade Level K4
Focus
Virtual delivery via Zoom* and Canvas**
PL Format

Three simultaneous sessions: one for kindergarten content, one for
Grades 1-2 content, and one for Grades 3-4 content

PL Presenters

Me
1 Literacy Instructional Specialist

1 Senior Associate Director of Literacy

Note: PL = professional learning. DI = differentiated instruction. *Zoom (n.d.).

**Instructure (n.d.)
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Reflection on KIPP North Carolina Professional Learning Sessions
What Failed

In this version of the DI model professional learning design, one issue
impacting success was video content, quality, and placement within modules. One
video, which provided information about the Cognitive Model of Reading Assessment
(Dougherty Stahl et al., 2020) and how it informs the DI model, had necessary content
but the sound was too low for participants to hear. Other videos were improperly
placed. For example, the module introduction videos provided very detailed content
but no visuals to support that content, resulting in confusion for participants. Another
video provided considerable detail about assessing students for group placement at the
beginning of the year but overwhelmed the participants. In addition, the videos used in
this design were selected from among several which were recorded for multiple
different audiences, giving the sessions a somewhat disjointed feel.

Another issue impacting success was the virtual engagement tools and
strategies. One strategy was to incorporate Padlet boards (Padlet, n.d.), which gave
participants the opportunity to reflect on their learning in writing and to engage with
each other’s written reflections in real time, but participation was very low. Another
strategy was to provide additional blocks of time for lesson implementation practice or
to discuss text readings in small groups. However, while the practice/discussion blocks
allowed for more opportunities for participants to engage in their learning, the time

allotment for each block was still insufficient since too few participants had the
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opportunity to practice teaching the lessons and discussions often had to end before
participants felt they had fully explored the topic.
What I Learned

I learned three things from implementing this professional learning design.
First, materials that are rich in content but poor in presentation quality, not properly
placed, or which have too much content for participants to effectively understand in
one sitting result in a frustrating participant experience. Second, for videos to be most
impactful, they must be filmed in ways which maintain audience continuity. Even if
the video content is high quality and highly relevant to the session focus, participants
can discern whether those videos were produced specifically for their professional
learning session or were pulled in from multiple other sessions designed for different
audiences. And third, adequate time for participants to engage with and practice using
the DI model materials must be a priority to ensure that participants feel effectively
prepared to teach the differentiated instruction lessons.
Parameters Which Framed the Redesign

I was trying to solve several problems with my next redesign: video content
and placement were hindering rather than supporting participants’ learning, practice
time was insufficient to support participant learning, and engagement tools had low
participation. My solution was to implement a series of changes in the professional
learning design. One change was to remove the video with poor sound and replacing it
with a PowerPoint-supported (Microsoft, n.d.) live content delivery by a Literacy

Instruction Specialist. Doing so will ensure that the sound issue is resolved yet
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participants can still engage with the necessary content. Delivering this content live in
a virtual synchronous environment also provides opportunities for the Literacy
Instructional Specialists who deliver this component to customize the presentation in
the moment to address participants’ questions and discussion comments. Another
change was to re-design the differentiated instruction group teaching modules so that
the video supports followed a specific component sequence — first a video presenting
an overview of the differentiated instruction group, then a video model of the
differentiated instruction group being taught virtually, then time to practice in
breakout rooms. To increase participants’ opportunities to actively practice teaching
each lesson, practice session times were increased, and each breakout room was
limited to three participants who rotated between three roles — teacher, student, and
observer. Participants were encouraged to take time to discuss what they noticed after
each person had their turn as teacher. A third change was that after each video and
practice session, Padlet boards were replaced with synchronous question-and-answer
sessions, to address participant learning needs of each component as they progress
throughout the module. For the final change, videos with highly detailed content were
placed at the end of their respective modules as optional material to extend
participants’ learning. These videos included text guidance for how they might work
through that content.

One problem that required a delayed solution is the video audience continuity.
Time constraints of the condensed period in which each of these professional learning

partnerships was delivered precluded re-filming. However, in discussion with my
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advisor, we established that a long-term goal — for the summer months preceding the
next beginning-of-year professional learning sessions — was for PDCE’s Literacy
Team to refilm each video. Ideas for the re-filmed videos are to address not only the
continuity issue, but also density of content, filming several versions to fit varying
audience needs (e.g., a focus on implementation of each group vs a focus on the
research informing the design of each group). Videos were subsequently re-filmed in
summer 2022 and embedded in the corresponding “Deepen Your Learning” modules
of the Canvas course described in Appendix G: Multi-Use Canvas Differentiated

Instruction Training Course.
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DI Model Partnership 3: Lake Forest East Elementary School

Lake Forest East Partnership Details

Partner Type Public school

August 23, 2021

PL Dates + Duration
Half day
Classroom teachers
Content area teachers (e.g., art, music, physical education)
PL Participants . o

(n=32) Literacy specialist
Paraprofessionals
School leader
Training to learn the research and evidence-based practices which

PL Focus frame the DI model, and the structure and components of the DI

lessons in the PAWR and WRAF stairsteps of the DI Model in an in-
person classroom setting for grades K-3

Partner’s DI

Implementation In-person in the classroom
Format
Student Grade Level
K-3
Focus

In-person delivery via PowerPoint*** presentation and Canvas**

resources
PL Format
One session with content to support understanding of the PAWR and
WRAF stairstep groups of the DI Model
PL Presenters Me

Note: PL = professional learning. DI = differentiated instruction. PAWR =
Phonological Awareness and Word Recognition. WRAF = Word Recognition and
Fluency. **Instructure (n.d.). ***Microsoft (n.d.)

Reflection on Lake Forest East Professional Learning Sessions
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What Failed

This session required a significant redesign in presentation, content, and
delivery. The partner requested an in-person versus virtual session, a half-day
delivery, and a focus shift to the science of reading and research that support the DI
model and the PAWR and WRAF stairstep lessons. In response to these requests, |
redesigned the professional learning session so that the Canvas course shifted from
being the main content delivery vehicle to a supplemental support which included only
one module from the sessions from Partnerships 1 and 2. In addition, I developed a
live PowerPoint presentation (Microsoft, n.d.) as the main content delivery vehicle. In
this version of the DI model professional learning design, only one issue impacted
success: participants’ difficulty managing multiple resources to support their learning.
Some resources were virtual and housed in Canvas, some were supplied via digital or
paper handouts according to participants’ preference, and some were physical
materials [e.g., the How to Plan Differentiated Instruction text (Walpole & McKenna,
2017).]
What I Learned

This session was very successful! Though this professional learning session
required a nearly full redesign due to content requested, method of delivery, and time
allotted for delivery, I was still able to apply what I had learned from Partnerships 1
and 2. First, I had multiple planning meetings with the partnership point of contact
over several weeks prior to the session date to ensure the content matched participant

learning needs. And second, I included increased time for participants to engage with
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the materials, discuss what they learned, and ask questions. What I learned from
implementing this session is that participants can become overwhelmed and confused
if they must manage too many support materials. I need to minimize the number of
resources teachers will be using and be more intentional about how those resources are
selected and designed.
Parameters Which Framed the Redesign

The problem I was trying to solve for the professional learning session delivery
was that participants’ materials management was overwhelming and confusing. My
solution is to redesign the next differentiated instruction professional learning session
by consolidating materials such as notetaking sheets and PowerPoint slide handouts
into one integrated document. In this way, participants will need to reference and
manipulate only one document, and the content will be sequenced so that participants
encounter everything they need for active participation in the order in which I present

it.
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DI Model Partnership 4: Thomas Edison Charter School

Thomas Edison Charter Partnership Details

Partner Type Charter school

August 31, 2021
PL Dates + Duration
Full day
Classroom teachers
PL Participants .
(n=31) Paraprofessionals
School leaders
PL Focus Training to assess and group students and implement DI lessons in an

in-person classroom setting for grades K-5

Partner’s DI

Implementation In-person in the classroom
Format
Student Grade Level
K-5
Focus
Virtual delivery via Zoom* and PowerPoint*** presentation
PL Format

Two simultaneous sessions: one for Grades K-2 content, and one for
Grades 3-4 content

PL Presenters

Me

1 Literacy Instructional Specialist

Note: PL = professional learning. DI = differentiated instruction. *Zoom (n.d.).

***Microsoft (n.d.)
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Reflection on Thomas Edison Charter Professional Learning Sessions
What Failed

This partnership had advanced planning, but I was not a part of those meetings
due to the quick turn-around time in which the partnership was established. A Literacy
Instructional Specialist colleague and I collaboratively designed and presented this
professional learning session based on what I learned from Partnerships 1-3 and on the
information conveyed to us by the PDCE colleague who attended the planning
meetings. However, from participant reactions in-session it became evident that
participants felt we were presenting information they already knew. Since we trusted
our PDCE colleague to accurately share the partner’s content requests, our speculation
was there could be two possibilities influencing participants’ reactions. One possibility
may be that school leadership did not consult with participants to determine their
learning needs. Another possibility may be that participants’ mindsets were closed at
the outset to the idea that the session would support them with content matched to
their learning needs. Since the participants neglected to fill out PDCE’s post-session
survey, we have no way to know for sure what caused the reactions we encountered.
What I Learned

My colleague and I were intentional about designing the session materials to
ensure the content was accurately sequenced in one virtual handout document. This
improvement to the design seemed to support participants, as we did not see evidence
of confusion or frustration due to materials management. However, there were

indications through participants’ facial expressions, body language, and carefully
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worded question responses that their learning needs were not being met. Further,
interpreting those indicators accurately was difficult, as my colleague and I noted
participants still actively engaged in the discussions and activities in the session
design. There were two circumstances in the partnership that may have influenced
these indicators: stakeholder attendance at the planning meetings and teachers’ choice
not to complete the post-session survey. The events of this session added to what I
learned from Partnership 1 — that advanced planning is necessary, but it is also
important to ensure that all stakeholders are present in those planning meetings in
order to ask questions and clarify participant learning needs. This includes session
presenters and teacher representatives.
Parameters Which Framed the Redesign

The problem I was trying to solve was that the session participants’ reactions
indicated a mismatch between their learning needs and the session content presented.
My redesign solution to this problem is two-fold. First, I will add a line item to my
session planning checklist to indicate that if initial planning meetings occurred prior to
my receipt of the partnership details, I need to arrange for any session presenters to
have at least one additional planning meeting with the partnership point of contact. In
that way, we can more accurately design the session content to meet participant
learning needs. And second, I will develop pre-and post-session surveys designed to
determine participants’ literacy knowledge base. By administering the pre-session
survey at least a week in advance of the session date, I can evaluate the survey data

and use the results to ensure the content matches participants’ indicated needs. By
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administering the post-session survey, I can evaluate the post-session survey data, then
compare the pre- and post-session results to determine the degree to which the session
met participants’ needs. Such evaluation and comparison will allow me to design
follow-up support more accurately (e.g., coaching, subsequent professional learning

sessions) to address any unmet participant learning needs.
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DI Model Partnership 5: New York City Schools

New York City Schools Partnership Details

Partner Type

Two public schools:
PS 112 The Bronxwood School

PS 045 Clarence Witherspoon

PL Dates + Duration

PS 112:
September 10, 2021
Half day

PS 045:
September 24, 2021
One-fourth day

PS 112:
October 14, 2021
Full day

PL Participants
(n=4)

Classroom teachers

PL Focus

Training to assess and group students and implement DI lessons in an

in-person classroom setting for grades K-2

Partner’s DI

Implementation In-person in the classroom
Format
Student Grade Level
K-2
Focus
Virtual delivery via Zoom* and PowerPoint*** presentation
PL Format One session for all participants per each PL session (see PL Dates +

Duration)

Me

PL Presenters

1 Literacy Instructional Specialist

Note: PL = professional learning. DI = differentiated instruction. *Zoom (n.d.).

***Microsoft (n.d.).
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Reflection on New York City Schools Professional Learning Sessions
What Failed

The PS 045 session was successful barring one issue that made it difficult
(though not impossible) for the Literacy Instruction Specialist to accurately determine
participants’ level of engagement. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the participants
were all in one classroom but socially distanced and sharing one Zoom account and
camera. Such a situation made it difficult for my colleague to get a sense of the extent
to which participants were engaging with the session activities.

The PS 112 session had several issues. One issue was that two days before the
session date, the school leader requested a half-day session versus the planned full-day
session, necessitating a reduction in content and a change in session focus. This left
little time for me to redesign the session in a way that would fit the shortened time
frame. Further, redesigning the session to match the new focus was unexpectedly
labor- and time-intensive. Another issue was materials availability. Session materials
needed for participants’ active session engagement, shipped via a third party, did not
arrive at the school until the day of the session. This left participants with no time to
familiarize themselves with the materials ahead of time. A third issue was that
participants logged into the Zoom call nearly 20 minutes late (due to school
scheduling issues out of their control), further shortening an already abbreviated
session and requiring on-the-fly revisions to the content and timing to account for loss
of time. A final issue was that my redesign did not allow for enough time in the

question-and-answer components, relative to the volume of questions asked and the
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amount of explanation necessary to satisfactorily address those questions. As a result,
I was unable to fully deliver all content needed for successful DI model
implementation.
What I Learned

Despite being unable to fully evaluate participants’ engagement in the PS 045
session, my colleague noted that participants indicated satisfaction with their learning,
including that the session felt comprehensive in nature, and that they appreciated
having time to practice the lessons and to think about how the DI model can be most
effectively implemented in their classrooms. It may be that a carefully designed, high
quality professional learning session which is closely aligned to participants’ learning
needs and provides multiple and varied opportunities for participants to read, learn,
practice, discuss, and ask questions may be enough to mitigate a partnership’s lack of
one-to-one technology availability.

There were indicators early on that communication would be an issue for the
PS 112 session. While inconsistent communication from a school leader is largely out
of my control, I learned that I am not without tools to mitigate such an issue. I can
learn to recognize any communication issues early, and then mitigate them through
proactive advance planning. I also learned that even when physical materials
availability is out of my control, I can mitigate the issue by having digital versions of
the materials available for last-minute sharing as needed. And finally, I learned that to
provide the quick pivots often necessary due to communication issues or last-minute

change requests, having a selection of DI model professional learning versions from
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which to select would have made the work of pivoting less time-intensive and more
efficient.
Parameters Which Framed the Redesign

The problem I was trying to solve was that nearly all the issues evident in the
PS 112 session were beyond my control. My solution was to redesign the next
differentiated instruction professional learning session by developing protocols for
proactive planning in preparation for a small set of adverse circumstances. To mitigate
communication issues, I will check in with the partnership point of contact at planned,
regular intervals leading up to the session. To mitigate physical materials availability,
I will have digital PDF versions of all necessary virtual training materials quickly
accessible and ready to share in the event the physical materials fail to arrive on time.
To mitigate last minute session changes for timeframe and content focus, I developed
multiple modules in the Multi-Use Canvas Differentiated Instruction Training Course
described in Appendix G. My colleagues and I can choose from among those modules
when designing customized DI model professional learning sessions. The course will
be designed to support participant learning relative to the content needed for
participants to successfully implement the DI model in their setting, and relative to the
varied audiences, learning needs, session foci, and timeframe issues encountered
during Partnerships 1-5. In this way, I hope to enable both myself and my Literacy
Instructional Specialist colleagues to successfully plan for and deliver high-quality

professional learning sessions for the DI model in ways that fit within PDCE’s
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financial model for planning time and in ways that are customized to each
partnership’s unique settings, needs, and circumstances.
Conclusion
Taken together, these experiences guided my work as I developed and
incorporated the following elements into the design of the Multi-Use Canvas
Differentiated Instruction Training Course (Appendix G). Including these elements in
my professional learning design increases the likelihood of a successful outcome for

all stakeholders:

e I developed a protocol (Appendix E: Evidence-Based Practices
Needs Assessment), Appendix F: Teacher Needs Assessment
Summary Tool, and Appendix H: Evidence-Based Practices Design
System) for establishing clear roles in all stages of the planning and
implementation of the professional learning session for all
stakeholders: partnership leaders, PDCE Literacy Instructional
Specialists, and professional learning participants.

e I developed a set of guidelines (Appendix H: Evidence-Based
Practices Design System) for establishing pre-training meetings
with partner leaders to collaboratively plan for and confirm:

o Session dates

o Session duration

o Method of training delivery (e.g., in-person, virtual, hybrid)
o Technology availability

o Content expectations

e [ created a survey (Appendix F: Teacher Needs Assessment
Summary Tool) to administer at least a week in advance of the
training, to determine participants’ learning needs and pre-training
knowledge base for:
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o Literacy pedagogy and content
o The DI model
o The technology tools to be used in the training

I created a survey (Appendix G: Multi-Use Canvas Differentiated
Instruction Training Course) to administer post-training, to
determine:

o The degree to which the session met participants’ needs

o The content necessary for follow-up support (e.g., coaching,
subsequent professional learning sessions) to address any
unmet participant needs

I collaborated with my advisor, Dr. Sharon Walpole, my supervisor
Dr. Jaime True Daley, and my literacy team colleagues to replace
videos with poor presentation quality or videos that were filmed for
a variety of audiences with either:

o Google Slides to be presented synchronously by a Literacy
Instructional Specialist, or

o New videos intentionally designed and filmed to be part of
this DI model professional learning architecture

I embedded lesson delivery materials in the Guide Sheet documents
for each Canvas course module (Appendix G: Multi-Use Canvas
Differentiated Instruction Training Course) in the event those
materials are missing or unavailable at the time of the training

I designed modules (Appendix G: Multi-Use Canvas Differentiated
Instruction Training Course) for participants to learn how to teach
each differentiated instruction group with a specific content
sequence:

o Video presenting an overview of the instructional steps of
the differentiated instruction group

o Video model of the differentiated instruction lesson being
taught
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o Small group practice session (no more than 3 participants
per group), which allows enough time for each participant to
cycle through three roles (teacher, student, observer) and
discuss afterwards

o Whole-group synchronous Question-and-Answer session
focused on the practice experience

o Optional asynchronous activities containing video and
reading selections with highly detailed content, aligned with
notetaking documents (guide sheets), to extend learning for
interested participants

I designed multiple modules which support participants in learning
how to successfully implement the DI model relative to varied
audiences, learning needs, session foci, instructional settings, and
timeframes.

I established protocols and a template for consolidating guide sheets
from each module into one continuous document per training, with
content presented in the order it occurs during the training, to
minimize and organize the number of resources participants must
manage throughout the session.
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Appendix E
EVIDENCE-BASED PRACTICES NEEDS ASSESSMENT

I have designed two infographic needs assessment documents — one for school
leaders, and one for teachers. Each infographic briefly shows the relationship between
the DI model and the science of reading, and provides questions designed to invite
school leaders and teachers to identify and share their current knowledge base and
professional learning needs. The teacher infographic also includes a link to the Needs
Assessment Summary Tool in Appendix F. Our Literacy Instructional Specialists will
use partners’ responses to this infographic and the summary tool to inform their
content selections for the partner’s customized DI model professional learning, using
the Multi-Use Canvas DI Training Course presented in Appendix G. Engaging in this
process will increase the likelihood that the DI model professional learning sessions
our Literacy Instructional Specialists provide are more accurately aligned to the
content and learning needs of the partnerships they serve.

The digital file for these infographics can be found at this link:

https://www.canva.com/design/DAD7zMwz4Kc/S1sZf1OXITWKMP2p8I19¢GY g/view?

utm_content=DAD7zMwz4Kc&utm_campaign=designshare&utm medium=link&ut

m_source=publishsharelink. I have also embedded each infographic below:
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Let's'build a chstomized professional learning experience!

Know the

93

Science

Logan, Castel, Haber,
& Viehman (2012)

How is the Differentiated Instruction (DI) Model aligned
with the science of reading?

*
Comprehension

Foundational skills *
Vocabulary

enables
‘

Word .
Recognition

Alphabet
Knowledge

Knowledge-building

3 "the act of extracting and
constructing meaning”
Walpole and McKenna (2017)

Phonemic
Awareness

T Decouing ] _Fiuency | |

e.g., Walpole, McKenna, Amendum, Pasquarella, & Strong (2017),
Foorman et al. (2016)

k"meaning aspects of word
knowledge"
Hayes and Flanigan (2014)

Know Your

School

How do your teachers like to practice instructional procedures?

[ ] pairs or small groups [ ] virtual environment

[] grade level groups [ ] in-person environment
What are your goals for engaging teachers in this DI Model PL?
|:| Support/build teacher knowledge base of evidence-based literacy instructional practices
D Strengthen student foundational literacy skills
|:| Adopt an evidence-based Tier 2 instructional model to strengthen your overall literacy program
Know Your

Teachers

What are your teachers' DI Model learning needs?

Enhancing lesson quality:
"How do we teach these
lessons?"

Building teacher knowledge
and expertise:
"Why do we teach these lessons?"

Expanding teacher knowledge and
expertise:
"How do we become experts?"

[ ] Learn how to teach the
lessons as designed

[ ] Increase knowledge of evidence-
based literacy teaching practices

Improve lesson implementation
quality
Learn how to accurately

[ ] improve data-informed
assess and group students

instructional planning

[ ] Increase foundational skills
knowledge

D Know the DI Model but |:| Engage in professional reflection

need a refresher

[ ] Increase literacy content
knowledge
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Let's build a customized professional learning (PL) experience!

Know the How is the Differentiated Instruction (DI) Model aligned
Q ) with the science of reading?

] *
Science Comprehension

Foundational skills

Vocabulary*

@) &L
enables O«@“

‘\ 7 - 4
Alphabet
R L =
Phonemic Knowledge-building
Awareness 3k "the act of extracting and
" constructing meaning”
Logan, Castel, Haber, I Dec0d|ng Fluency - Walpole and McKenna (2017)

& Viehman (2012) e.g., Walpole, McKenna, Amendum, Pasquarella, & Strong (2017), *”meaning aspects ofword
Foorman et al. (2016)

knowledge"
Hayes and Flanigan (2014)

Know Your
Know
What are your ; ? What are your
students' current *ﬂ‘ learning goals for this
) literacy learning needs? Yourself DI Model PL?
Students

Tell us how we can help!

Please visit the link to the Google Form questionnaire below.
We'll use the information you share to build a customized professional
learning experience for you and your colleagues.

https://tinyurl.com/CustomizeYourPL
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Appendix F
TEACHER NEEDS ASSESSMENT SUMMARY TOOL

I have designed this tool in Google Forms. The view link to the form is here:

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1 FAIpQLS{JtC-

xt2affAIDgFOv7Xkpx7WEISGmxH6zTC31boB74as84w/viewform. This tool

incorporates detailed choice options described more generally in the teacher page of
the Evidence-Based Practices Needs Assessment in Appendix E, and which are
available in the Multi-Use Canvas Differentiated Instruction Training Course
described in Appendix G. Using Google Forms allows our Literacy Instructional
Specialists to aggregate and share the collected data in a simple way with school
leaders. These data will show school leaders what their teachers report as professional
learning goals and preferences and will allow our Literacy Instructional Specialists to
design DI model professional learning sessions aligned as closely as possible to those

goals and preferences.
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[TYor | Professional Development
EIAWARE. | Center for Educators

Let's build a customized professional
learning (PL) experience!

Hello teachers, specialists, and paraprofessionals, and welcome! Please share your
Differentiated Instruction (DI) Model learning goals by completing this brief questionnaire.
Our Literacy Instructional Specialists will use your responses to build a professional learning
experience aligned as closely as possible to your goals and preferences.

This form is only collecting emails so that we can send a copy of your responses to you, and
so we can make sure we don't double-count any responses. We will share the compiled data
from the questionnaire with your school leaders, but we will not share emails or individual
responses.

kwheedle@udel.edu Switch account (%)

* Required

Email *

Your email
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After reading the graphic, please check the response below that most accurately
reflects your understanding of the DI Model and the science of reading. (Select
only one response.) *

Know the How is the Differentiated Instruction (DI) Model aligned
3 with the science of reading?

Science Comprehensior:
Foundational skills

Vocabulary*

P Alphabet
0 " Knowledge Reco nition

e I
anort Awareness

), Amendum, Pasquare

i man et al. 2016)

I know the DI Model well and understand how it aligns with these literacy terms and
concepts.

I know the DI Model, but need to know more about how it aligns with these literacy
terms and concepts.

I understand many or all of these literacy terms and concepts, but | am new to the DI
Model.

I am new to both the DI Model and to one or more of these literacy terms and
concepts.

O O O O
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What are your students' current literacy learning needs? (Select all that apply.) *

Know Your

Stud‘ents

My students need to build missing phonological awareness and letter sound skills.
My students need to strengthen their existing decoding skills.
My students need to maintain their on-track fluency or comprehension skills.

My students need to strengthen and expand their vocabulary knowledge,
comprehension ability, and background knowledge.

O 000
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What are your learning goals for this DI Model PL? (Select all that apply.) *

Know

i

Yourself

D Learn how to teach the lessons as designed

Learn how to accurately assess and group students

Get a refresher to make sure I'm teaching the lessons as designed
Increase my knowledge of evidence-based literacy teaching practices
Increase my knowledge of foundational skills

Increase my literacy content knowledge

Improve my lesson implementation quality

Improve my data-informed instructional planning

00000000

Engage in professional reflection
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How do you prefer to engage in group work? (Select all that apply.) *

Know

i

Yourself

in pairs or small groups
in grade-level groups
in groups with a mix of grade levels

with colleagues in my own school (if other schools are also attending)

O0000

with colleagues from other schools (if other schools are also attending)

When you learn about a new instructional procedure, which learning structure
below would you most prefer? (Choose only one.) *

Know

i

Yourself

O First tell me about the procedure, then show me how to teach it, then give me a
chance to practice teaching it, then give me a chance to reflect on it.

O First show me how to teach the procedure, then give me a chance to practice it, then
give me a chance to reflect on it, then tell me more about it.
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When you have opportunities to reflect on your own learning, how do you prefer
to do this work? (Select all that apply.) *

Know

i

Yourself

individually

in pairs or small groups

in whole group

using digital tools such as discussion boards, Padlet boards, or Google documents
using real-world tools such as notepaper, charts, or sticky notes

verbally

0000000

in writing
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If there is anything else you would like us to know about your learning goals for
this DI Model PL, you are welcome to share that information below. (This is an

optional question.)

Your answer

Thank you very much for completing this questionnaire. We appreciate your time
and your willingness to share your learning goals and preferences with us!

A copy of your responses will be emailed to the address you provided.

Submit G Page 1 of 1 Clear form
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Appendix G

MULTI-USE CANVAS DI TRAINING COURSE

Guided by what I learned from researching and writing three of the artifacts in
this ELP (Appendices B, C, and D), I built a flexible professional learning architecture
and accompanying implementation tools to support teachers learning to implement the
DI model in their classrooms. This multi-use training course is housed in the
University of Delaware’s Canvas learning management system, and is designed to
support customized, synchronous training in effective implementation of the DI
model, led and implemented by one or more PDCE Literacy Instructional Specialists.

Design Principles

I began building this course by framing its design around a core set of six
evidence-based design principles. I developed these principles from what I learned
about the affordances of in-person, hybrid, and virtual professional learning models
from Appendix B: Building a New Normal: Virtual and Hybrid Professional Learning
Introduction. The evidence suggests that such affordances support teachers’
knowledge-building, self and collective efficacy, and effective implementation of

evidence-based instructional practices.

225



Design Principle Description

Course content aligns with evidence-based classroom literacy
Focus on content practice, HQIM use, building teacher knowledge, and
supporting students’ foundational literacy needs

Course provides opportunities for teachers to actively engage

Center around in learning through cycles of knowledge-building and

active learning discussion, simulation and practice, and analysis and
feedback

Provide Course structure allows for content organization aligned with

opportunities for specific school groups, grade levels or grade level bands,

collective and/or professional role groups (e.g., administrators, teachers,

participation specialists)

Course structure allows for ease of access, convenience, and
flexibility (e.g., providing synchronous and asynchronous

Incorporate choice learning opportunities, optional and required learning
activities, and individual and collaborative learning
opportunities)

Course includes content designed to support how to navigate
the course modules, locate and access course content and
resources, access and use required and optional online or
technology tools, and identify and locate technical support
resources

Provide technical
support options

Course provides options which allow course content and
activities to connect or integrate with subsequent coaching
and PLC support following course completion (e.g.,
supplemental support via optional asynchronous Module
work, extension of learning and support via follow-up
coaching)

Provide
opportunities for
extended learning

Note: HQIM = High quality instructional materials
Build Parameters and Organization
Course participants are first greeted by a welcome page introducing them to

the DI model authors, and to the learning work in which they will engage:
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Multi-Use Canvas Differentiated Instruction Training Course  JumptoToday %, Edit

Welcome!

We are excited to partner with you as you learn about the Differentiated Instruction model
developed by Dr. Sharon Walpole and Dr. Michael C. McKenna.

Our literacy coaching team = at the University of Delaware » 's Professional Development Center for Educators = will

How to Plan
Differentiated
Reading Instruction

Michael C. McKenna

yaron Walpole

guide your learning experience.

In this course, you'll experience customized support for implementing the DI Model in
your classroom, school, and/or district, with topics selected from one or more of five
different focus areas:

= Understanding the DI Model structure

= Learning about the research informing the DI Model design

= Learning how to assess and place students into instructional groups at the
beginning of the year

= Learning how to teach and progress monitor each instructional group

= Supporting DI block planning and preparation

Ready to dive in to your customized learning experience?

Click here to get started!
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Next, using what I learned about effective ways to plan, design, build, deliver,
and evaluate professional learning sessions from Appendix C: Measuring the
Effectiveness of Professional Learning and Appendix D: Try/Fail/Redesign Process, I
developed and used a set of build parameters for training length options, sectioning
strategy, and general structure of each learning module. The course can be used to
develop a one-, two-, or three-day training structure. One training day includes four
75-minute training sessions plus four 15-minute breaks, for a total of 6 hours of
professional learning support per day. The course’s Daily Schedule template, which
our Literacy Instructional Specialists will customize to align with the school partner’s
module and content selections, is designed to help school leaders and teachers

visualize the course structure:
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2

Daily Schedule

Here is the breakdown of how we will spend our time together during each day of our DI Model training:

Note to Literacy Instructional Specialists: TEMPLATE FOR FOUR, 75 MIN SESSIONS with FOUR 15 MIN BREAKS - adjust breaks and
lunch as needed. Delete columns as appropriate if training is less than three days. Delete this red text before publishing.

Session1(_____ AM-_____ AM) Session1(_____ AM-_____AM) Session1(_____ AM-_____ AM)
Session title Session title Session title
15 min BREAK(___AM - _____ AM) 15 min BREAK(___AM - _____ AM) 15 min BREAK(___AM - _____ AM)
Session2(______AM-______AM) Session2(______ AM-______AM) Session2(______ AM-______ AM)
Session title Session title Session title
15 min Optional Q&A(______ AM-____ | 15minOptional Q&A(______ AM-____ | 15minOptional Q&A(______AM-____
PM) PM) PM)
@) @] @)
One hour One hour One hour
LUNCH LUNCH LUNCH
Session3(______PM-______ PM) Session 3 (______ PM-______PM) Session3(______ PM-______ PM)
Session title Session title Session title
15 min BREAK (______ PM-_______ PM) 15min BREAK(______PM-_______ PM) 15 min BREAK (______ PM-_______PM)
Session4 (___PM-___PM) Session4(___PM-___PM) Session4(___PM-___PM)
Session title Session title Session title
15 min Optional Q&A (______ PM-___ 15 min Optional Q&A (______ PM-___ 15 min Optional Q&A (______ PM-___
PM) PM) PM)

The course is sectioned into 30 modules — four designed for asynchronous use, and the

remaining 26 designed for synchronous delivery by Literacy Instructional Specialists.

Each synchronous module comprises one 75-minute training session, with content

pages organized into one of two learning structures: knowledge-

building/simulation/practice/reflection (KSPR), or
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simulation/practice/reflection/knowledge-building (SPRK). For example, the
following series of screenshots show the KSPR structure I used to present the Basic

Alphabet Knowledge instructional group content:

Let's start with an overview!
Differentiated Instruction
Vocabulary and Camprehension
I‘bw To qun Students Read Silently
erentiated Fluency and Comprehension
ading Instruction W Wty abic No Multsylabic
Re: s for Grodes h-3 Decoging Decoding
‘Word Recognition and Fluency
8lends and R-Controlled Vowel-
Digraphs Vowels Consonant-e Vowol Teams
Phonological Awareness and Word Recognition
ASE e e e
Knowledge-
Building
As you watch, use your Guide Sheet to jot down some notes:
o Who needs instruction in Basic Alphabet Knowledge?
o What do we know about students in this group?
o What decoding approach does this group use? Why?
o How do we know whether a student has become proficient in the skills in this group?
Next, watch a simulation of how to teach a Basic Alphabet Knowledge lesson.
BAK Lesson Components
Sing, say, (15 minutes)
point
alphabet
Initial sound
sorting
— Letter names
and sounds
High-frequency
words
Tracking
memorized
_ftoxt
(Xe) U
~AMBEE
Simulation
As you watch, use your Guide Sheet to keep track:
o The embedded Basic Alphabet Knowledge lesson script, to follow along in the lesson
plan
o The Basic Alphabet Knowledge Notes table. Watch for:
= What did you notice about the structure of the lesson?
= What did you notice about the lesson procedures?
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Now try it out! In groups of three, use the roles and structure below. If you finish one practice
session before time is up, switch roles and repeat the process.

Teacher Student Observer

« In your Guide Sheet, go to the Basic
Alphabet Knowledge Lesson
« Inyour Guide Sheet, Practice Script and Student

« In your Guide Sheet, go to X .
£ . go to the Basic Materials.
the Basic Alphabet

Alphabet Knowledge | « Observe the lesson, comparing
Knowledge Lesson

°
O
°

p)

Practice Practice Scrint Lesson Practice what you see to what is listed in the
r ipt.
P X Student Materials. script.
« Teach the lesson, using the . X
ot « Participate in the « Take note of what you see:
script.
P lesson as a student. = What went well?
= What could use some
polishing up?

Finally, let's reflect: Take a few moments to record your thoughts in our DI Model Reflection
Padlet.

Respond to these questions, focusing on what you learned about the Basic Alphabet Knowledge
Group:

o What does skill modeling look like in the lessons?
o What does student practice look like in the lessons?

o What is necessary for lesson preparation?

- Kim Wheedleton 1mo i S

DI Model Reflection MASTER DOCUMENT TO
DUPLICATE

EeS  This is our ongoing reflection tool to support our learning about the Differentiated
Instruction Model

What quest
have about
Model?

What have you learned
about the structure and
content of the DI
Model?

How to post your
thoughts to this Padlet

(J
.

Reflection

’ Kim Wheedleton 117

@ Kim Wheedletc

How to post your reflections:

. Kim Wheedleton <o Differentia

Under the column you are responding
to:

Differentiated Instruction

(] A e

In contrast, this next series of screenshots from the Canvas course show the SPRK

structure I used to present the same Basic Alphabet Knowledge group content. The
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content remains the same. The only change is the order in which that content is

presented:
Let's start by watching a simulation of how to teach a Basic Alphabet Knowledge lesson.
BAK Lesson Components
Sing, say, (15 minutes)
point
alphabet
Initial sound
sorting
Letter names
and sounds
High-frequency
words
Tracking
memorized
text
(oXe)
o ot

Simulation

As you watch, use your Guide Sheet to keep track:

o The embedded Basic Alphabet Knowledge lesson script, to follow along in the lesson
plan
o The Basic Alphabet Knowledge Notes table. Watch for:
= What did you notice about the structure of the lesson?
= What did you notice about the lesson procedures?

Now try it out! In groups of three, use the roles and structure below. If you finish one practice
session before time is up, switch roles and repeat the process.

Teacher Student Observer

« In your Guide Sheet, go to the Basic
Alphabet Knowledge Lesson

efe
T

Practice

« In your Guide Sheet, go to
the Basic Alphabet
Knowledge Lesson
Practice Script.

¢ Teach the lesson, using the
script.

« Inyour Guide Sheet,
go to the Basic
Alphabet Knowledge
Lesson Practice
Student Materials.
Participate in the

lesson as a student.

Practice Script and Student
Materials.

« Observe the lesson, comparing
what you see to what is listed in the
script.

« Take note of what you see:

= What went well?
= What could use some
polishing up?
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Reflection

Next, let's reflect: Take a few moments to record your thoughts in our DI Model Reflection
Padlet.

Respond to these questions, focusing on what you learned about the Basic Alphabet Knowledge
Group:

o What does skill modeling look like in the lessons?
o What does student practice look like in the lessons?
o What is necessary for lesson preparation?

~
—

- Kim Wheedleton 1mo w

DI Model Reflection MASTER DOCUMENT TO
DUPLICATE

&S This is our ongoing reflection tool to support our learning about the Differentiated
Instruction Model.

What quest
have about
Model?

How to post your
thoughts to this Padlet

What have you learned
about the structure and
content of the DI
Model?

‘ Kim Wheedleton 111c

How to post your reflections: @ Kim Wheedletc

Differentia

Under the column you are responding @ Kim Wheedleton o

to:

Niffarantiatad Inctrirtinn

(OX6)
~AXYBEE

Knowledge-

Building

Finally, let's get some more detail about the Basic Alphabet Knowledge Group.

Differentiated Instruction

Vacabulary and Comprehension

Students Read Silently

Diffe

ent

Fluency and Comprehension

With Multisyllabic No Multisyllabic
Decoding Decoding

Vord Recognition and Fluency

R-Controlled .I- Vowel-

Vowels Consonant-e

Using Letter
Patterns

Readng Insfruction

Yends and
Digraphs

| Vowel Teams

Dictated
Senterces

Basic Alphabet
Knowledge

Using Letter
Sounds

As you watch, use your Guide Sheet to jot down some notes:

o Who needs instruction in Basic Alphabet Knowledge?

o What do we know about students in this group?

o What decoding approach does this group use? Why?

o How do we know whether a student has become proficient in the skills in this group?
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In addition, each of the 26 synchronous modules contain a Specialist Tools page with
embedded links to digital tools Literacy Instructional Specialists and teachers will use
as they engage in each module. The course contains a total of 31 Google Slides
presentations for Literacy Instructional Specialist use, 31 Google Docs Guide Sheets
for teacher use, 13 planning checklists for teacher use, and 14 additional digital tools
(Google Jamboards, Google Docs, and Google Slides) for Literacy Instructional
Specialist or teacher use during lesson simulations and practice sessions.
Module Content

The course contains four asynchronous modules, each with a different support
focus. “Resources for PDCE Literacy Instructional Specialists” provides pages with
tools and guidance to support Literacy Instructional Specialists in using the course to

customize DI model professional learning for their partners.

v Resources for PDCE Literacy Instructional Specialists - DO NOT PUBLISH
[ Literacy Research Resources
[ Specialist's Guide to Planning and Preparing for DI Model Training
[ How to Prepare for DI Lesson Simulations

[® Literacy Instructional Specialists Self-Assessment Form

“Learn How to Use Canvas” and “Introduction and Overview” provide pages and
discussion boards presenting teachers with a Canvas orientation and a brief overview

of the course.
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v Learn How to Use Canvas
[¥] Canvas Orientation
¥ Teacher's Lounge
¥ Ask the Literacy Instructional Specialists

[ Warm Up Those Tech Muscles!

v Introduction and Overview
[ Meet your UD Coaches!
[ Training Schedule and Zoom Information

[/ Community Before Content

And “End-of-Training Evaluations” provides tools to gather teacher feedback about

their training experience and offer teachers an opportunity to self-assess their learning.

» End-of-Training Evaluations
[/ PDCE post-training evaluation form

7 Participant Self-Assessment Form

The course’s 26 synchronous modules support DI model content learning for
teachers — one topic in each module. School partners can choose which synchronous
modules they wish to include in their training days. Each synchronous module
addresses support in one of five learning categories: (a) understanding the DI model

structure, (b) learning about the research informing the DI model design, (c) learning

235



how to assess and place students into instructional groups, (d) learning how to teach
each instructional group, and (e) support for differentiated instruction block planning
and preparation. Three topics in these modules are only offered in the KSPR learning

structure:

¢ Differentiated Instruction and the Cognitive Model
e Stairstep Model Overviews

e Grouping Students and Preparing Them for the Differentiated
Instruction Block.

The remaining topics in these modules are offered in both KSPR and SPRK structures:

e Administering the Assessments

e Phonemes and High Frequency Words

e Basic Alphabet Knowledge lessons

e Using Letter Sounds lessons

e Using Letter Patterns lessons

e Dictated Sentences lessons

e Blends and Digraphs and R-Controlled Vowels lessons
e Vowel-Consonant-e lessons

e Vowel Teams lessons

e Fluency and Comprehension lessons

e Vocabulary and Comprehension lessons
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In addition to required information and learning experiences, each content
module also offers a “Deepen Your Learning” page, where teachers can choose to
engage in optional learning experiences such as completing additional readings from
Walpole and McKenna’s (2017) differentiated instruction text, engaging in
professional learning community book study of the Walpole and McKenna (2017)
text, and viewing videos and recorded webinars where Dr. Walpole shares additional

information about assessment and instruction in the DI model.

resources below:

O Want to learn more about grouping in the DI Model? Check out the
|! v II

.9

View the video (59:28) of Dr. Sharon Walpole's recorded webinar with Open Up Resources,
linked here: A Simple System for Assessment and Grouping e . The information about how to
make grouping decisions based on assessment data begins at about the 26:43 mark.

Webinar access is free, but you will be asked to register in order to view the video.

As you watch, you might choose to add to your assessment notes in your Guide Sheet.

Webinar description from Open Up Resources:

Join Bookworms author, Sharon Walpole, in the first of eight weekly webinars unpacking the
Foundational Skills outlined in her book "How to Plan Differentiated Reading Instruction:
Resources for Grades K-3."

The differentiation model we are going to learn together requires a very small set of informal
assessments. This week we will learn how and why they work together to comprise an actionable
assessment system. Participants with the book How to Plan Differentiated Reading Instruction:
Resources for Grades K-3 (Walpole & McKenna, 2017) will be able to get right to work forming
groups.

{0

Engage in a PLC book study with your colleagues, focused on a more nuanced understanding
of Chapter 3 in How to Plan Differentiated Reading Instruction. You'll find ideas for how you
might conduct your book study, along with additional video resources, by visiting the Chapter

- 9 ”y
" 3: Using Assessments to Guide Differentiation 2 page of our Google Site: Book Study: How to
m Plan Differentiated Reading Instructione .
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“Deepen Your Learning” pages also offer an opportunity for teachers to challenge
themselves by completing brief Canvas quizzes that informally assess what they have

learned from the module.

Test yourself by taking this brief quiz. What have you learned
about the Cognitive Model?

[ | Question1 1 pts

According to the Cognitive Model, what are the three pathways leading to Reading
Comprehension?

(O The National Road, the Wilderness Road, the Erie Canal, and the Oregon Trail
(O PAWR, WRAF, FAC, and VAC

(O Automatic Word Recognition, Oral Language Comprehension, and Strategic Knowledge

[0 | Question 2 1 pts

What literacy skills are represented in Pathway 1: Automatic Word Recognition?

(O Background knowledge, Vocabulary Knowledge, Text and Sentence Structure Knowledge
(O Exploration, Preparation, Implementation, and Sustainment

(O Phonological Awareness, Print Concepts, Decoding and Sight Word Knowledge, and Fluency in context
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[0 | Question 3 1 pts

What literacy skills are represented in Pathway 2: Oral Language Comprehension?

(O Vocabulary Knowledge, Background Knowledge, and Knowledge of Text and Sentence Structures
(O FAC, FAC with Multisyllabic, and VAC

(O General and Specific Purposes for Reading, and Strategy Knowledge

[ | Question 4 1 pts

Choose the three literacy skills below that are represented in Pathway 3: Strategic Knowledge.

[O) Specific Purposes for Reading

() Vocabulary Knowledge

(O] Fluency in Context

() Knowledge of Strategies for Reading

[C) General Purposes for Reading

Choice and Non-Negotiable Training Design Elements
Finally, consistent with my six evidence-based design principles, the course
includes both choice and non-negotiable elements. Choice elements are items or
design components which our partners can select to customize the training to their
teachers’ specified learning goals and preferences, and to learning needs identified by
school leaders. Non-negotiable elements are those items which are necessary for
teachers to successfully learn to implement the DI model in their classrooms. Those

choice and non-negotiable course elements are listed below:
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Choice Elements

Non-Negotiables

Professional learning delivery can be
e  Virtual
e In-person

Module learning structure choices
e  Knowledge-building/simulation/practice/reflect
(KSPR)
e  Simulation/practice/reflect/knowledge-building
(SPRK)

Choice of which synchronous modules to include in the
training

Choice of presentation order of modules

Lesson practice can be completed in
e  Pairs or small groups
e  Grade level groups
e  Random groupings (e.g., multiple grade level
teachers in a group)
e  Ifmultiple schools in one training, any of the
above, plus:
o  Within-school groups
o  Cross-school groups

While Literacy Instructional Specialists will select from
predetermined reflection structure options (see non-
negotiables), partners can share preferences for how they
most like to engage in reflective work, so Specialists can
align the tasks as closely to preferences as possible:
e  Individual, small group, or whole group
e  Using digital tools such as discussion boards,
Padlet boards, or Google documents
e  Using real-world tools such as notepaper,
charts, or sticky notes
Verbal reflection
e  Written reflection

Modules include optional “Extend Your Learning” pages,
which may include:
e  Videos of lesson simulations or classroom
implementation
e  Recorded webinars on DI model topics
“Test Yourself” activity — fun quizzes for
teachers to self-assess their learning
e  Additional readings with notetaking

Active participation of all attendees

Lesson practice must include groups with teachers
in three specific roles:
e One as teacher
e  One or more as “students”
e One or more as observers
e Ifin pairs, one as teacher, one as both
“student” and observer

Module time block structure 75 minutes

Three content modules offered only in KSPR
format:
e Differentiated Instruction and the
Cognitive Model
Stairstep Model Overviews
Grouping Students and Preparing Them
for the Differentiated Instruction Block

Professional reflection structure and tools will be
chosen based on best alignment with learning task,
training environment, and partners’ requested
preferences, and may include:
e  Individual, small group, or whole group
e  Using digital tools such as discussion
boards, Padlet boards, or Google
documents
e  Using real-world tools such as notepaper,
charts, or sticky notes
e  Verbal reflection
Written reflection

Note: KSPR = knowledge-building/simulation/practice/reflection; SPRK =
simulation/practice/reflection/knowledge-building
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This flexible, multi-use Canvas course incorporates tools to support both
planning and professional learning delivery. It also invites professional learning design
and content input from both our Literacy Instructional Specialists and school leaders
and teachers. With these materials, our Literacy Instructional Specialists can learn
about our partners needs and preferences and build the professional learning within the

planning time our center reserves.
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Appendix H

EVIDENCE-BASED PRACTICES DESIGN SYSTEM

I developed this tool to provide our Literacy Instructional Specialists with a
sequence of action steps to follow when using the Multi-Use Canvas Differentiated
Instruction Training Course (described in Appendix G) to design customized DI model
training. Named “Specialists Guide to Planning and Preparing for DI Model Training,”
it is included as a page in the “Resources for PDCE Literacy Instructional Specialists”
module of the Canvas course. Using this tool to guide their customization work allows
our Specialists to build DI model training aligned with our partners’ specified
preferences and support needs, and to use evidence-based practices for professional
learning design, content, and delivery. The tool is organized into the six segments
described below:

Prepare Your Course

This segment lists the series of steps necessary for requesting a new empty
Canvas course, importing all content from the Multi-Use Canvas Differentiated
Instruction Training Course into their new course, and preparing initial participant

access to their newly created course.

243



E Prepare your course

n

Request a new Canvas course as soon as you are assigned the training for the partnership. To do that:

o Go to this link e .
o Select "Canvas Forms."
o In the drop-down menu, select "Miscellaneous Site Request.”

o Follow the prompts to request your course.
= Name your course "DI Model Training - [school or district name]"

Once your course is available to you:

o Import all content from the main DI training course into your new course:
= Go to Settings in your new course.
Select "Import Course Content."
Click the "Content Type" dropdown window, then select "Copy a Canvas Course."

In "Search for a Course," enter " Multi-Use Canvas Differentiated Instruction Training Course."
In "Content," click the "All Content" radio button.
Click the blue "Import" button.
= Wait for the import to finish.
o Prepare initial course access for participants:
= Click "Home" in the left sidebar, then click the "Publish" button under "Course Status"
Then click "Modules” in the left sidebar.
Then click the circle/slash icon on the far right of the "Learn How to Use Canvas" module. This makes just that module immediately

accessible to participants as you add them.

Leave all other modules unpublished for now.

Schedule Your Planning Meetings
This segment is a prompt to set up a three-series set of planning meetings with

their partner: an initial meeting, planning meeting and final check-in.

(-
|:=.G)I Schedule your planning meetings
o

Work with your partner to understand their needs:

* Schedule an initial meeting, a planning meeting, and a final check-in.

To Do During the Initial Meeting
This segment describes the series of actions to take when conducting the initial
meeting with the school leader, including confirming training dates and times,
guidance for how and when to use the Evidence-Based Needs Assessment and

Teacher Needs Assessment Summary Tool, explaining the Canvas registration
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process, and requesting names and emails of all participants who will engage in the

training.

To do during the initial meeting:

1. Connect with your partner.

2. Confirm the training dates and times and the planning meeting dates.

3. Explain that each participant needs a personal copy of How to Plan Differentiated Reading Instruction: Resources for Grades K-3.

4. Ask your partner to complete the leader portion of our Evidence-Based Practices Needs Assessment 2 with you during this meeting. Record
their responses in this force-copy Google Doc Checklist . (Keep this doc and add to it during the planning meeting outlined in the next section.)
Display the Teacher Needs Assessment Summary Tool = . Ask your partner to provide teachers with the link to that tool, with a completion

e

deadline no later than three days prior to second meeting date.

Explain the Canvas registration process, and make sure your partner understands the time-sensitive nature of that process. Also share that the
“Learn How to Use Canvas” portion of the course will be open early, so participants can get used to Canvas, Zoom, and Padlet prior to the
training.

. Ask the partnership leader to send you a list of names and email addresses of all training participants ASAP (so you have time to get them

(o

~N

registered).

"After this initial meeting, as soon as the leader gets you that name/email list:

First, send one blind-copy email to all participants with the below information:

How to Enroll in Canvas: Becoming a Blue Hen

'You will soon receive an invitation to become a UD Guest Blue Hen! Check your email for a link from UD Guest Services. You
will pass through two phases that ultimately grant you access to our DI Model Canvas course.

Here's what you'll need to do:

Open the email from UD Guest Services.

Create log-in credentials.

Set up security questions and password.

Wait about 24 hours.

Check your email for a message from Canvas Instructure. Click on the link in the email.

Log into Canvas. Your username is your FULL EMAIL. Enter your full email and the password you created. Please do not use

o u s ONPR

the alpha-numeric code provided by UD as your username.
This should link you directly to our Canvas course: [INSERT YOUR CANVAS COURSE HOME PAGE LINK HERE]

N

To Do During the Planning Meeting
This segment describes the series of actions to take when conducting the
planning meeting, including updating the school leader on registration progress,

establishing school leader and Literacy Instructional Specialists’ roles throughout the
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training days, reviewing data collected from the Evidence Based Practices Needs
Assessment and the Teacher Needs Assessment Summary Tool, and selecting the new

Canvas course modules and content aligned with that collected data.

@ To do during the planning meeting:
D

1. Confirm the final check-in meeting date and time.
2. Provide a Canvas registration update.
3. Share with your partner that to keep everyone engaged in active learning throughout the sessions, it will be helpful to establish roles:
o Explain that you will be asking participants to practice in breakout rooms, and that you will assume an observer role during those practice
times.

o Allow partners to choose their role during the training:
= Participate alongside teachers in both knowledge-building and practice
= Participate alongside teachers in knowledge-building, and participate as observers during practice sessions
4. Review data from the Teacher Needs Assessment Summary Tool = and leader responses from the Evidence-Based Practices Needs Assessment
.
5. Work with your partner to design the training by sharing your screen (if virtual) or projecting your screen (if in-person) so the partner can see the
course as you work. Then together, select the modules and content aligned with the needs assessments.
o Use the Google Doc Checklist you created to gather data during the initial meeting to guide this design work.
o To select a module for inclusion in the Canvas course:
o Click the circle/slash icon on the far right of the module title bar. This action will publish all pages and text headers beneath that
module's title bar.
o VERY IMPORTANT: After you publish a module, immediately click the green checkmarks for the two module items below, to
make sure they remain UNPUBLISHED:
o "For UD Literacy Instructional Specialists - DO NOT PUBLISH" text header
o "Specialist Tools for [module title] - DO NOT PUBLISH" page

To Customize Your Canvas Course
This segment lists the series of steps required to finalize the training, including
preparing the training schedule, Google Slides document and Google Docs guide sheet
for each training day, Reflection and Practice Padlet boards, and the selected Canvas

pages.
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To customize your Canvas course
£

After the planning meeting and before the final check-in meeting, customize your Canvas course as noted below, and continue adding participants
2 as needed.

The course should be finalized and ready to share with the partner during the final check-in meeting.

1. Prepare your training schedule. It should align with:
= Your partner's choices
= The schedule template in the Training Schedule and Zoom Information page
2. Prepare your Google Slides document for each training day:
= Begin with this presentation starter template cz .
= Copy and paste the slides from the selected modules' Google Slides templates into your training day's Google Slides document, in order

from beginning to end of day.
= Insert your own preferred slides for break times and lunch times.
3. Prepare your Google Docs guide sheet for each training day:
= Begin with this Guide Sheet starter template c».
= Copy and paste the content from the selected modules' Guide Sheet templates into your training day's Guide Sheet, in order from
beginning to end of day.
= Create force-copy links = for each guide sheet.
4. Prepare your Reflection Padlet:
= Make a copy of the template reflection Padlet board z, then customize for your partnership's training choices. (You only need to make

one reflection Padlet. Participants will use it throughout their training.)
= Get your Padlet's share link and embed code =.
5. Prepare your Practice Padlet:

customize it, or create your own.
= Get your Padlet's share link ez
6. Prepare your Canvas pages:

= Revise your Hello and Welcome page by:
= Embedding your introduction video
= Deleting other names and videos

= Revise your Training Schedule and Zoom Information page to include:
= Your Zoom link

= Your prepared training schedule
= Your Guide Sheet link(s)
= |f delivering the PL in-person, delete Zoom content from this page.
= Replace all Padlet board template links and embeds = with the ones you made in steps 4 and 5:
= The Practice Padlet only appears on the Warm Up Those Tech Muscles page
= The Reflection Padlet appears in all "Learn with your UD Literacy Instruction Specialist" section pages.

To Do During the Final Check-in Meeting
This segment describes the series of steps to take during the final meeting prior
to training start, including previewing the finalized course content and structure,
confirming training dates and times, and answering any final questions the school

leader may have.
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@ To do during the final check-in meeting:
D

1. Preview the finalized course content and structure with the partnership leader.
2. Confirm training details.

3. Get any final questions answered.

This planning tool supports our Literacy Instructional Specialists in both
planning and preparing customized DI model professional learning. By engaging in
structured planning, meeting with school leaders, and gathering data shared by school
leaders and training participants, our Literacy Instructional Specialists can engage in

this customization work while staying within the planning time our center reserves.
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