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ABSTRACT 

 

Personalized Learning Environments (PLEs) are student experiences where the 

pace of learning and the instructional approach are optimized for the needs of each 

student. Standards-aligned learning objectives, instructional approaches, and 

instructional content (and their sequencing) may all vary based on learner needs and 

interests. Learning activities are meaningful and relevant to learners, driven by their 

interests and past performance, and are often self-initiated or self-selected. The 

Pennsylvania Don Eichhorn Schools To Watch (STW) evaluation rubric also endorses 

personalized learning as an effective instructional strategy to reach all learners (STW, 

2015). Kennett Middle School (KMS) has been considered a Pennsylvania Don 

Eichhorn STW since 2012, and as the principal of KMS, I take feedback from STW 

evaluations very seriously.  

This Education Leadership Portfolio (ELP) is focused on the following 

problem: There is too little personalization of student learning at KMS. KMS 

serves approximately 900 to 1,000 students in Grades 6 to 8, and it is the only middle 

school in the Kennett Consolidated School District (KCSD). Due to an influx of 

migrant workers employed by Kennettôs booming mushroom industry, about half of 

Kennett Burroughôs residents are Hispanic and primarily Spanish-speaking. The 

diversification of the communityôs residents is reflected in KCSDôs student 

population. As the KCSD student population evolves, so, too, do the needs of its 

students. Based on the STW evaluation considerations and other factors (e.g., the 
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diverse needs of KMSôs student population, disparities in academic achievement, 

online testimonies of inequitable experiences in school from students and community 

members, increased accountability for schools, and advancements in educational 

technology), I have advocated that PLEs be explored as a solution to this ELPôs 

problem. 

 The improvement goals of this ELP were to (a) better inform the design of the 

KMS PLE Framework; (b) increase PLE learning opportunities for KCSD educators; 

and (c) enhance the integration of PLE strategies in the design of lessons, units, and 

student learning experiences across all of KCSD. To achieve my improvement goals, I 

implemented four improvement strategies: (a) design the KMS PLE Framework with 

input from KCSD Design Team, KMS Instructional Leadership Team (ILT), and focus 

groups; (b) better understand stakeholder perspectives of the KMS PLE initiative; (c) 

create increased learning opportunities for PLEs; and (d) create the KCSD PLE 

Implementation Plan.  

To implement the improvement strategies, I completed a literature review; 

conducted focus groups with educators, students, and parents; administered student 

surveys; and collaborated with numerous KCSD leaders, educators, and a consultant 

from Advanced Learning Partnerships. Together, we created several essential PLE 

resources that laid a foundation for expanding PLEs at KMS and, ultimately, all of 

KCSD. 

My ELP was a success for several reasons. In subsequent chapters, I explain 

how all improvement goals and strategies were realized. KCSD has experienced 
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substantial change since the introduction of PLEs in 2018, and the work of my ELP 

inspired some of that change. While I cannot and do not assert that PLEs led KCSD to 

revisit its device allocation model and vision, much of the districtôs technological, 

instructional, and equity-based advancements occurred recursively with the expansion 

of PLEsðmeaning that as PLEs expanded their presence in KCSD, some changes 

within the district occurred, which led to subsequent revisions in PLE expansion. In 

sum, PLEs have encouraged KCSD educators to come together and reconsider how to 

design learning experiences around studentsðnot just for students.



 

1 

 

Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION  

This Education Leadership Portfolio (ELP) focuses on the following problem: 

There is too little personalization of student learning at Kennett Middle School 

(KMS). A contextual summary of KMS highlights several areas that, on initial review, 

may appear unrelated. However, this ELP connects too little personalization of student 

learning to several observed and current issues at KMS. Connections center on (a) the 

Kennett Consolidated School Districtôs (KCSD) previous antiquated device allocation 

model, which created barriers to technology access for many students; (b) 

disproportionate student achievement and course placement data; (c) disproportionate 

What I Need (WIN) Intervention enrollment data; (d) the new KCSD vision, mission, 

and core values; (e) the Don Eichhorn Pennsylvania Schools to Watch Criteria; and (f) 

the testimonies of KCSDôs Hispanic community. This ELP synthesizes these 

connections to frame the problem of too little personalization of student learning and 

then describes a series of improvement goals and strategies intended to address the 

problem. 

In 2018, KCSD Director of Technology, Dan Maguire, introduced the concept 

of Personalized Learning Environments (PLEs) to KCSD. Subsequent planning 

sessions provided me with considerable motivation to make PLEs the focus of my 

ELP. First, PLEs promote rich conversations about instructional practices. Second, 
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PLEs place students at the center of the learning process. Third, PLEs promote a more 

equitable allocation of resources for students. Fourth, PLEs align well with KCSDôs 

new vision, mission, and core values. 

Since 2018, PLE-related advancements within KCSD have occurred 

organically (i.e., without mandate) and shown considerable progress. The dialogue 

around PLEs has inspired a new, more equitable device allocation plan and the 

creation of a new vision, mission, and core values. Five years into the PLE initiative 

and as of this writing, KCSD is preparing for the strategic implementation of PLEs 

across all grades. The scope of this ELP, however, is narrower compared to the full 

KCSD PLE initiative and helps strengthen the foundation for this later strategic 

implementation of PLEs. With this narrower focus in mind, the three improvement 

goals of this ELP were:  

¶ ELP Improvement Goal #1: Better inform the design of the KMS PLE 

Framework. 

¶ ELP Improvement Goal #2: Increase PLE learning opportunities for KCSD 

educators. 

¶ ELP Improvement Goal #3: Enhance the integration of PLE strategies in the 

design of lessons, units, and student learning experiences across KCSD. 

To achieve my three ELP improvement goals, I designed and implemented four 

improvement strategies: 
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¶ ELP Improvement Strategy #1: Design the KMS PLE Framework with input 

from KCSD Design Team, KMS Instructional Leadership Team (ILT), and 

focus groups. 

¶ ELP Improvement Strategy #2: Better understand stakeholder perspectives 

of the KMS PLE initiative. 

¶ ELP Improvement Strategy #3: Create increased learning opportunities for 

PLEs.  

¶ ELP Improvement Strategy #4: Create the KCSD PLE Implementation Plan. 

These four improvement strategies represent the scope of work completed for this 

ELP. 

I consider my ELP to be a success for several reasons. To reiterate, KCSD has 

experienced substantial change since the introduction of PLEs in 2018. Some of the 

work described in and conducted for this ELP inspired some of that change. While I 

cannot and do not assert that PLEs led KCSD to revisit its device allocation model and 

vision, much of the districtôs technological, instructional, and equity-based 

advancements occurred recursively with the expansion of PLEsðmeaning that as 

PLEs expanded their presence, some changes in the district occurred, which then led 

to revisions in PLE expansion. In other words, PLEs have encouraged KCSD 

educators to come together and reconsider how to design personalized learning 

experiences for students.  
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The work of learning how to personalize learning challenged me to reflect and 

grow as a leader. At multiple points, I was stumped for how to describe, measure, and 

monitor PLEs. Driving the expansion of PLEs forced me to draw on literature and 

collaborate with many leaders, students, educators, and parents. Most of all, this ELP 

helped me experience and engage in systems change as illustrated by the Public 

Education Leadership Project at Harvard University (PELP) Framework, which serves 

to ñhelp leaders recognize the interdependence of various aspects of their school 

districtðits culture, systems and structures, resources, stakeholder relationships, and 

environmentðand to understand how they reinforce one another to support the 

implementation of an improvement strategyò (Childress et al., 2007, p. 2). 

Changing a system is no simple task. This ELP taught me to (a) keep students 

at the center of the work; (b) use research to support ideas; (c) embrace collaboration 

over individual work; (d) establish and work towards clear improvement goals and 

strategies; (e) align those goals and strategies with an ambitious vision, and (f) 

advocate for what matters mostðeven if the idea is ñsquishy,ò difficult to measure 

and quantify, and contravenes popular opinions and traditions. 

Document Organization and Description of Artifact Appendices 

This Education Leadership Portfolio (ELP) begins with an overview of the 

Kennett Consolidated School District (KCSD), Kennett Middle School (KMS), and 

my role as the KMS principal. The organizational context and role sections establish 

the setting and describe the importance of the work of this ELP. Next, a description of 

Pennsylvaniaôs Schools To Watch (STW) program and its role in the continuous 
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improvement efforts at KMS is provided. A problem statement and corresponding 

potential root causes lay the foundation for this ELPôs work. Improvement goals and 

strategies are presented to address the identified problem. I elaborate on improvement 

strategy results, offer recommendations for future work, and reflect on my 

development as a leader in chapters four through six.  

This ELP contains nine artifacts, including a Literature Review (Artifact 1, 

Appendix B), a PLE Logic Model (Artifact 2, Appendix C), a PLE Conjecture Map 

(Artifact 3, Appendix D), a KMS PLE Pilot, Survey Data Analysis, and Core 3+1 

(Artifact 4, Appendix F), Educational Technology to Support PLEs (Artifact 5, 

Appendix G), PLE focus groups (Artifact 6, Appendix H), KMS PLE Framework 

(Artifact 7, Appendix I), KCSD PLE Implementation Plan (Artifact 8, Appendix J), 

and the KCSD PLE Infographic and Website (Artifact 9, Appendix K).  
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Chapter 2 

PROBLEM ADDRESSED 

Organizational Context 

 The Kennett Consolidated School District (KCSD) is located in southern 

Chester County, Pennsylvania, and serves approximately 4,000 students that reside 

within the districtôs geography of 33 square miles. KCSD borders Delaware to the 

southeast, Unionville-Chadds Ford School District (Pennsylvania) to the north, and 

Avon Grove School District (Pennsylvania) to the east. All KCSD kindergarten 

students attend the Mary D. Lang Kindergarten Center. In Grades 1 to 5, KCSD 

students attend either Bancroft Elementary, New Garden Elementary, or Greenwood 

Elementary based on the geographic location of their residence. All students attend 

Kennett Middle School (KMS) in Grades 6 to 8 and Kennett High School (KHS) in 

Grades 9 to 12. KMS serves approximately 900 to 1,000 students every year. My ELP 

improvement goals and strategies were focused primarily on KMS. However, the topic 

of my ELP expanded in the final year of my research to influence all KCSD students.  

 A quick flip through a KMS yearbook from the 1990s reveals a community of 

learners vastly different from those KCSD serves today. Over the last few decades, 

there has been an influx of migrant workers to Kennett Square, Pennsylvania because 

of a booming mushroom industry. Today, about half of Kennett Burroughôs residents 

are Hispanic and primarily Spanish-speaking, which are characteristics also reflected 

in KCSDôs student population. Figure 1 shows the percentage of Hispanic students 

enrolled in KCSD nearly doubled from 24% to 45% in the 1999-2000 to 2020-2021 
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school years. During the same time frame, KCSD has experienced roughly a 21% 

decline in the percentage of White students in the districtôs schools. 

 

Figure 1 KCSD K-12 Student Demographic Data from 1999-2000 through 2020-

2021 

 The changes observed in the communityôs population are reflected in the 

population of KCSD students. Figure 2 provides a closer look at KMSôs current 

students in grades six through eight. During the 2021-2022 school year, the KMS 

student population was approximately 46% White and 46% Hispanic (Pennsylvania 

Department of Education, 2021). 
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Figure 2 2021-2022 KMS Student Population by Race 

As the KCSD student population evolves, so does the needs of its students. 

KCSDôs vision states that KCSD is an inclusive community that nurtures, prepares, 

and empowers all, showing everyone that they matter in their journey to succeed in the 

world (KCSD, 2022). This current KCSD vision is a change from KCSDôs previous 
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mission (KCSD did not have a vision, just a mission), which principally focused on 

academic achievement. This current KCSD vision applies to all students. In the pursuit 

of showing all KCSD students that their journeys matter, a focus does remain on 

academic achievement. Through the lens of the former mission at the onset of my ELP 

work in 2021, academic achievement data from Hispanic students were routinely 

compared to data from White students. Crone et al. (2010) attest students across the 

United States face considerable challenges that influence their academic achievement, 

such as economic inequities, limited English proficiency, and diverse learning and 

behavioral needs. While the differences in academic achievement are not unique to 

KCSD, they serve as an indicator that the educational experience of KCSDôs Hispanic 

students is different than the experience of KCSDôs White students. On closer 

assessment, I identified multiple ways that the experiences of Hispanic and White 

students were different, suggesting that not all students mattered equally and that their 

journeys through KCSD were likely different. 

Difference #1: Disparities in Pennsylvania State School Assessment Data 

The first measure of disproportionate achievement can be found within the 

schoolôs results on the Pennsylvania System School Assessment (PSSA) math and 

English language arts (ELA) exams (Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE), 

2021). All students are individually categorized as Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, or 

Advanced based on PSSA assessments. Figures 3 and 4 compare KMSôs 2018-2019 

PSSA math and English language arts (ELA) scores by race for all Hispanic and 

White students who completed the exams. I use data from the 2018-2019 school year 
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because they were the most recent standardized assessment results before the onset of 

the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Figure 3 illustrates that almost 84% of White students scored Proficient or 

Advanced on the grade level math PSSA compared to 37% of Hispanic students. 

Conversely, about 16% of White students scored Basic or Below Basic compared to 

more than 63% of Hispanic students. In other words, three out of five Hispanic 

students at KMS scored below Proficient on the grade level math PSSA exam.  

Figure 4 highlights disparities in standardized English Language Arts (ELA) 

PSSA scores also exist for the same students. Consistent with math PSSA results, over 

90% of White students scored Proficient or Advanced on the grade level ELA PSSA 

compared to 60% of Hispanic students. Conversely, slightly less than 10% of White 

students scored Basic or Below Basic compared to about 40% of Hispanic students. 

Disproportionate performances between Hispanic and White students occur 

consistently across all three grades at KMS and offer evidence to suggest more 

significant, systemic problems and inequities exist within KMS and the district. 

 



PERSONALIZED LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS AT KMS                                                                                                                  

 

 

          

  Hispanic Students                                 White Students 

 

Figure 3 2018-2019 Grade 6 to 8 Math PSSA Scores for Hispanic Students (Left) and White Students (Right)  
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Figure 4 2018-2019 Grade 6 to 8 ELA Scores for Hispanic Students (Left) and White Students (Right) 

1
2 



 

13 

 

Difference #2: First -Hand Accounts of School Experiences from Hispanic 

Students 

Many Hispanic community members have become more vocal regarding the 

districtôs programming and strategic planning. In 2019, an Instagram page named 

Black Brown Chester County Speak served as a platform for any student, parent, and 

community member to voice concerns about institutionalized racism and inequitable 

practices within KCSD and other surrounding public-school districts. Although 

community members from all public-school districts in Chester County were 

represented on this platform, members of the Kennett community were particularly 

vocal. Testimonies from many individuals raised awareness about inequitable 

practices and opportunity gaps experienced by KCSD students and parents. KCSDôs 

new superintendent publicly acknowledged these problems, holding meetings with 

Hispanic members of the Kennett community and leading conversations with district 

leaders and community members about potential next steps and resolutions. The 

Hispanic community has a considerable interest in KCSD, and their voices are 

increasingly being elevated and represented within KCSD decision-making arenas.  

Difference #3: Parent Involvement and Familiarit y with Navigating School 

Systems 

KCSD is a district that, as a whole, enjoys strong parental involvement. In 

2019, two Hispanic community members were elected to serve as KCSD School 

Board members, which represented one step towards a more diverse representation of 

the Kennett community on the nine-member School Board. However, Hispanic 
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parents are considerably underrepresented compared to White parents on the School 

Board and committees. 

Because there is no language barrier and few are considered economically 

disadvantaged, KMSôs Non-Hispanic (and predominantly) White parents often have 

the education, means, and ability to be heard more than KMSôs Hispanic parents. 

Based on my professional experiences in KCSD, most volunteers and Parent Teacher 

Organization (PTO) representatives are White, English-speaking individuals. Further, 

until recently, the entire School Board was composed of similar kinds of people. In the 

past, White families have been generally more willing to challenge the districtôs 

decision-making. The districtôs honors placement criteria, for instance, rely primarily 

on quantitative standardized assessment data that has historically benefited White, 

English-speaking students. My professional experiences in KCSD have taught me that 

as parents of White students advocate for their children to be placed into honors-level 

courses, they often unknowingly or knowingly advocate against more equitable 

practices. 

What Do These Three Differences Mean For KCSD? 

According to Franklin Bobbit (1918/2017), new challenges lie before 

educators, such as providing an education that helps all students discover ñthe 

abilities, attitudes, habits, appreciations, and forms of knowledgeò needed to thrive in 

society (p. 13). PSSA achievement data, the testimonies on the Black Brown Chester 

County Speak Instagram page, and the lack of Hispanic families challenging KCSDôs 
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decision-making combine to indicate that a learning experience like the one described 

by Bobbit is not one that many Black or Hispanic students have had in KCSD. 

Jane Addams (1961/2017) believed that schools fail to recognize the cultural 

wealth (e.g., abilities and experiences outside of school) minoritized students (e.g., 

Hispanic students) bring, and that often teachers cut these students off from 

opportunities because educators cannot understand these children. Addams 

(1961/2017) suggested that schools were not responsive to the needs and abilities of 

minoritized students and, as a result, minoritized students did not find as much value 

in their education as non-minoritized students (e.g., White students) did. KMSôs PSSA 

data and Instagram testimonials offer evidence to demonstrate that KCSD, as a school 

system, does not fully understand or accommodate Hispanic students and familiesð

suggesting their journeys matter less. 

An added layer to this problem is the Kennett communityôs readiness to 

embrace equitable practices that could negatively influence their childrenôs learning 

experiences. As an example, KMS administrators sought to dissolve honors-level 

courses in sixth grade after the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic to prioritize learning 

gaps (e.g., missed skills from the COVID-19 pandemic) and equitable access to 

enrichment activities and supports. Unfortunately, some parents protested this 

decision, which ultimately resulted in the KCSD School Board reinstating honors-

level courses for the 2021-2022 school year. From this situation, I surmised that 

solutions to address the learning experiences and academic achievement of KCSDôs 

Hispanic students should also aim to improve achievement and learning experiences 
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for all KCSD students. KCSDôs vision is to be an inclusive community that nurtures, 

prepares, and empowers all, showing everyone that they matter in their journey to 

succeed in the world. As a result, initiatives needed to be wholly inclusive. 

Change in District Leadership 

In 2019, KCSD experienced a change in leaders and welcomed a new 

superintendent. Over his short tenure as of this writing, the new superintendent has 

vocalized the need for the district to think strategically about changes that stand to 

benefit all KCSD students. In his words, KCSDðwhether knowingly or 

unknowinglyðis only telling ñhalf of the story,ò in essence systemically 

marginalizing the needs and stories of Hispanic students while celebrating the 

accomplishments of White students (D. Blakey, personal communication, February 

2020). 

KCSDôs new superintendentôs position has sparked conversations about (a) 

achievement disparities, (b) disproportionate student conduct data, (c) equity, and (d) 

opportunity gaps that have historically existed in KCSD between Hispanic and White 

students. The new superintendent also encouraged the redesign of the districtôs vision. 

Since his arrival, multiple changes have occurred within the districtôs strategic 

programming and allocation of resources that have benefitted historically minoritized 

studentsðprimarily Hispanic students. I discuss these strategic changes further in the 

Problem Statement section. 
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Organizational Role 

I served as an assistant principal for seven years at KMS, and I am currently in 

my first year as KMS principal. KMS has one principal and two assistant principals. 

Each of these three administrators is paired with a school counselor, and the pair 

travels with a cohort of students during studentsô time at KMS. This structure allows 

the grade level principal and school counselor to become familiar with each gradeôs 

curricula, faculty, and culture over a three-year cycle. As principal, I am KMSôs 

instructional leader, and this position allows me to advocate for change and influence 

initiatives and building operations. However, I have less influence over KCSDôs 

strategic plan and district-wide initiatives. 

 I believe it is essential to recognize and respond to the unique needs of our 

students to help each student grow towards their potential. KMS educators meet 

students where they are and help them grow from their starting points. Brown and 

Knowles (2014) report that, for most students, middle school is a ñtime of vast 

emotional, social, physical, and cognitive change,ò elaborating that ñstudents at this 

stage are often called difficult, obnoxious, hard to handle, impossible, and hormonally 

drivenò (p. 3). Despite the variables that can complicate learning with middle school 

students, I believe all students learn more and have better learning experiences 

whenever a solid rapport between the student and educator exists. In addition to the 

demands placed on educators in todayôs era of heightened accountability, schools must 

also promote the growth of the whole child. Middle school educators are tasked to 

help their students develop academically, socially, emotionally, and physically, which 
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can be a tall order considering Brown and Knowlesôs (2014) description of middle-

level students. The purpose of education has expanded beyond measures of academic 

achievement, and schools must be creative in the pursuit of helping all students grow 

academically, socially, emotionally, and physically (Pennsylvania Association for 

Middle Level Education [PAMLE], 2015). 

 According to Tony Wagner (2015), a Senior Research Fellow at the Learning 

Policy Institute, the purpose of education is to engage students with their passions and 

a growing sense of purpose, teach them critical skills needed for career and 

citizenship, and inspire them to do their very best to make their world better. Key 

phrases from his TED Talk on the subject center on engagement, passion, purpose, 

critical skills, and inspiration. Wagner (2015) highlights that studentsô subject matter 

may always be changing, but the abilities to think, reason, and innovate will always be 

required. He challenges educators to become advocates for what matters most, 

highlighting the need for students to think critically, collaborate, and be invited to 

participate in their educational journeys as co-architects. In a democratic society, 

citizens have the freedom to make choices and express their views (Wagner, 2015). 

These freedoms should also be provided to all students in schools (Wagner, 2015). In 

addition, educators must nurture an environment where differences among individuals 

are accepted and celebrated (Wagner, 2015). When students show up at KMSôs doors, 

they are all acceptedðno matter what.  

 KMS emphasizes breaking down barriers for all students and families, which 

begins by acknowledging the difficulty of this work. I believe it is vital not only to 
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have conversations about diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) as a faculty, but also to 

reflect on our beliefs and organizational processes to identify how we can enhance our 

teaching and break down barriers for students. Ezzani (2014) attests that: 

 Culturally proficient leadership is an inside-out process of personal and 

organizational change. It is first and foremost who we areðmore than what we 

do. This is predicated on oneôs courage and ability to examine oneôs self and 

the organization. (p. 7) 

 

 Through the lens of school leadership, Ezzaniôs (2014) insight encourages 

school systems to reflect on and identify ways that schools can improve to promote 

more student learning for all students. As an instructional leader, I am accountable for 

the success of all students under my care. Therefore, I must ensure that KMS is a 

welcoming place for everyone, that the values of democracy are upheld for all, and 

that all students have a personalized learning experience during their three years at 

KMS. Based on the population of KMSôs student population, the disparities in 

academic achievement and student conduct experienced by KMS students, the 

Instagram testimonies from students and community members, increased 

accountability for schools, advancements in educational technology, and my 

philosophy regarding the purpose of education, I have become vocal for integration of 

PLEs at KMS as a solution to this relatively ambiguous problem.  

Overview of The Pennsylvania Schools to Watch Program 

In 2012, 2015, 2018, and 2021, KMS earned the distinction of being named a 

Pennsylvania Don Eichhorn School to Watch (STW)ða recognition that carries a 

three-year designation. For reference, Don Eichhorn was a Pennsylvania-born 
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educator whose career as an educator, administrator, and activist challenged many in 

education to rethink and strive towards components of exemplary middle level 

education (PAMLE, 2015). The true value of the STW program is not the award, but 

rather what is learned through the STW evaluation process.  

Taking into consideration all the general change in society (e.g., advances in 

technology, social rights movements, the COVID-19 pandemic, the increasingly 

diverse population of the United States and the Kennett community, etc.) and 

education (e.g., heightened accountability), it is imperative that schools design, 

implement, and evaluate research-based improvement plans to promote increased 

learning for all students (PAMLE, 2015). Bobbit (1918/2017) concludes that ñnever 

before have civilization and humanization advanced so swiftlyò (p. 11), which 

complicates the process of designing reforms that meet the needs of all learners. 

To keep pace with these changes and challenges, Pennsylvania participates in 

the National Forum to Accelerate Middle-Grades Reform (NFAMGR), whose mission 

is ñto unite key stakeholders to speak with a common voice to leverage research, 

policy, leadership, and replicable practices to drive middle grades reformò (NFAMGR, 

2018, para. 1). The NFAMGR identifies best practices and leadership strategies to 

improve academic and developmental outcomes for all middle school students. The 

NFAMGR uses the STW program to identify research-based criteria for all middle-

level schools to drive improvement. The primary goals of the STW program are to (a) 

promote continuous school improvement; and (b) identify and recognize middle-level 

schools and programs that are academically excellent, developmentally responsive, 
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socially equitable, and effectively organized (e.g., structures and processes) to 

encourage continuous improvement (PAMLE, 2015).  

 Schools are invited to apply for a STW evaluation as an avenue for receiving 

feedback to drive improvement. To apply, a school must complete and submit an 

application that includes an array of information, such as (a) basic demographics of 

the schoolôs student population; (b) overviews of school achievement, student 

conduct, and attendance data; (c) summaries of building initiatives and goals; (d) the 

master schedule; I student services; and (e) overviews of curriculum. Once an 

application is received, a school receives an evaluation from a STW panel comprised 

of instructional leaders, such as district superintendents, lead teachers, higher 

education faculty, instructional coordinators, and other individuals with instructional, 

leadership, and educational systems expertise. The assigned STW panel evaluates a 

school against an evaluation rubric comprised of 37 rigorous, research-based criteria 

established by the NFAMGR (PAMLE, 2015).  

Feedback From Each STW Evaluation Drives Progress at KMS 

 The STW evaluation is valuable because KMS aspires to achieve the districtôs 

vision. During the STW evaluation process, the STW panel provides comprehensive 

feedback that recognizes KMSôs achievements and growth and offers considerations 

for future growth and improvement. As an administrative team (the principal and two 

assistant principals), we synthesize considerations from the STW evaluations with 

available data to identify potential areas for improvement. In the past, the STW 

evaluations have been highly instrumental in sparking new initiatives and significant 
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improvements. KMSôs 2015 STW evaluation, for example, suggested the school 

design and launch a school-wide positive behavior support program. A subsequent 

review of KMSôs student conduct data revealed a disproportionate trend in student 

conduct data by race over three consecutive school years (Internal data). Table 1 

shows that the number of Hispanic students who incurred a conduct incident is over-

representative compared to the larger Hispanic portion of the student population. 



 

 

 

Table 1 KMS Five-Year Trend of Student Conduct Incidents by Offender Race  

 

Data Point 2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017 2017-2018 

KMS student 

population:  

% Hispanic 

39. 6% 39. 2% 39. 8% 41. 1% 42. 9% 

KMS student 

population: % White 
54. 2% 55% 54. 7% 53. 4% 52. 1% 

KMS student population 

% Black or Other 
6. 2% 5. 9% 5. 5% 5. 5% 5% 

Total number of student 

conduct incidents 
55 41 63 37 46 

Number of students who 

had student conduct 

incidents  

49 34 72 35 51 

Hispanic students who 

had a student conduct 

incident 

29 (59. 2%) 24 (70. 6%) 46 (63. 8%) 16 (45. 7%) 25 (49%) 

White students who had 

a student conduct 

incident 

18 (36. 7%) 8 (23. 5%) 19 (26. 3%) 17 (48. 6%) 24 (47. 1%) 

Students of another race 

who had a student 

conduct incident 

2 (4. 1%) 2 (5. 9%) 7 (9. 7%) 2 (5. 7%) 2 (3. 9%) 

2
3 
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KMS data substantiated the recommendation from the STW panel. During the 

2014-2015 school year, Hispanic students accounted for approximately 71% of all 

students who had a student conduct incident despite making up only 39% of the 

student population. From 2013 through 2016, White students never accounted for 

more than 37% of students who had a student conduct incident, yet they made up more 

than 53% of the KMS student population during that time.  

Based on our review of student conduct data and the STW panel feedback, 

KMS designed and launched Kennett PRIDEðwith Tier 1 positive behavior supports 

based on the Pennsylvania Positive Behavior Supports Framework that helps schools 

promote behavioral, social, and work-ethic expectations for all students (Pennsylvania 

Positive Behavior Support, 2022). The KMS Kennett PRIDE committee was 

representative of parents, educators, students, and principals. Lessons were delivered 

to all students twice per month by KMS educators. Students were recognized when 

they exhibited Kennett PRIDE.  

Table 1 also shows KMSôs student conduct trends during the first two years 

after the Kennett PRIDE program was implemented. With relatively basic and new 

Tier 1 positive behavior supports in place, a noticeable improvement occurred during 

the 2016-2017 school year in the percentages of students by racial group who 

committed an incident compared to the three previous school years. The percentage of 

students by racial group who committed an incident was relatively representative of 

KMSôs student population, and the trend continued during the next school year. In 

addition, KMS experienced fewer incidents during 2016-17 than the previous three 
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years. These data offer evidence to suggest explicitly teaching and recognizing 

exceptional behavior has a positive influence on behavioral data for all students. The 

information presented in Table 1 provides an example of how a synthesis of STW 

feedback with KMSôs internal data created a foundation for (and inspired) 

organizational improvement that was ultimately validated by data.  

Problem Statement 

This Education Leadership Portfolio (ELP) is focused on the following 

problem: There is too little personalization of student learning at KMS. There are 

several reasons to call for an increase in the personalization of student learning, such 

as (a) Kennett Consolidated School Districtôs (KCSD) previous antiquated device 

allocation model that created barriers to technology access to many students; (b) 

disproportionate student achievement and course placement data; (c) disproportionate 

What I Need (WIN) Intervention enrollment data; (d) the new KCSD vision, mission, 

and core values; (e) the Don Eichhorn Pennsylvania Schools to Watch Criteria; and (f) 

the testimonies of the increasingly vocal Hispanic community as seen on the Black 

Brown Chester County Speak Instagram page. 

The Introduction of  Personalized Learning Environments (PLEs) at Kennett 

Middle School and the Most Recent Schoolôs To Watch (STW) Evaluation 

Report 

KMSôs Tier 1 Kennett PRIDE program serves as an example of how an 

initiative does not have to be directed specifically at one subgroup of students to 

positively influence that particular group of students. The Kennett PRIDE program 
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was available for all KMS students, yet these supports helped nearly eliminate a major 

disparity in student conduct data for Hispanic students. The Kennett PRIDE program 

sets a precedent for one way to increase the level of personalization of learning that 

occurs at KMS. A school-wide initiative that makes integration of personalized 

learning strategies available for all students may help reduce or eliminate some of the 

disparities and inequities experienced by subgroups of students is outlined in 

subsequent sections of this ELP. 

Similar to Tier 1 behavioral supports, the STW evaluation rubric for school 

evaluation endorses personalized learning as an effective instructional strategy to 

reach all learners. Per the STW evaluation rubric, evidence of successful PLEs 

include: 

¶ The staff creates a personalized environment that supports each studentôs 

intellectual, ethical, social, and physical development;  

¶ Pedagogy reflects and utilizes the uniqueness of each learner relative to brain 

research, learning styles/modalities, and temperaments;  

¶ Students are provided with multiple opportunities to explore topics of interest;  

¶ All students have access to interest-based classes, activities, or opportunities; 

and 

¶ Students have multiple opportunities to succeed and receive extra help as 

needed (NFAMGR, 2018, pp. 15).  

 The STW criteria for personalized learning address many areas of concern at 

KMS (e.g., disproportionate achievement among students of different races, the 
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changing population of KCSD, and community concerns about equity). For these 

reasons, I was drawn to discussions regarding the concept of Personalized Learning 

Environments (PLEs) in KCSD during the summer of 2018. During initial discussions, 

KCSDôs Director of Technology, Dan Maguire, lead discussions regarding how PLEs 

could potentially improve student learning for all students. To begin, the district 

needed a solution to organize the variety of learning programs, resources, 

communications, calendars, and events into one, comprehensive learning platform. 

The district ultimately piloted several learning management systems (LMS) and 

selected Schoology based on usability and organizational design. Once Schoology was 

chosen, KMS launched a PLE pilot to integrate PLE strategies to positively influence 

learning by increasing studentsô levels of interest, engagement, satisfaction, agency, 

and the overall relevancy of learning experiences. The KMS PLE initiative also 

included a technology component to determine if PLEs would substantiate a 1:1 

model, which would also represent substantial progress towards more equitable access 

to technology for KMSôs students.  

Since 2018, KMSôs PLE initiative has built capacity among select educators to 

personalize learning, but no school-wide efforts to promote PLEs among all educators 

have been planned or implemented. Before PLEs can be scaled, work remains to be 

done to finalize KMSôs PLE Framework. While varying PLE definitions, models, or 

frameworks exist (as explained in greater detail in my literature review), PLEs 

generally include five commonalities: 
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¶ Commonality #1: Students participate in the design of learning via co-

creation, voice, choice, and agency.  

¶ Commonality #2: Students learn in customized learning pathways, create 

learner profiles, learner goals, ownership, engagement, and foster 

independence.  

¶ Commonality #3: Students harness the power of technology through equitable 

device accessibility for all, and educators utilize integrated data-management 

systems to drive instruction, provide targeted support/feedback, and improve 

efficiency.  

¶ Commonality #4: Students explore interests (facilitated by the availability of 

technology), discover different perspectives, and experience self-discovery.  

¶ Commonality #5: Students develop authentic relationships.  

Since initial discussions during the summer of 2018, the KMS PLE initiative 

has been a considerable success. Figure 5 offers a visual representation of the 

development of the KMS PLE initiativeôs timeline since inception in 2018. 
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Figure 5 Timeline of PLEs at KMS 

 

 From 2018 to 2020, the KMS PLE initiative experienced significant organic 

growth within the district, and especially at KMS, through the work of a pilot team of 

educators, a volunteer committee of educators, and Dr. Robert Dillon, an expert in the 

design of learning spaces from Advanced Learning Partnerships (ALPs). I use the term 

organic growth because the KMS PLE initiative gained popularity without a mandate. 

It was adopted by educators who volunteered to participate in a KMS PLE pilot and 

served on a KMS PLE committee. Organic growth of PLEs also occurred as educators 

worked together within collaborative teams (CTs) (DuFour & DuFour, 2013). In 

addition, Dan Maguire (KCSDôs Director of Technology) was instrumental in the 

KMS PLE pilot and adoption of Schoology as the districtôs LMS. Maguire also 

assembled a KCSD PLE planning team to review research and start conversations 

about what PLEs could look like at KMS.  
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 During the 2018-2019 school year, KMS piloted PLEs with a team of 16 

volunteer educators. The following school year, educators interested in learning more 

about PLEs were invited to join a volunteer KMS PLE committee. Eight new 

educators joined the KMS PLE committee and all members of the pilot continued their 

work with PLEs. During these years, the integration of PLE strategies by KMS 

educators occurred without a mandate from school or district leaders.  

2020-2021 KMS PLE Committee and 2021-2022 Intentional Pause 

During the 2020-2021 school year, a KMS PLE committee was made available 

to all staff, and an additional eight educators chose to participate in the committee. 

Educators collaborated to share strategies for personalization of learning and report 

successes, challenges, and next steps. The committee worked iteratively to refine 

KMSôs PLE common language. Despite growing interest in PLEs, the strategic 

expansion of PLEs was delayed due to the instructional challenges associated with the 

COVID-19 pandemic. KMS focused efforts on designing and implementing virtual 

and hybrid models of instruction throughout the COVID-19 pandemic, thus delaying a 

more extensive and strategic implementation of PLEs. 

During the 2021-2022 school year, KMS prioritized implementation of (a) a 

data analysis tool; (b) professional learning communities (PLCs); and (c) a multi-

tiered system of supports (MTSS). Despite acknowledging the inherent value of PLEs 

and the schoolôs vested interest in the concept, KMSôs then-principal expressed 

reservations about overwhelming educators with too many school-wide instructional 
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mandates. As such, the expansion of PLEs continued through the efforts of KMSôs 

Instructional Leadership Team (ILT).  

KMSôs Instructional Leadership Team (ILT) and the 2020 STW Evaluation 

 The push for the expansion of PLEs became increasingly clear as a result of 

the Pennsylvania Consolidated Plan and latest STW evaluation. First, the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Plan (PACP) is the stateôs response to the Every Student 

Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015 (ESSA, 2015). The PACP ñplaces significant emphasis 

on evidence-based interventions and strategies, and requires that states, local 

education agencies (LEAs), and relevant partners identify activities, strategies, or 

interventions that demonstrate statistically significant effects on improving academic 

and other relevant outcomesò (PDE, 2019, p. 6). 

Second, in December 2020, KMS once again completed a STW evaluation and 

was designated as a Pennsylvania STW for the fourth time. The full STW report is 

available in Appendix A. Based on the STW panelôs observations of classrooms where 

PLE strategies were observed along with testimonies of the educators that included 

mention of successful integration of various PLE strategies, the STW panel strongly 

urged the advancement of the KMS PLE initiative at KMS. In response to the PACP 

and KMSôs 2020 STW evaluation, each KCSD school launched an ILT (Instructional 

Leadership Team). KMSôs ILT was comprised of 12 teacher leaders, an instructional 

coach, the principal, both assistant principals, and a school counselor.   

 Each ILTôs first task was to complete the Pennsylvania Essential Practices for 

School Self-Assessment based on teaching and learning conditions, empowerment of 
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leaders, the provision of student-centered support services, and the availability of 

quality professional learning experiences (ESSA, 2015). Members of each ILT 

gathered and held discussions to complete the self-assessment as a team. This self-

assessment served as a benchmark for strategic planning and growth for individual 

schools. Next, each ILT analyzed their schoolôs achievement, student conduct, and 

attendance data. KMSôs ILT identified the disparities in course placement trends, WIN 

intervention placements, student conduct data, and achievement data between 

Hispanic and White students in all three grades. As the KMS ILT brainstormed ways 

to improve on the problematic areas, the team remained focused on solutions that 

positively influenced the learning experiences for all studentsðnot solely students 

who had underperformed or those who have been historically marginalized.  

 Ultimately, the ILT focused on the results of the self-assessment, local data, 

and empirical research to produce a school-wide model for learning known as the 

KMS Instructional and Learning Identity (ILI). The KMS ILI is further described in 

Chapter 3. The ILI established school-wide expectations for the types of instruction 

and learning that should define KMS. In addition, the ILT drew inspiration from a 

review of empirical research, such as Marzanoôs nine research-based strategies for 

increasing student achievement: (a) identifying similarities and differences; (b) 

summarizing and note-taking; (c) reinforcing effort and providing recognition; (d) 

homework and practice; (e) nonlinguistic representations; (f) cooperative learning; (g) 

setting objectives and providing feedback; (h) generating and testing hypothesis; and 

(i) cues, questions, and advance organizers (Marzano et al., 2001). 
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The ILI serves as a blueprint for the type of teaching and learning that defines 

KMS. KMSôs ILI is based on the Danielson Groupôs Six Clusters which is a 

foundational document that contains 22 components of quality educational practices to 

promote quality teaching and learning (Danielson, 2020). As of February 2023, the 

KMS ILT has completed KMSôs ILI, which includes extensive PLE strategies and 

common language. The ILT believes that a school-wide initiative is the most 

appropriate strategy to pursue the realization of KMSôs ILI and KCSDôs visionðboth 

of which promote PLEs.  

Identifying Potential Root Causes of the Problem 

 Several factors and conditions are potential root causes of this ELPôs problem 

of too little personalization of student learning at KMS. Too little personalization of 

student learning can be considered in myriad ways, such as reviewing course 

placement trends, exploring student conduct data, and assessing achievement data. 

While no single factor or condition can be identified as causal with respect to this 

problem, I assert the following four primary potential root causes likely contributing to 

the current state of too little personalized student learning at KMS.  

Potential Root Cause #1: Changing Landscape of KCSD and Language/Cultural 

Barriers  

KCSD serves an increasingly diverse community. In 2005, about 24% of 

KCSD students were Hispanic. As of October 2021, that number has risen to 

approximately 46%, and Hispanic students are the slight majority now at KMS and in 

a few elementary grades. Migrant families often come to the United States with little 
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to no prior education and lack an understanding of how to navigate a public-school 

system (Addams, 1961/2017). Many parents in migrant families report deep feelings 

of anxiety and stress as they adjust to a new culture in a new country (Good et al., 

2010). They experience frustration due to a language barrier and an overwhelming 

sense of confusion about how to best support their children in the educational process 

(Good et al., 2010). Consistent with these findings, there is an evident lack of 

engagement between KMS and Hispanic migrant families, as they are unsure of their 

role in supporting their childôs education and the district remains uncertain of practical 

ways to support families and their students. John Dewey (1938/2017) stated that 

ñschool life should grow gradually out of the home life; that it should take up and 

continue the activities with which the child is already familiar at homeò (p. 35). 

Unfortunately, the lack of understanding between Hispanic families and students 

hinders educatorsô ability to access and build on prior knowledge.  

 Furthermore, KCSD has rested on the laurels of the successes of its White 

students for quite some time. It must be acknowledged that multiple targeted 

interventions were employed to raise the achievement of Hispanic students. Two of 

the more significant initiatives were (a) the launching of a locally designed program 

called Apex that served to empower leaders within the Hispanic community; and (b) 

the district-wide adoption of the Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP). 

SIOP is a research-based instructional model that serves to boost proficiency of 

academic and content vocabulary for all learnersðespecially English Language 

Learners (ELLs) (Echevarria et al., 2008). Despite consistent participation from 20 
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families for over a year, there were no data to assess the influence of the Apex 

program. Likewise, the SIOP initiative was implemented across all grades in KCSD 

over a three-year period. Despite the K-12 span of this initiative, district leaders chose 

to pivot away from SIOP without conducting a thorough evaluation of the initiative or 

justifying its abandonment.  

Even though efforts to improve the achievement of Hispanic students have 

been put into action, much work remains to be done from the instructional, curricular, 

equity, and system perspectives to continue to enhance student learning experiences 

for all students. Another example of the need for systemic improvements is found in 

KMSôs process of course placement (e.g., honors or regular education classes). Table 

2 offers a demographic representation of seventh grade KMS students enrolled in 

honors-level courses during the 2019-2020 school year. I chose seventh grade data 

because I was the seventh grade principal at the time. 



 

 

 

 

 

Table 2 KMS Grade 7 Honors Course Enrollment by Race in 2019-2020 

 

Name of 

Course 

Total # 

of 

students 

Enrolled 

Total # of 

Hispanic, 

Black, or 

Multiracial 

Enrolled 

% of 

Hispanic or 

Black of 

Honors 

Enrollment  

Total # 

of White 

Students 

Enrolled 

% of White 

Students of 

Honors 

Enrollment  

Degree of over 

or under 

representation 

of Hispanic 

students in the 

course relative 

to the student 

population 

average 

 

 Degree of over 

or under 

representation 

of White 

students in the 

course relative 

to the student 

population 

average 

 

Algebra 7 30 2 6. 7% 28 93. 3% 
39% 

underrepresented 
 

47% 

overrepresented 

 

Honors 

ELA 7 
77 10 13% 67 87% 

33% 

underrepresented 
 

41% 

overrepresented 

 

Honors 

Science 7 
53 2 3. 8% 51 96. 2% 

42% 

underrepresented 
 

50% 

overrepresented 

 

Total 160 14 8. 7% 146 91. 3% 
37% 

underrepresented 
 

45% 

overrepresented 

 

3
6 
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For a school that serves a student population that is 46% Hispanic and 46% 

White, Table 2 highlights the disproportionality of students in honors-level courses 

relative to the student population. Table 2 substantiates that KMS endorses models of 

instruction and learning that are not reaching all students and course placement 

practices that are inequitable. Hispanic students are severely underrepresented or not 

represented at all in honors-level courses at KMS. The desegregation of honors-level 

courses is not an explicit improvement goal of the KMS PLE initiative. Instead, a 

more diverse representation of students in honors-level courses ought to be considered 

a potential outcome of PLEs. To reiterate, the STW evaluation rubric endorses PLEs 

as an effective strategy to promote academic excellence and demonstrate 

developmental responsiveness for all learners. The relationship between PLEs, 

academic excellence, and developmental responsiveness may result in more Hispanic 

students qualifying for honors-level courses (Penuel & Johnson, 2016). 

Potential Root Cause #2: Lack of Effective Tier 1 General Classroom-Based 

Instructional Practices  

In my experience, Math and ELA educators have historically been asked to 

follow relatively rigid scopes and sequences to ensure all students are exposed to all 

eligible content before taking PSSAs. The emphasis of this time-sensitive pacing 

model essentially guarantees that students who fall behind remain behind. Educators 

have expressed to me that they feel pressure to implement their respective scope and 

sequences with fidelity. As a result, math and ELA educators, at times, remain 

apprehensive about supporting students who need additional help for fear of slowing 
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the pace of instruction for more proficient students. Re-teaching content requires 

educators to spend more time on previously taught material, thus jeopardizing the 

completion of their courseôs rigid scope and sequence. 

In Pennsylvania, part of a teacherôs evaluation is based on student assessment 

scores through Pennsylvaniaôs Value-Added Assessment System (PVASS). PVASS is 

a state mandated metric of accountability and teacher effectiveness that fuels efforts to 

cover all eligible content before PSSAs (Pennsylvania Department of Education, 

2021). At times, the need to cover all eligible content manifests in teacher-centered 

instruction while rich, engaging, student-centered activities are dismissed. Based on 

my professional experiences in KCSD, a common perception among teachers is that 

there is not enough time to involve students in the educational process. Students who 

fall behind are often identified for targeted interventions as part of KMSôs WIN 

program. 

 At KMS, Tier 1 interventions are expected to be delivered within the general 

education setting and, in theory, are available to all students. Tier 2 interventions exist 

for students who are not succeeding in the grade-level core courses despite the 

presence of Tier 1 interventions. Tier 3 interventions are designed on a student by 

student basis based on identified needs. KMSôs WIN program delivers a mix of Tier 2 

and 3 interventions to students in a designated period. Students who are unsuccessful 

within grade-level core courses despite receiving Tier 1 interventions are typically 

assigned a specific WIN period where more intensive Tier 2 and 3 interventions are 

delivered. KMSôs multi-tiered WIN program identifies students in need of support and 
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provides increasingly targeted interventions to promote learning, address areas 

needing improvement, and boost academic growth (e.g., not qualifying for a WIN 

intervention course) (Mellard et al., 2011). As of the 2021-2022 school year, 298 KMS 

students (roughly 29% of the student population) were enrolled in a WIN intervention 

course. Table 3 charts students enrolled in WIN intervention courses at KMS by race 

in the 2021-2022 school year.  
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Table 3 KMSôs WIN Course Enrollment Numbers by Race 

 

Course Number of 

Students Enrolled 

Total # of 

Hispanic 

Students 

enrolled  

Total # of White 

or other Race of 

Students enrolled 

WIN English 

Language Arts 1 

56 45 11 

WIN English 

Language Arts 2 

57 42 15 

WIN Executive 

Functioning  

32 4 28 

WIN Individual 

Support 

28 13 15 

WIN Resource 47 28 19 

WIN Science 8 19 15 4 

WIN Math 31 25 6 

WIN English 

Language 

Development 

28 28 0 

Total Number / 

Percent of WIN 

Enrollment 

298 (100%) 200 (67. 1%) 98 (32. 8%) 

 

 The 298 students enrolled in WIN courses represent approximately 33% of the 

KMS student population. Total WIN enrollment consists of 67% Hispanic students 

and 33% White students. The disparity in these percentages relative to the KMS 

student population (46% Hispanic and 46% White) is indicative that KMSôs Tier 1 

classroom-based interventions, curricula, pacing guides, and existing instructional 

practices are ineffective for all students and contribute to more Hispanic students 
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falling behind their White peers. Such high percentages of Hispanic students in WIN 

courses calls for KMS to better engage students in the general education setting, which 

holds the promise of reducing the number of students (especially Hispanic) who 

qualify for one or more WIN intervention courses.  

Potential Root Cause #3: Antiquated Device Allocation Model  

 A computer that allows students to connect to the Internet and utilize the 

Google Suite, such as a laptop or Chromebook, will be referred to as a device in this 

section. Before launching the KMS PLE initiative, KCSDôs device allocation plan tied 

specific devices to classrooms. Although KMS possessed over 1,400 total devices for 

fewer than 1,000 students, many classrooms did not have devices for all students or 

any devices at all. Educators also lost valuable time for instruction and learning as 

students had to routinely obtain and store devices in classroom carts with each use. 

KMSôs antiquated device allocation model continued under the direction of a district-

level administrative team that often emphasized the negative influence of technology 

on learning. There was a general reluctance to entertain the proposal of a 1:1 device 

allocation model. 

A change in district-level leaders in 2019 and the districtôs swift actions to 

navigate the COVID-19 pandemic inspired new priorities and creative solutions to old 

problems. For example, the district previously endorsed a supplemental online math 

program called ALEKS. ALEKS assignments were primarily assigned to be 

completed at home. Students were evaluated on their performance within this program 

despite many students not having access to a device or reliable Internet outside of the 
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school day. The use of ALEKS in this manner created considerable inequities among 

KMS families, resulting in many economically disadvantaged families (predominantly 

Hispanic) not having the necessary resources at home for students to complete the 

required learning. Students were then penalized for not completing their work outside 

of school by a school system that inadvertently created barriers to learning for some 

individuals. The COVID-19 pandemic forced the district to pivot to a 1:1 device 

allocation model for virtual instruction and inadvertently accelerated some 

components of the districtôs technology allocation plan. Despite the overwhelmingly 

negative influence of the COVID-19 pandemic on education and life in general, one 

takeaway was the necessary advancement of the districtôs technology allocation plan. 

Now that KMS students have returned to in-person schooling as of this writing, the 

1:1 device allocation model has endured and continues to empower all students to 

learn wherever and whenever they preferðcomponents of a PLE. 

Potential Root Cause #4: Inadequate Vision, Mission, Core Values, and 

Alignment between the KCSDôs Priorities and the Budget 

During 2019, KCSDôs new superintendent repeatedly emphasized to all school and 

district-level administrators that it was imperative to align the districtôs budget with its 

goals to support the realization of the districtôs vision. During his short tenure as of 

this writing, the district created and filled several positions that directly influenced 

historically marginalized populations, such as a supervisor of English language 

development (ELD), several bilingual mental health therapists, additional ELD 
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educators, a communication specialist, additional bilingual office staff, and multiple 

bilingual social workers.  

 Similar to KMSôs STW evaluations, KCSDôs new superintendent sought a 

district-wide evaluation from the Delaware Academy for School Leadership (DASL). 

DASL performed a district-wide audit of KCSDôs systems and structures in the spring 

of 2020 and provided feedback that many KCSD schools (including KMS) has room 

to grow with meeting the needs of Hispanic students and families (Santore, 2021). The 

district also received suggestions to improve Hispanic studentsô experiences in school 

and learning outcomes such as creating ways to make learning in classes more relevant 

to English language learners (ELLs) and decorating the school in way that is more 

representative of the diverse student population.  

In the fall of 2021, the superintendent tasked a community committee with 

revisiting and rewriting KCSDôs vision. Just in time for the 2022-2023 school year, 

the community committee finalized a new KCSD vision, mission, and core values, 

which are featured in Figure 6.  
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Figure 6 KCSDôs New Vision, Mission, and Core Values 

The new KCSD vision explicitly states that it is the duty of the district to show 

all students that they matter in their journey to succeed in the world. My ELP proposal 

was delivered when KCSD was still operating under the old mission, which 

emphasized academic achievement and was to provide a quality education that 

increases the achievement of every student for all to become successful and thoughtful 

contributors to society. Collectively, KCSDôs new vision components inspire the 

provision of new mindsets, new ideas, new systems, and initiatives such as PLEs. 

Acknowledgement of Inherent Challenges for All Students during Middle School 

and the Overall Purpose of Education 
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 In addition to the previously stated potential root causes of this problem within 

the context of KCSD and KMS, it must be acknowledged that the middle school years 

represent a unique, challenging, and significant period for all learners for various 

reasons in all settings. Studentsô social circles, interests, bodies, and self-efficacies 

change more rapidly than prior school years (Brown & Knowles, 2014). Middle 

school students are also transitioning from near-complete dependence on adults to a 

desire for some level of independence (Brown & Knowles, 2014). In addition to these 

influential physiological, psychological, and developmental factors, KMSôs student 

population is highly diverse racially, linguistically, and economically. KMS students 

present varying levels of background knowledge and readiness for academic learning, 

yet they participate in multiple, heterogeneously grouped classes (i.e., classes other 

than math and ELA) that follow relatively rigid scopes and sequences (or pacing 

guides) that are ineffective for many students. Much of KMSôs curricula are designed 

to be delivered at a standardized pace that ensures all students receive exposure to 

eligible content before the PSSAs.  

 While students receive an education driven primarily by standardized 

measures, the world around students is becoming increasingly personalized (Kallick & 

Zmuda, 2017). Self-expression, music, politics, and television are just a few examples 

of outlets of information that are increasingly personalized for many in todayôs society 

(Wagner, 2015). Wagner (2015) asserts that students are more aware of their interests, 

dislikes, self-identities, and goals than ever before. In comparison, much of school has 

remained relatively standardized and scripted. As instructional leaders contemplate the 
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added value of these aforementioned personalized outlets in the lives of adolescents, it 

provokes the question of what influence strategies of personalization might have on 

learning. If educators strategically incorporated student input in the design of their 

learning experiences, how could learning be influenced? Might personalization 

strategiesðincluding (a) encouraging students to pursue their interests and passions; 

(b) addressing specific needs as indicated by data or students themselves; (c) 

establishing individual learning goals; (d) exercising flexibility regarding when and 

where learning occurs; (e) increasing student ownership of learning and agency; (f) 

harnessing the power of technology and adaptive programs; and (g) affording students 

a choice between a variety of learning pathwaysðcombine to inspire a system-wide 

shift away from a model of education that is primarily driven by learner compliance 

and evaluated mainly through standardized assessment scores?   

 Here, I ask two fundamental questions: What is the purpose of education? and 

What and how should students learn? The National Academies of Sciences, 

Engineering, and Medicine (2018) reports that: 

Learning is a dynamic, ongoing process that is simultaneously 

biological and cultural. Attention to both individual factors (such as 

developmental stage; physical, emotional, and mental health; and 

interests and motivations), as well as factors external to the individual 

(such as the environment in which the learner is situated, social and 

cultural contexts, and opportunities available to learners), is necessary 

to develop a complete picture of the nature of learning. (p. 9) 

 

 Many of the foundational elements of schools today, such as honors programs, 

educators serving as experts, and the provision of a uniform learning experience (e.g., 

all students learn the same content and are graded against the same criteria) continue 
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to exist even though they were created when the purpose of education was to prepare 

students to serve various roles within an industrial economy (Stuart et al., 2018). 

Stuart et al. (2018) insist society (and specifically the United States) has moved 

beyond this economic style, and schools must transform away from a standardized, 

predictable learning model towards a more learner-centered and personalized model.  

The Pennsylvania Department of Education recognizes the importance of 

equipping all students with competencies for the futureðcritical thinking, 

collaboration, communication, and creative problem-solving (Pennsylvania 

Department of Education, 2021). These competencies are not new, but prioritizing 

these competencies measures over standardized assessment would be. Educational 

leaders must focus on equity and value studentsô voices, goals, interests, cultures, and 

more (NFAMGR, 2018). They should harness the power of educational technology to 

maximize learning opportunities (NFAMGR, 2018). 

Educators must enter into collaborative and professional discussions about 

what content is essential within PLCs (Stuart et al., 2018). Educators must collectively 

partner with students to design learning opportunities and environments that 

encourage learners to explore interests and grow beyond the classroom walls (Stuart et 

al., 2018). Empowering students and families as valued and meaningful stakeholders 

in the process of determining what students learn and how student learning occurs is 

necessary (NFAMGR, 2018). 

Educators must also be sensitive to the aforementioned individual factors that 

influence the development of adolescent learners (such as developmental stage; 
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physical, emotional, and mental health; and interests and motivations) (National 

Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, 2018). Highly relevant learning 

experiences will not be identical for all students, nor will students contribute to society 

in uniform ways (Rickabaugh, 2016). A powerful question to poseðand one that 

drove my thinking with this ELPðis: What defines a highly relevant learning 

experience, and how can a district ensure that all students have these types of learning 

experiences? 

The next sections describe the work I completed to learn more about highly 

relevant learning experiences and better position KMS educators to design and 

implement such learning experiences. 
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Chapter 3 

IMPROVEMENT GOAL AND ST RATEGIES 

This Education Leadership Portfolio (ELP) focuses on better personalizing 

student learning within the Kennett Consolidated School District (KCSD). From the 

2018-2019 school year to the end of the 2021-2022 school year, PLEs existed only at 

Kennett Middle School. As such, much of this work references the KMS PLE 

initiative. However, during the 2022-2023 school year, implementation of PLEs 

expanded to a KCSD K-12 initiative. The KCSD PLE initiative, though, spans beyond 

the scope of work completed during my ELP. For perspective, the timeline in Figure 7 

outlines the progression of PLEs at KMS, and ultimately KCSD.  

 

Figure 7 Timeline of PLEs at KMS 

The broad improvement goals of KCSD PLEs are to positively influence 

studentsô levels of interest, engagement, satisfaction, agency, and student learning. 
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The KCSD PLE initiative, as a whole, contains six strategies that are outlined in the 

KCSD PLE initiativeôs logic model (See Artifact 2, Appendix C). For the readerôs 

convenience, the six strategies outlined in the KCSD PLE logic model are (a) to 

design and offer learning opportunities to all KMS/KCSD educators (Implementation 

Plan); (b) collaborate with the KCSD PLE Design Team and focus groups; (c) develop 

a mechanism to facilitate collaboration among educators; (d) launch a one student to 

one device (1:1) allocation model; (e) adopt a learning management system (LMS) 

and a Data Analytics Program; and (f) empower students to select their preferred 

cycles in eighth grade (choice). 

However, the scope of work completed in this ELP had a narrower focus 

compared to the six strategies outlined within the KCSD PLE initiative. The three 

improvement goals of this ELP were as follows.  

¶ ELP Improvement Goal #1: Better inform the design of the KMS PLE 

Framework. 

¶ ELP Improvement Goal #2: Increase PLE learning opportunities for KCSD 

educators.  

¶ ELP Improvement Goal #3: Enhance the integration of PLE strategies in the 

design of lessons, units, and student learning experiences across all of KCSD. 

To achieve the my ELP improvement goals, I implemented the following four ELP 

improvement strategies. 
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¶ ELP Improvement Strategy #1: Design the KMS PLE Framework with input 

from KCSD Design Team, KMS Instructional Leadership Team (ILT), and 

focus groups. 

¶ ELP Improvement Strategy #2: Better understand stakeholder perspectives 

of the KMS PLE initiative. 

¶ ELP Improvement Strategy #3: Create increased learning opportunities for 

PLEs.  

¶ ELP Improvement Strategy #4: Create the KCSD PLE Implementation Plan. 

These four improvement strategies represented the scope of work that was completed 

for this ELP.  

ELP Improvement Strategy #1: Design the KMS PLE Framework 

 

My first improvement strategy to help realize this ELPôs improvement goals 

was to create the KMS PLE Framework. A major challenge with school-wide 

implementation of PLEs is that personalization of student learning will look different 

in every classroom based on timelines, contexts, resources, and individual students. As 

such, the KMS PLE Framework must provide the necessary support to all educatorsð

regardless of grade or content areaðto support successful integration of PLE 

strategies. 

For reference, substantial work has been completed within KMS (and to a 

degree KCSD) since 2018 around PLEs with the ultimate goal of learning how to best 

personalize learning for students. On (a) completing numerous PLE planning sessions 



 

 

 52 

with Dan Maguire; (b) conducting a KMS PLE Pilot; (c) creating a school-based PLE 

committee; (d) developing a partnership with Dr. Robert Dill on from ALP; (e) 

conducting focus groups with educators, parents, and students; (f) building capacity 

with educational technology during the COVID-19 pandemic; and (g) completing a 

review of literature on PLEs, I was able to synthesize findings into an educator-

friendly KMS PLE Framework. 

The purpose of the KMS PLE Framework is to help educators (a) understand 

why PLEs are important; (b) envision what PLEs may look like in different content 

areas; (c) learn what research supports PLEs; (d) help educators get started with PLEs; 

(e) connect several KCSD or KMS initiatives to the larger KMS PLE initiative (e.g., 

logic model); and (f) highlight the alignment between PLEs and KCSDôs new vision, 

mission, and core values. The KMS PLE Framework is available as Artifact 7 (see 

Appendix I). Table 4 summarizes the parts of the KMS PLE Framework.  
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Table 4 KMS PLE Framework Parts 

 

Part # Title  

Part 1 Keywords Surrounding PLE 

Part 2 Personalization vs. Differentiation 

Part 3 What do Researchers say?  

Part 4 Definitions of Personalized Learning Environments  

Part 5 The History of PLEs at KMS/KCSD 

Part 6 The Full KCSD PLE Initiative (Logic Model)  

Part 7 KMS Student Survey and Core 3 + 1 

Part 8 PLE Common Language 

Part 9 PLE in Action  

Part 10 The Intersection of PLEs and LinkIT!   

Part 11 The Honeycomb Model (A Look at a Research-Based PLE Model) 

Part 12 Dr. Robert Dillonôs KMS PLE Unit Planning Guide  

Part 13 The Future of Learning in the Kennett Consolidated School District 

 

ELP Improvement Strategy #2: Better Understand Stakeholder Perspectives of 

the KMS PLE Initiative   

The value of my second improvement strategy was the partnership with the 

KCSD Design Team, the KMS ILT, and the focus group, which greatly informed the 

design of the KMS PLE Framework. To inform the design of the KMS PLE 

Framework, I collaborated with the KCSD PLE Design Team (KCSDôs Director of 

Technology Dan Maguire, KCSDôs Director of Teaching and Learning Heather 

Collins, and Advanced Learning Partnerships consultant Dr. Robert Dillon) and the 

KMS Instructional Leadership Team (ILT). I also conducted focus groups to see how 

students, educators, and parents/guardians felt about PLEs. I created focus group 

protocols with semi-structured questions for all four focus groups. Stratified random 

sampling was used to ensure that three Hispanic males, three Hispanic females, three 
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White males, and three White females participated in the focus groups. The focus 

groups were recorded and transcribed. Participant responses were analyzed and coded 

using an integrated coding method which combined both deductive and inductive 

codes (Bradley et al., 2007). Deductive codes came from a review of literature and 

local work with PLEs, while inductive codes came from participant responses 

(Bradley et al., 2007). I had several deductive codes in mind when I designed the 

focus group protocol, but wanted to leave space for participantsô voices via inductive 

codes. I developed five themes from the focus groups, which are explained in greater 

detail in Artifact 6 (Appendix H). 

ELP Improvement Strategy #3: Create Increased Learning Opportunities for 

PLEs 

Part of this ELP was to ensure educators have opportunities to build capacity 

regarding PLEs of their own volition, which encompassed work for this third 

improvement strategy. The two primary opportunities for educators exist in the 

availability of KMS PLE committee and within the expectations outlined for educator 

participation within their respective collaborative teams (CTs). First, the voluntary 

KMS PLE committee represents an opportunity for educators to learn more how PLEs 

could improve student learning. The KMS PLE committee saw eight new educators 

join during the 2021-2022 school year, and an additional 16 chose to participate in the 

2022-2023 school year. Next, KMS expects educators to participate in weekly 

collaborative and professional discussions about what content is essential within CTs 

(Stuart et al., 2018). Together, educators design learning opportunities and 
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environments that encourage learners to explore interests and grow beyond the 

classroom walls (Stuart et al., 2018). Based on the number of KMS educators that, to 

some degree, participated in the KMS PLE initiative since 2018, the capacity to 

personalize learning among all KMS educators expanded naturally during the work of 

weekly CTs (DuFour & DuFour, 2013). 

ELP Improvement Strategy #4: To Create the KCSD PLE Implementation Plan  

My fourth improvement strategy to help realize this ELPôs improvement goals 

was to design the KCSD PLE Implementation Plan. The KCSD PLE Implementation 

Plan serves as a blueprint for the strategic implementation of PLEs across all of KCSD 

(See Artifact 8, Appendix J). The KCSD PLE Implementation Plan has four goals: 

1. To expand the common language of personalized learning used by educators 

and students in additional schools and classrooms; 

2. To grow educatorsô capacity to implement the tenets of personalized learning; 

3. To nest personalized learning into current priorities; and 

4. To develop a greater vertical articulation around the skills and dispositions 

needed at each level for students to be successful with personalized learning.  

Consistent with the KMS PLE Framework, the KCSD PLE Implementation 

Plan is the product of the collaborative efforts of the KCSD PLE Design Team, which 

is comprised of (a) KCSôsD Director of Technology Dan Maguire; (b) KCSDôs 

Director of Teaching and Learning Heather Collins, (c) Dr. Robert Dillon and 

Jeremiah Okal-Fink from Advanced Learning Partnerships; (d) KCSDôs Technology 

Coach Kelly Figueroa; and (e) me (KMS principal). The Implementation Plan consists 
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of scheduled professional learning sessions between KCSD leaders and educators to 

work towards the four aforementioned goals. The KCSD PLE Implementation Plan 

was launched in the spring of 2023.  

I also worked with the KMS Instructional Leadership Team (ILT) to design a 

KMS Instruction and Learning Identity (ILI). The ILI establishes school-wide 

expectations for the type of instruction and student learning should exist at KMS. To 

design the ILI, the team drew inspiration from a multitude of sources, such as (a) 

KCSDôs vision, mission, and core values; (b) educatorsô professional expertise; (c) a 

synthesis of empirical research; and (d) the Charlotte Danielson model (Danielson, 

2020). The ILT also found inspiration in Marzanoôs nine research-based strategies for 

increasing student achievement (Marzano et al., 2001). The ILI serves as a blueprint 

for the type of teaching and student learning that defines KMS. Incorporation of PLE 

strategies into the KMS ILI symbolizes the introduction of a school wide KMS PLE 

initiative. As part of this ELP, I merged the ILI with the KMS PLE Framework and 

created a walk-through tracker that empowers KMS principals to capture valuable data 

regarding the types and frequency of personalization occurring at KMS.  

The ILI, which is featured in Figure 8, was coupled with efforts from my fourth 

improvement strategy to measure the prevalence of PLE strategies observed in 

classrooms.  
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Figure 8 KMS Instruction and Learning Identity 

Measuring Progress for Attaining the Improvement Goals 

 

Stuart et al. (2018) highlight that ñall too often the idea of personalization is 

vague and unclear, leaving administrators, educators, parents, and most importantly, 

students without a focused understanding and directionò (p. 26). This somewhat 

ambiguous nature of PLEs complicates the evaluation process (Stuart et al., 2018). 

Indeed, there is no simple checklist of items for an evaluator to look for because 

personalization of student learning will look different from classroom to classroom. 

Two challenges associated with the ambiguity of PLEs are the process of monitoring 
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implementation of PLEs and measuring progress of the overall PLE initiative. The 

KCSD PLE Design Team monitored progress towards each improvement goal of this 

ELP. Efforts to monitor progress were viewed as action steps. Table 5 outlines how 

progress towards each ELP improvement goal was (and will continue to) be 

monitored. 

Table 5 Strategies to Monitor and Measure Progress towards ELP Improvement 

Goals 

ELP 

Improvement 

Goal 

Strategies to Monitor 

Improvement Goal 

Strategy to Measure 

Improvement Goal 

ELP 

Improvement 

Goal #1: To better 

inform the design 

of the KMS PLE 

Framework 

 

Å Collaborate with the KCSD PLE 

Design Team and KMSôs 

Instructional Leadership Team 

(ILT) to revise the KMS PLE 

Framework in an iterative 

fashion 

Å Conduct focus groups with 

KMS students, educators, and 

parents/guardians, to inform the 

design of the KMS PLE 

Framework 

 

Å Creation of the 

KMS PLE 

Framework that 

facilitates 

integration of 

PLEs for all 

educators  

Å Increased 

prevalence of 

input from 

KCSD Design 

Team, ILT, and 

focus group 

participants in 

the design of the 

KMS PLE 

Framework 

ELP 

Improvement 

Goal #2: To 

increase PLE 

learning 

Å Monitor conversations in KMSôs 

professional learning 

communities (PLCs) and 

collaborative teams (CTs) 

Å Increased 

prevalence of 

PLE strategies 

present in CT 

conversations 
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opportunities for 

KCSD educators 

Å Create a KMS PLE committee 

to promote opportunities for 

educators to continue to learn 

about PLEs 

Å Increased 

dialogue of PLEs 

within building-

level PLE 

committees 

ELP 

Improvement 

Goal #3: Enhance 

the integration of 

PLE strategies in 

the design of 

lessons, units, and 

student learning 

experiences across 

all of KCSD 

Å Monitor use of the KMS PLE 

Framework ï specifically the 

Unit Planning Guide 

Å Collaborate with the KCSD PLE 

Design Team to design the 

KCSD PLE Implementation 

Plan 

Å Design a walk-through tracker 

that will allow administrative 

team members to gather data 

about how PLE strategies are 

being used in classrooms.  

Å Increased use of 

Unit Planning 

Guide in the 

KMS PLE 

Framework 

Å Increased 

professional 

learning sessions 

for KCSD 

educators as 

described in the 

KCSD PLE 

Implementation 

Plan 

Å Increased 

integration of 

PLE strategies 

into learning 

experiences, as 

documented via 

the walk-through 

tracker 
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Chapter 4 

IMPROVEMENT STRATEGY RESULTS  

As outlined in Chapter 3, I created and pursued three improvement goals for 

my Education Leadership Portfolio (ELP) centered on Personalized Learning 

Environments (PLEs) within Kennett Middle School (KMS) and the Kennett 

Consolidated School District (KCSD). These improvement goals were to (a) better 

inform the design of the KMS PLE Framework; (b) increase PLE learning 

opportunities for KCSD educators; and (c) enhance the integration of PLE strategies in 

the design of lessons, units, and student learning experiences across all of KCSD. 

To achieve these three ELP improvement goals, I implemented four 

improvement strategies: (a) design the KMS PLE Framework with input from KCSD 

Design Team, KMS Instructional Leadership Team (ILT) and focus groups; (b) better 

understand stakeholder perspectives of the KMS PLE initiative; (c) create increased 

learning opportunities for PLEs; and (d) create the KCSD PLE Implementation Plan. 

This chapter reports key results of implementing the four ELP improvement 

strategies, and more detailed information (e.g., methods, measures of progress, data 

analysis, etc.) about improvement strategy implementation is available in the artifacts 

presented in later sections of this ELP. In this chapter, I also provide insight into 

progress towards achieving this ELPôs three improvement goals, specifically KCSDôs 

desire to launch PLEs in all grade levels from kindergarten to 12th grade. 
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Results for Improvement Strategy 1ðDesign the KMS PLE Framework 

The purpose of the KMS PLE Framework (See Artifact 7, Appendix I) is to 

provide support for educatorsðregardless of grade or content areaðto successfully 

integrate PLE strategies. The KMS PLE Framework represents the sum of what I 

learned through the literature review and the iterative work of (a) the KCSD Design 

Team; (b) the KMS Instructional Leadership Team (ILT); and (c) input from focus 

groups. Considering all these sources, I organized information into an educator-

friendly PLE Framework to help educators (a) understand why PLEs are essential; (b) 

envision what PLEs may look like in different content areas; (c) learn about the 

research supporting PLEs; (d) connect several KCSD or KMS initiatives to the larger 

KMS PLE initiative (e.g., logic model); and (e) see the alignment between PLEs and 

KCSDôs new vision, mission, and core values. In the following section, I outline how 

my literature review, the KCSD Design Team, the KMS ILT, and the focus groups all 

contributed to the iterative design process of the KMS PLE Framework.  

Literature Review Takeaways 

The first step in designing the KMS PLE Framework was to conduct a 

literature review (See Artifact 1, Appendix B) to enrich my understanding of how 

PLEs have been implemented in other schools and districts and learn more about the 

potential influences of other PLE initiatives. In total, I reviewed 48 sources that 

revealed five communities for PLE definitions, models, or frameworks: 

1. Commonality #1: Students Participate in the Design of Learning via Co-

Creation, Voice, Choice, and Agency 



 

 

 63 

2. Commonality #2: Customized Student Learning Pathways, Learner Profiles, 

Learner Goals, Ownership, Engagement, and Independence  

3. Commonality #3: Harness the Power of Educational TechnologyðDevice 

Accessibility, Integrated Data Management, Targeted Support, Saving Time, 

and Improved Efficiency 

4. Commonality #4: Exploring Interests, Discovering Different Perspectives, and 

Self-Discovery 

5. Commonality #5: Authentic Relationships 

Throughout the literature review, I found that PLEs were defined differently by 

researchers, implemented differently by schools and districts, and measured 

differently. It became increasingly apparent that schools, districts, and organizations 

implemented PLEs based on their unique contexts. It remained important for me to 

connect the literature to my local context at KMS and KCSD throughout the literature 

review to ultimately inspire the creation of a framework that would meet the needs of 

KMS and KCSD students and educators. In total, the KMS PLE Framework contains 

13 components, of which the five components below came directly from what I 

learned in the literature review: 

¶ Part 1: Keywords Surrounding PLE  

¶ Part 2: Personalization vs. Differentiation  

¶ Part 3: What do Researchers Say?  

¶ Part 4: Definitions of Personalized Learning Environments   

¶ Part 11: The Honeycomb Model (A Look at a Research-Based PLE Model) 
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Parts 1 through 4 and Part 11 summarize key findings from the literature 

review for KMS and KCSD educators to access and process. After reading Parts 1 to 

3, a KMS or KCSD educator can better understand how literature supports PLEs and 

how PLEs are distinct from differentiation. Part 4 helps the educator understand that 

definitions of PLEs vary across districts and organizations, thus substantiating our 

local efforts to design KMSôs PLE Framework. Part 11 is an exemplary PLE model to 

inspire future work around PLEs. 

 In addition to the literature review, I created a KMS PLE Conjecture Map (See 

Artifact 2, Appendix C), identifying how learning can occur within PLEs. A 

conjecture map is a research design and planning tool that links conjectures (e.g., how 

a researcher believes a learning environment will promote learning) to empirically 

backed research and learning sciences that ultimately support the conjecture 

(Sandoval, 2014). The work of the KMS PLE Conjecture Map informed two parts of 

the KMS PLE Framework: 

¶ Part 8: PLE Common Language  

¶ Part 9: PLE in Action 

The KMS PLE Conjecture Map links specific instructional practices (e.g., 

those present within the KMS PLE Common Language; see Part 8 of the KMS PLE 

Framework) to increased student interest, engagement, satisfaction, agency, and 

ownership of learning (Sandoval, 2014). Furthermore, Part 9 offers educators specific 

examples of what PLEs can look like in different contexts. The contextual examples of 

PLEs in action made available in Part 9 of the KMS PLE Framework were inspired 
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primarily by the literature used to create the KMS PLE Conjecture Map (e.g., Greeno 

& Engeström, 2014; Järvelä & Renninger, 2014; Pellegrino, 2018).  

As a specific example, PLEs endorse the notion of students working on 

different pathways to achieve similar learning objectives (NFAMGR, 2018; 

Rickabaugh, 2016). As educators integrate PLE strategies into their instruction, some 

students will meet learning objectives that others do not, a phenomenon that aligns 

with what Pellegrino (2018) refers to as learning progressions. Educators must 

embrace the notion that students learning in a PLE may pursue different and unique 

learning pathways based on their interests, work at different paces, and demonstrate 

knowledge in various ways. 

The following content-specific examples (in Part 9 of the KMS PLE 

Framework) are concrete illustrations of learner pathways and students pursuing an 

interest. 

¶ Math:  Students choose to work on a learning module within Schoology with 

independent work/recorded videos or work in a teacher group. Math content is 

taught in contexts relevant to students.  

¶ English Language Arts (ELA)  8: Students self-select a novel to read or 

choose a topic for an argumentative essay.  

¶ Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math (STEM): Students determine 

how a drone will solve a problem of personal relevance in their 

home/community OR design a tool/machine to improve a problem of interest.  
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¶ Music: Students express styles of music they would like to learn. Educators 

accommodate studentsô interests and cultural identities.  

Input from the KCSD Design Team  

To inform the design of the KMS PLE Framework beyond the information 

learned from the literature review, I collaborated with the KCSD PLE Design Team: 

KCSDôs Director of Technology Dan Maguire; KCSDôs Director of Teaching and 

Learning Heather Collins; and Dr. Robert Dillon from Advanced Learning 

Partnerships. Maguire was the most integral member in the design of the KMS PLE 

Framework, as he served as the liaison between KCSD, other KCSD schools, and Dr. 

Robert Dillon from ALP. The KCSD Design Teamôs input shaped the following 

components of the KMS PLE Framework: 

¶ Part 5: The History of PLEs at KMS/KCSD  

¶ Part 6: The Full PLE Initiative (Logic Model)  

¶ Part 7: KMS Student Survey and Core 3 + 1  

¶ Part 8: PLE Common Language  

¶ Part 10: The Intersection of PLEs and LinkIT!  

¶ Part 12: Dr. Robert Dillonôs KMS PLE Unit Planning Guide  

¶ Part 13: The Future of Learning in the KCSD: Why PLEs?   

Maguire introduced PLEs in 2018 and was instrumental in every aspect of the 

KMS PLE initiative. Part 5 of the KMS PLE Framework serves as a visual timeline 

that consolidates the efforts behind the KMS PLE initiative since 2018. Part 6 of the 
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KMS PLE Framework identifies the six strategies of the complete KCSD PLE 

initiative, which span beyond the scope of my ELP. Maguire also assisted in designing 

the KMS PLE Pilot, Survey Data Analysis, and Core 3+1 (See Artifact 4, Appendix 

F), which is Part 7 of the KMS PLE Framework. 

The KMS PLE initiative forced a shift away from an antiquated, classroom-

based device allocation model toward a one student to one device allocation model 

(1:1 model) that allowed educators to redesign their learning environments. The 1:1 

model and discussion about PLEs encouraged KMS educators to promote choice, 

encourage pathways, expand access to adaptive learning programs, improve feedback 

to students, encourage students to explore interests and passions, and provide students 

access to materials any time in any location. 

To measure the influence of the KMS PLE Pilot, a research team of KCSD 

educatorsðincluding meðdesigned a student survey to ñassess the hypothesized 

causal effects of a program,ò which is the provision of a PLE (Fraenkel et al., 2015, p. 

14) (See Artifact 4, Appendix F). The research team evaluated whether students 

enrolled in courses taught by educators from the pilot team (i.e., program group) 

reported higher levels of interest, engagement, and satisfaction from their learning 

experiences compared to students in a comparison group that did not experience PLEs 

during the pilot. Analyses suggested that mean differences between groups for 12 of 

14 survey items were statistically significant. The research team concluded that PLEs 

were positively associated with student interest, engagement, and satisfaction. The 

survey items with the three largest effect sizes were used to create the KMS PLE Core 
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3+1 (See Artifact 4). I highlight these student survey results because the Core 3+1 and 

KMS PLE Common Language serve as Parts 7 and 8 of the KMS PLE Framework. 

In Part 10 of the KMS PLE Framework, KCSD educators are presented with 

how data-driven instruction remains an integral PLE component. Rickabaugh (2016) 

highlights several strategies for how educational technology lays a foundation for 

PLEs, such as (a) data management; (b) capturing real-time data; (c) progress 

monitoring; and (d) embedded assessments. Within Part 10 of the KMS PLE 

Framework, the features of LinkIT! are connected to PLEs in a way that shows how 

the tool helps educators personalize learning for students through the lens of data-

driven instruction. 

Part 12 of the KMS PLE Framework features Dr. Robert Dillonôs KMS PLE 

Unit Planning Guide, which is one of the Frameworkôs action-oriented components. 

The KMS PLE Unit Planning Guide is designed to be used by educators as they 

design units and lessons for students. Operating within the scope of DuFour and 

DuFourôs (2013) Four Questions to Drive Learning within a Collaborative Team 

(CT), the KMS PLE Unit Planning Guide asks educators questions to help them 

strategically identify areas where personalization can occur. Examples of such 

questions include: 

¶ How would students say that this series of lessons and the learning that 

emerges is relevant to them and/or the greater community? 

¶ How do studentsô interests and choices influence what they learn?                         

¶ How do studentsô interests and choices influence how they learn the 

concept(s)? 

¶ How do studentsô interests and choices influence where they learn? (Physical 

and Digital Environment)                                                   
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¶ How do studentsô interests and choices influence the ways of showcasing their 

learning? 

¶ What feedback did you, the educator, get from students about this plan? What 

was their reaction? How did it reshape your plans and/or the design of learning 

opportunities? (student voice) 

¶ What other learner paths or paces can students pursue to grow in their 

understanding of concepts? 

¶ What data points will be considered during this series of lessons to design 

personalized learning opportunities for students? (LinkIT!, MAP Data, 

educator observations, formative assessment, conversations, student work 

product) 

¶ Are students aware of the expectations for learning? Have they helped create 

them? Have students established learning goals for this unit of study? 

¶ How does this series of lessons let students go deeper after achieving mastery 

of primary learning? 

¶ Will these lessons create joy and love of learning? Do these learning 

experiences increase the relevancy of what students are learning? How? 

¶ Will these lessons give students more ownership and agency in their learning? 

 

These kinds of questions within the KMS PLE Unit Planning Guide also prompt 

educators to reflect on and identify ways to integrate PLE strategies into the designs of 

their units and lessons. The rest of the KMS PLE Framework provides support to help 

educators make PLEs come to fruition. 

KCSD charted a new path in 2021 when district leaders worked with 

educators, parents, students, and community stakeholders to design a new district 

vision, mission, and core values. Part 13 of the KMS PLE Framework reinforces the 

importance of PLEs in KCSD by highlighting the correlation between what we know 

about PLEs and KCSDôs new vision, mission, and core values. Part 13 illustrates the 

alignment between PLEs and KCSDôs new vision, mission, and core valuesðand 
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demonstrates the type of teaching and learning experience that KCSD envisions for all 

students. 

Input from the KMS ILT  

 In 2020, KMS launched an Instructional Leadership Team (ILT) comprised of 

12 teacher leaders, an instructional coach, the principal, both assistant principals, and a 

school counselor. The KMS ILT completed a self-assessment that served as a 

benchmark for strategic planning and growth for KMS. Next, each ILT analyzed their 

schoolôs achievement, student conduct, and attendance data. The KMS ILT 

brainstormed ways to improve KMS, ultimately settling on creating an Instructional 

and Learning Identity (ILI). The purpose of the ILI was to establish school-wide 

expectations for the types of instruction and learning that defines KMS. The KMS ILI 

is available in Chapter 3.  

As of February 2023, the KMS ILT completed KMSôs ILI, which includes 

extensive PLE strategies and common language. The ILT believed that a school-wide 

initiative is the most appropriate way to realize KMSôs ILI and KCSDôs visionðboth 

of which promote PLEs. The work of the KMS ILT reinforced the following parts of 

the KMS PLE Framework: 

¶ Part 8: PLE Common Language  

¶ Part 9: PLE in Action 

Because of the ILTôs efforts, specific PLE strategies are now part of KMSôs 

ILI, which defines the types of teaching and learning that should occur at KMS. 
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Integrating PLE strategies into the KMS ILI represented a first step towards promoting 

PLE strategies across KMS.  

In conclusion, for this first improvement strategy, I assembled the KMS PLE 

Framework based on a literature review and collaborative efforts with the KCSD 

Design Team and the KMS ILI. In addition, stakeholder perspectives collected 

through focus groups (See Artifact 6, Appendix H) were also instrumental in shaping 

the KMS PLE Framework. Focus groups are explained in the next section with regard 

to implementing my second improvement strategy. 

Results for Improvement Strategy 2ðBetter Understand Stakeholder 

Perspectives of PLEs 

I conducted focus groups to understand better ñthe hypothesized [é] effects of 

a programò (Fraenkel et al., 2015, p. 14). Conducting focus groups allowed me to 

gather student, educator, and parent/guardian perceptions of PLEs, the KMS PLE 

initiative, and the influence of PLEs on student learning. The primary purpose of these 

focus groups was to collect participantsô thoughts and opinions about PLEs and use 

those data to inform the design of KMSôs PLE Framework and the KCSD PLE 

Implementation Plan. 

Focus group participant responses were analyzed using an integrated coding 

scheme that combined deductive and inductive codes (Bradley et al., 2007). Deductive 

codes came from a review of literature and local work with PLEs while inductive 

codes came from participant responses (Bradley et al., 2007). The complete analysis of 

focus group data is available in Artifact 6 (Appendix H). 
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I developed five significant themes based on the data analysis process: 

¶ Theme #1: Interest and Relevancy Matter 

¶ Theme #2: Student Input and Feedback Matter 

¶ Theme #3: Student Choice and Empowerment Matter 

¶ Theme #4: Teacher Autonomy Matters 

¶ Theme #5: Reasons for Caution 

These five themes aligned with what extant literature say about PLEs (See 

Artifact 1, Appendix B). The first four themes also align with many of the statistically 

significant results of the KMS PLE Pilot student survey (See Artifact 4, Appendix F). 

I developed Theme 5 as a direct result of data in the transcripts. 

Analysis of focus group participant responses revealed support for PLEs from 

students, educators, and parents/guardians. Participants also suggested that PLE 

strategies added value to student learning and helped students feel that they matter in 

their journey to succeed. This notion of mattering comports with KCSDôs new vision, 

mission, and core values. 

Focus group findings also aligned with extant literature about PLEs 

specifically (e.g., Rickabaugh, 2016; National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, 

and Medicine, 2018). Moreover, the focus groups reinforced the following parts of the 

KMS PLE Framework: 

¶ Part 13: The Future of Learning in the KCSD: Why PLEs? 
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In sum, my efforts for this second improvement strategy were successful. 

These focus groups allowed me to collect insightful feedback from students, 

educators, and parents to add to what I had learned in the literature review and student 

surveys (See Artifact 4, Appendix F). My third and fourth ELP improvement 

strategies were centered on actionable items, and the work to realize my second 

improvement strategy helped establish the foundation for more practical work around 

PLEs in KCSD.  

Results for Improvement Strategy 3ðCreate Increased Learning Opportunities 

for PLEs 

At the time of my ELP proposal defense in January 2022, PLEs had not been 

endorsed for district-wide implementation. To increase learning opportunities for 

PLEs to eventually be implemented district-wide, my efforts in this improvement 

strategy promoted the availability of a KMS PLE committee and the establishment of 

clear expectations for educator performance within collaborative teams (CTs). Later 

sections expound on these concepts, especially CTs. 

KMS PLE Committee 

The voluntary KMS PLE committee represented an opportunity for educators 

to learn how PLEs could improve student learning. In the past two years, eight 

educators joined the KMS PLE committee in 2021-2022 and 16 educators participated 

in 2022-2023. Although the committee only met five times during each school year, 

educators discussed the successes and challenges of integrating PLE strategies into the 

design of their units and lessons. In other parts of this ELP and artifacts, I use the term 
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organic growth to describe part of the PLE initiative over the last five years. This term 

applies here because the KMS PLE initiative gained popularity without a mandate 

from KMS or KCSD leaders. Educators joined the KMS PLE committee on a 

volunteer basis because they desired to learn more about PLEs and improve their 

practice.  

KMS Collaborative Teams (CTs)  

Organic growth of PLEs also occurred as educators worked collaboratively 

within Professional Learning Communities (PLCs) (DuFour & DuFour, 2013). KMS 

expects educators to participate in weekly collaborative and professional discussions 

about what content is essential within CTs (Stuart et al., 2018). The CT process, which 

encourages sharing resources and instructional strategies, also provided a learning 

opportunity for PLEs. As of the 2022-2023 school year, almost 50% of KMSôs staff 

has, to some extent, participated in the KMS PLE initiative and an increasing number 

of CTs appear to include conversations among educators about strategies to 

personalize learning. A next step is to expand the KMS walk-through tracker to 

identify and track PLE strategies being used within classrooms. Data from the walk-

through tracker would provide evidence of increased PLE strategies into learning 

opportunities.  

In sum, my efforts for the third improvement strategy helped bridge the world 

of academia with real-life. It has been my experience that KCSD educators have had 

great interest in doing what is best for students. The desire to broaden their 

instructional repertoire and involve students in the design of learning fueled educatorsô 
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interests to learn more about PLEs.  My third improvement strategy helped ensure that 

teachers had ample opportunities to discuss PLEs and begin to integrate PLE strategies 

into learning experiences.  

Results for Improvement Strategy 4ðCreate the KCSD PLE Implementation 

Plan 

In December 2022, I adjusted my ELP based on KCSDôs decision to introduce 

PLEs across the district. In November 2022, KCSDôs Director of Teaching and 

Learning Heather Collins, and KCSDôs Director of Technology Dan Maguire 

announced the expansion of PLEs across all grade levels. I adjusted my ELP to 

include the addition of the KCSD PLE Implementation Plan (See Artifact 8, Appendix 

J), which represents the collaborative efforts of KCSD educators, administrators, and 

Dr. Robert Dillon from Advanced Learning Partnerships (ALP) to introduce PLEs 

district-wide. For the purposes of this ELP, the scope of work related to the KCSD 

PLE Implementation Plan occurred between January 2023 and March 2023. For 

perspective, Figure 9 offers a visual representation of the development of the KMS 

PLE initiativeôs timeline since its inception in 2018. 
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Figure 9 Timeline of PLEs at KMS 

As an overview, the KCSD PLE Implementation Plan was designed to promote a 

systems-level view of PLEs that encourages discussion, reflection, risk-taking, 

flexibility, and creativity among KCSDôs educators. The KCSD PLE Implementation 

Plan is centered on several critical components of systemic change (Childress et al., 

2007; Drummond, 2019; Knight, 2021; Rickabaugh, 2016). Furthermore, the KCSD 

PLE Implementation Plan promotes coherence across KCSD by accounting for the 

five aspects of the Public Education Leadership Project at Harvard University (PELP) 

Frameworkða framework produced by faculty members at ñHarvardôs graduate 

schools of business and education in partnership with a network of urban school 

districtsò (Childress et al., 2007, p. 2). The Harvard-based team developed the PELP 

Framework to ñhelp leaders recognize the interdependence of various aspects of their 

school districtðits culture, systems and structures, resources, stakeholder 
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relationships, and environmentðand to understand how they reinforce one another to 

support the implementation of an improvement strategyò (Childress et al., 2007, p. 2). 

The PELP Framework is featured in Figure 10. The KCSD Implementation Plan (See 

Artifact 9, Appendix K) accounts for all aspects of the district outlined in the PELP 

Framework.  

Figure 10 PELP Framework 

 

Source: Childress et al., 2007. 

The KCSD PLE Implementation Plan aims to provide the necessary structure 

and guidance for all KCSD educators to begin integrating PLE strategies into their 

units and lessons starting in March 2023. 
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In sum, my efforts for this fourth improvement strategy represent a large step 

towards the realization of how PLEs could reshape teaching and learning within 

KCSD. Although PLEs have been occurring in limited fashion since 2018, the KCSD 

PLE Implementation Plan is the districtôs action plan to personalize learning for all 

students. 

Progress Towards Improvement Goals 

The work to develop measures and assess progress towards achieving this 

ELPôs three improvement goals outlasts this ELP. For the purposes of this ELP, 

though, I focus progress measures on the degree to which each ELP goal was or will 

be met. Table 6 outlines how progress towards each ELP improvement goal will be 

monitored. Each strategy to monitor or measure improvement goals is coded as (a) 

StatusðComplete; (b) StatusðComplete and On-Going; or (c) StatusðIn Progress. 
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Table 6 Strategies to Monitor and Measure Progress towards ELP Improvement 

Goals 

ELP 

Improvement 

Goal 

Strategies to Monitor 

Improvement Goal 

Strategy to Measure 

Improvement Goal 

ELP 

Improvement 

Goal #1: To better 

inform the design 

of the KMS PLE 

Framework 

 

Å Collaborate with the 

KCSD PLE Design 

Team and KMSôs 

Instructional Leadership 

Team (ILT) to revise the 

KMS PLE Framework 

in an iterative fashion 

(Status ï Complete) 

Å Conduct focus groups 

with KMS students, 

educators, and 

parents/guardians, to 

inform the design of the 

KMS PLE Framework 

(Status ï Complete) 

 

Å Creation of the KMS 

PLE Framework that 

facilitates the integration 

of PLEs for all educators 

(Status ï Complete) 

Å Increased prevalence of 

input from the KCSD 

Design Team, ILT, and 

focus group participants 

in the design of the KMS 

PLE Framework (Status 

ï Complete) 

ELP 

Improvement 

Goal #2: To 

increase PLE 

learning 

opportunities for 

KCSD educators 

Å Monitor conversations in 

KMSôs professional 

learning communities 

(PLCs) and collaborative 

teams (CTs) (Status ï 

Complete and On-

Going) 

Å Create a PLE committee 

to promote opportunities 

for educators to continue 

to learn about PLEs 

(Status ï Complete and 

On-Going 

Å Increased prevalence of 

PLE strategies present in 

CT conversations 

(Status ï In Progress) 

Å Increased dialogue of 

PLEs within PLE 

committee (Status ï 

Complete) 

ELP 

Improvement 

Goal #3: Enhance 

the integration of 

PLE strategies in 

the design of 

lessons, units, and 

student learning 

Å Monitor the use of the 

KMS PLE Framework ï 

specifically the Unit 

Planning Guide (Status 

ï In Progress)  

Å Collaborate with the 

KCSD PLE Design 

Team to design the 

Å Increased use of Unit 

Planning Guide in the 

KMS PLE Framework 

(Status ï In Progress) 

Å Increased professional 

learning sessions for 

KCSD educators as 

described in the KCSD 
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experiences across 

all of KCSD 

KCSD PLE 

Implementation Plan 

(Status ï In Progress) 

Å Design a walk-through 

tracker that will allow 

administrative team 

members to gather data 

about how PLE 

strategies are being used 

in classrooms (Status ï 

In Progress) 

PLE Implementation 

Plan (Status ï In 

Progress) 

Å Increased integration of 

PLE strategies into 

learning experiences, as 

documented via the 

walk-through tracker 

(Status ï In Progress) 

 

Several strategies to monitor and measure improvement goals remain in 

progress, even after completing this ELP. For instance, I continue to work with others 

to develop ways to (a) measure the increased prevalence of PLE strategies present in 

CT conversations; (b) monitor use of the KMS PLE Framework, specifically the Unit 

Planning Guide; and (c) implement a walk-through tracker that will allow 

administrative team members to gather data about how PLE strategies are being used 

in classrooms. 

At KMS, teachers must document CT notes and share them with 

administrators. Each CT populates a template to summarize the teamôs weekly actions. 

Figure 11 shows CTs at KMS required to maintain weekly minutes.  
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Figure 11 Collaborative Team Minutes at KMS 

Figure 12 serves as an example of how teams track their CT work. 
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Figure 12 Collaborative Team Notes for Science 7 

Although expectations for recording essential parts of CT discussions have been 

established, I have yet to dedicate space within the CT template to document the 

integration of PLE strategies. As PLEs are launched district-wide, the CT template 

may be modified to account for the added emphasis on PLEs. 

 Additionally, the KMS ILT has designed a walk-through tracker, which, 

among other elements of instruction, empowers an observer to document PLE 

strategies seen within the classroom during a walk-through. As of this writing, KCSD 

continues to discuss an appropriate strategy for documenting walk-through data. 

Consequently, KMSôs walk-through tracker has yet to be implemented. Figure 13 



 

 

 83 

highlights the portion of KMSôs walk-through tracker designed to document PLE 

strategies observed within classrooms during walk-throughs. 

 

 

Figure 13 KMS Walk-Through Tracker (Portion Designed for PLE Strategies)  

As I further detail in Chapter 5, measuring and assessing progress of 

implementing PLEs throughout KCSD is a collaborative endeavor that will occur over 

the coming years. My efforts with respect to this ELPôs four improvement strategies 

are one aspect of this much larger effort. 

Summary of Results 

I implemented four improvement strategies, which were to (a) design the KMS 

PLE Framework with input from KCSD Design Team, KMS Instructional Leadership 

Team (ILT), and focus groups; (b) better understand stakeholder perspectives of the 



 

 

 84 

KMS PLE initiative; (c) create increased learning opportunities for PLEs; and (d) 

create the KCSD PLE Implementation Plan. 

As the previous sections and forthcoming artifacts suggest, I was successful in 

implementing each of these four improvement strategies. Currently, KCSD has a PLE 

Framework for supporting all educatorsðregardless of grade or content areaðwith 

integrating PLE strategies in their classrooms. The focus groups provided valuable 

perspectives from students, educators, and parents/guardians about the PLE initiative, 

which helped shape other aspects of this work. I successfully increased learning 

opportunities for PLEs at KMS, and more KMS educators have participated in these 

learning opportunities, which better positions KMSðas a schoolðfor continuing to 

implement the PLE initiative over the coming years. Lastly, I adjusted my ELP to 

incorporate the KCSD PLE Implementation Plan to aid the district in launching PLEs 

district-wide, whichðas the next chapter detailsðis the next step with this work. 
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Chapter 5 

REFLECTIONS ON IMPROVEMENT STRATEGY IMPLEMENTATION  

The improvement goals of this Education Leadership Portfolio (ELP) were 

to (a) better inform the design of the Kennett Middle School (KMS) Personalized 

Learning Environment (PLE) Framework; (b) increase PLE learning opportunities for 

Kennett Consolidated School District (KCSD) educators; and (c) enhance the 

integration of PLE strategies in the design of lessons, units, and student learning 

experiences across all of KCSD. 

To achieve my three ELP improvement goals, I implemented four 

improvement strategies: (a) design the KMS PLE Framework with input from the 

KCSD Design Team, KMS Instructional Leadership Team (ILT), and focus groups; 

(b) better understand stakeholder perspectives of the KMS PLE initiative; (c) create 

increased learning opportunities for PLEs; and (d) create the KCSD PLE 

Implementation Plan. 

This chapter discusses the results achieved by implementing my four 

improvement strategies. I begin this chapter with my reflections on each improvement 

strategy followed by providing and discussing more recent data on the areas of 

concern outlined in this ELPôs organizational context section. 

Influence of Overall Approach 

 The overall approach I employed to promote personalized learning 

environments (PLEs) within KMS and, ultimately, KCSD was successful. As a first 

step towards considering this ELPôs influence, it is helpful to revisit key pieces of 
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information about KMS and KCSD outlined in the organizational context section of 

this ELP. During the 2018-19 school year (the year PLEs were first introduced by 

KCSDôs Director of Technology Dan Maguire), KMS had several problematic areas 

that suggested more significant and systemic problems, such as: 

¶ disparities in student conduct responses, honors course enrollments, and 

academic achievement between Hispanic and White students; 

¶ the testimonies of increasingly vocal Hispanic stakeholders as seen on the 

Black Brown Chester County Speak Instagram page; 

¶ disparities in What I Need (WIN) placements between Hispanic and White 

students; 

¶ an antiquated device allocation model that tied devices to classrooms, not 

students; and 

¶ a KCSD mission that focused primarily on academic achievement. 

This ELP focused on the problem that there was too little personalization of 

student learning at KMS. Furthermore, this ELP suggested that the problem of too 

little personalization of student learning was connected to the issues noted above. 

While I recognize that no singular change, initiative, or improvement strategy could 

solve all of these problematic areas, I became increasingly interested in the concept of 

PLEs because I believed they had the potential to address many of these problematic 

issues. In the next sections, I highlight the observed growth in KMS and KCSD since 

the introduction of PLEs and, more specifically, identify what worked as part of this 

ELP. 
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Summary of Work 

A substantial part of this ELP was learning more about PLEs. Completing a 

literature review (See Artifact 1, Appendix B), a PLE conjecture map (See Artifact 2, 

Appendix C), and researching how educational technology can support PLEs (See 

Artifact 5, Appendix G) enhanced my understanding of PLEs in general. Next, we 

(members of the KMS PLE Research Team and Design Team) worked to tailor PLEs 

to the needs of KMS and KCSD students and educators. The KMS PLE Pilot (See 

Artifact 4, Appendix F) served as the introduction of PLEs at KMS. From that pilot 

experience, we developed the KMS PLE Common Language and gained valuable 

insight about PLEs from a student survey (See Artifact 4, Appendix F). 

 A PLE logic model (See Artifact 2, Appendix C) was developed to offer a 

visual representation of how all of a programôs theory (i.e., different components) are 

connected and work towards meeting a programôs long-term goal(s) (Giancola, 2020). 

This kind of logic model fosters cohesion among all the various parts of the KCSD 

PLE initiative. While the logic model is representative of the entire KCSD PLE 

initiative, the scope of my ELP had a narrower focus within the entire initiative. Next, 

Dan Maguire, Dr. Robert Dillon, and I began work on the PLE Framework (See 

Artifact 7, Appendix I) to support educatorsðregardless of grade or content areaðin 

successfully integrating PLE strategies. Next, I conducted focus groups with students, 

educators, and parents/guardians (See Artifact 6, Appendix H) which allowed me to 

gather student, educator, and parent/guardian perceptions of how PLEs may influence 

student learning. The findings from the focus groups informed the design of the KMS 
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PLE Framework (ELP Improvement Strategy 1) and the KCSD PLE Implementation 

Plan (ELP Improvement Strategy 4). 

Three Substantial and Unplanned Influences 

 Since 2018, three substantial influences also paved the way for the expansion 

of PLEs in KCSD. It is important to revisit these events as they were not intended to 

be part of my ELP, yet they each, in some way, facilitated the expansion of PLEs in 

KCSD. 

Influence #1: Change in Leadership and Vision 

In 2019, KCSD experienced a change in leadership and welcomed a new 

superintendent. The new superintendent has vocalized the need for the district to think 

strategically about changes that benefit all KCSD students. KCSDôs new 

superintendent asked questions about (a) achievement disparities, (b) disproportionate 

student conduct data, (c) equity, and (d) opportunity gaps that have historically existed 

in KCSD between Hispanic and White students. In addition, the new superintendent 

encouraged redesigning the districtôs vision, mission, and core values. The districtôs 

new vision, adopted in 2022, attests that every student matters in their journey to 

succeed. This vision also suggests that success can be achieved in ways other than 

high test scores. Empowering students and capitalizing on their interests, passions, and 

voices is at the heart of PLEs. 

Influence #2: The COVID-19 Pandemic and KCSDôs Device Allocation Model 

 Before the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, KCSD used a device allocation 

model that dedicated devices to classrooms, not students. The KMS PLE Pilot (See 
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Artifact 4, Appendix F) served as the districtôs first attempt to learn more about how 

educational technology could enhance PLEs and, in turn, improve student learning. 

Within the pilot, teachers received one device per student, representing KCSDôs first 

steps towards a one student to one device allocation model (1:1 model). However, 

KCSDôs swift actions to navigate the demands of the COVID-19 pandemic resulted in 

the expansion of the 1:1 model to allow for virtual learning. While the COVID-19 

pandemic appears to be becoming endemic as of this writing, the 1:1 model remains 

for KMS and KHSðsetting the foundation for the continued expansion of PLEs in 

KCSD. Though PLEs are not a technology-first initiative, research suggests that 

educational technology is a critical tool for the provision of PLEs (Bingham et al., 

2018). 

The Decision to Expand PLEs District-Wide 

In November 2022, KCSDôs Director of Teaching and Learning Heather 

Collins and KCSDôs Director of Technology, Dan Maguire determined that KCSD 

would begin the expansion of PLEs across all grade levels. At the time of my ELP 

proposal in January 2022, I was surprised to learn about this decision to expand PLEs 

district-wide. As a result of this decision, I adjusted my ELP to include a KCSD PLE 

Implementation Plan (See Artifact 8, Appendix J), which represents the collaborative 

efforts of KCSD educators, administrators, and Dr. Robert Dillon from Advanced 

Learning Partnerships (ALP) to launch PLEs across the district effectively.  

These three substantial influences were not part of my ELP, yet collectively, 

they each helped PLEs climb KCSDôs list of instructional priorities. 
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Reflections on Improvement Strategy Implementation 

 In the following section, I reflect on each of the four improvement strategies of 

this ELP. I specifically reflect on how each improvement strategy was implemented 

and helped achieve this ELPôs improvement goals.  

Improvement Strategy #1: Design the KMS PLE Framework with Input from KCSD 

Design Team, KMS ILT, and Focus Groups.  

As of April 2023, KCSD now has a detailed PLE Framework that will serve as 

a blueprint for educators of all grades to integrate PLE strategies into their designs of 

units and lessons. I am particularly proud of all the resources used in the iterative 

creation of the KMS PLE Framework. A version of the KMS PLE Framework existed 

at the onset of this ELP in January of 2021, and this version was based mainly on a 

review of the literature and limited input from Dan Maguire and Dr. Robert Bob 

Dillon. The value of my first improvement strategy was soliciting feedback from 

educators, experts, students, and parents to better inform the design of the KMS PLE 

Framework.  

I can identify how each group influenced the design of the KMS PLE 

Framework. Maguire is the architect behind the six strategies of the complete KCSD 

PLE initiative, which spans beyond the scope of my ELP. His vision of the KCSD 

PLE initiative is outlined in a logic model in Part 6 of the KMS PLE Framework (See 

Artifact 7, Appendix I), and this logic model shows how all strategies, resources, and 

goals are connected. Next, Dr. Robert Dillon created the KMS PLE Unit Planning 
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Guide, featured in Part 12 of the KMS PLE Framework. The unit planning guide is a 

critical tool that helps educators identify opportunities for personalized learning.  

The KMS ILT designed the KMS Instruction and Learning Identity (ILI) (See 

Figure 8), which serves as a blueprint for the type of teaching and student learning that 

defines KMS. It is important to note, though, that the KMS ILI was created before 

introducing PLEs district-wide (See Artifact 8, Appendix J). Lastly, conducting focus 

groups with students, educators, and parents provided valuable insight into how others 

perceived PLEs. Data from the focus groups reinforced that PLEs help show students 

that their interests, voices, cultures, goals, and perspectives matter (Kallick & Zmuda, 

2017). Focus group data directly influenced Parts 8 (PLE Common Language) and 13 

(The Future of Learning in KCSD) of the KMS PLE Framework.  

Through the process of (a) completing numerous PLE planning sessions with 

Maguire; (b) conducting a KMS PLE Pilot; (c) creating a school-based PLE 

committee; (d) developing a partnership with Dr. Robert Dillon from ALP; (e) 

conducting focus groups with educators, parents, and students; (f) building capacity 

with educational technology during the COVID-19 pandemic; and (g) completing a 

review of literature on PLEs, I was able to synthesize what I learned about PLEs into 

the KMS PLE Framework. The KMS PLE Framework aligns with my first 

improvement goal (better inform the design of the KMS PLE Framework) and my 

third improvement goal (enhance the integration of PLE strategies in the design of 

lessons, units, and student learning experiences across all of KCSD).  
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Improvement Strategy #2: Better Understand Stakeholder Perspectives of the KMS 

PLE Initiative 

 My second improvement strategy centered directly on better understanding 

stakeholder perspectives. To accomplish my second improvement strategy, I relied on 

focus groups with students, educators, and parents (See Artifact 6, Appendix H). In 

summary, the focus groups were successful in providing insight into how these 

stakeholders perceived PLEs. As mentioned in Chapter 4, focus group data developed 

into five themes: 

¶ Theme #1: Interest and Relevancy Matter 

¶ Theme #2: Student Input and Feedback Matter 

¶ Theme #3: Student Choice and Empowerment Matters 

¶ Theme #4: Teacher Autonomy Matters 

¶ Theme #5: Reasons for Caution 

 

These five themes align closely with what the literature says about PLEs (e.g., 

Rickabaugh, 2016; National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, 

2018) (See also Artifact 1, Appendix B). Furthermore, the first four themes align with 

results from the statistical analyses of the KMS PLE Pilot student survey (See Artifact 

4, Appendix F). I enjoyed conducting the focus groups, as participantsô responses 

substantiated what I and others, such as Dan Maguire, believed to be the added value 

of PLEs. Participants identified that PLE strategies added value to student learning and 

helped students recognize that they all matter in their journey to succeed. These 

learnings provided evidence that PLEs can be one way for KCSD to realize its new 

vision. Completing focus groups aligned directly my first improvement goal, which 

was to better inform the design of the KMS PLE Framework. It is one thing for 



 

 

 93 

educators to design and implement something like PLEs and then assess how things 

are going. However, the act of soliciting the input of those experiencing something 

like PLEs and then using their experiences to improve PLEs is an entirely different 

and valuable perspective.  

Improvement Strategy #3: To Create Increased Learning Opportunities for PLEs 

 The most straightforward improvement strategy, Improvement Strategy 3, 

represented a continuation of what KMS did during the COVID-19 pandemic to 

continue allowing for the organic growth of PLEs. To achieve my third improvement 

strategy, I promoted the continuation of the KMS PLE committee, which drew 

voluntary participation from 16 new educators during the 2022-2023 school year. 

 Next, I worked closely with KMS assistant principals Erin Miller and Katie 

King and Delaware Academy of School Leadership (DASL) consultant Dave Santore 

to redesign educator attendance and performance expectations during collaborative 

teams (CTs). CTs are an integral time for educators to learn and grow from one 

another. During CTs, educators who possess knowledge of PLEs shared their ideas, 

plans, and resources with educators who possess different knowledge of PLEs. Figure 

14 shows KMSôs CT weekly schedule. Educators collaborate with subject-area peers 

(e.g., sixth grade math educators) on Mondays and Wednesdays. The schedule in 

Figure 14 operates within the districtôs collective bargaining agreement with educators 

and accomplishes two important things. First, the schedule ensures that educators 

receive their minimum weekly preparation time. Second, the schedule calls for 

educators to participate in CTs several times per week. 
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Mondays Tuesdays Wednesdays Thursdays Fridays 

Grade Level 

Subject Area 

Grade Level 

Team 

Grade Level 

Subject Area 

Flex (Grade 

Level OR 

Subject Area) 

No Team 

Activities 

 

Figure 14 KMS Collaborative Team Weekly Schedule 

My third improvement strategy aligns with my second improvement goal, which was 

increasing PLE learning opportunities for KCSD educators. My third improvement 

strategy also aligns with my third improvement goal, which was to enhance the 

integration of PLE strategies in designing lessons, units, and student learning 

experiences across KCSD. Educators come together to grow collectively within the 

CT schedule in KCSD (DuFour & DuFour, 2013). CTs are where educators work 

together to problem-solve, plan curriculum, divide the workload, and develop a plan 

for student success (DuFour & DuFour, 2013). To reiterate, as of the 2022-2023 

school year, an increasing number of CTs appear to include conversations among 

educators centered on PLE strategies due to almost 50% of the KMS staff having 

some experience with the KMS PLE initiative. 

Improvement Strategy #4:  To Create the KCSD PLE Implementation Plan 

 I adjusted my fourth improvement strategy based on the districtôs decision to 

launch PLEs district-wide. One of the main products of this decision was the KCSD 
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PLE Implementation Plan described, in part, in Artifact 9 (Appendix K). The KCSD 

PLE Implementation Plan exhibits three characteristics that, to me, better position 

KCSD for success. First, the plan is designed to promote a systems-level view of PLEs 

that encourages discussion, reflection, risk-taking, flexibility, and creativity among 

KCSDôs educators. Second, the plan is centered on several critical components of 

systemic change (Childress et al., 2007; Drummond, 2019; Knight, 2021; Rickabaugh, 

2016). Third, the plan promotes coherence across KCSD by accounting for the five 

aspects of the Public Education Leadership Project at Harvard University (PELP) 

Frameworkða framework produced by faculty members at ñHarvardôs graduate 

schools of business and education in partnership with a network of urban school 

districtsò (Childress et al., 2007, p. 2). These three characteristics are important 

because they offer evidence that the KCSD Implementation Plan is designed in a 

thoughtful and intentional manner, ultimately improving the KCSD PLE initiativeôs 

chances of initial and sustained success.  

Creating the KCSD PLE Implementation Plan (See Artifact 8, Appendix J) 

remains an ongoing process as of this writing. My fourth improvement strategy most 

closely aligns with my third improvement goal, which was to enhance the integration 

of PLE strategies in the design of lessons, units, and student learning experiences 

across all of KCSD. The KCSD Implementation Plan represents the realization of my 

third improvement goal, as the PLE initiative will now grow beyond volunteer 

participants.  
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Organizational Changes: Reflecting on Observable Changes Since 2018 

 To determine what worked particularly well about my ELP, I continued to 

reflect on KMS and KCSD since PLEs were introduced in 2018. Table 7 summarizes 

some of the large-scale changes in KCSD since 2018. These changes were instituted 

because new KCSD leaders prioritized different things, including PLEs. To me, the 

contents of Table 7 suggest that PLEs align quite well with the more general direction 

in which KCSD is moving. 
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Table 7 KCSD Large-Scale Changes from 2018-2019 to 2022-2023 

Large-Scale 

Change 

2018-2019 2022-2023 

Device 

Allocation 

Model 

Devices allocated to 

classrooms 

Devices allocated to all students via 

a 1:1 model 

Vision, 

Mission, 

Core Values 

Mission centered on academic 

achievement 

 

KCSD did not have a vision 

or core values 

New vision, mission, and core 

values 

 

Vision promotes the empowerment 

of all students in their journey to 

succeed 

 

Vision does not define success 

Schoology Educators largely unfamiliar 

with Schoology 

KMS educators are proficient with 

Schoology  

PLEs Introduced and met with 

criticism 

KCSD decided to create an 

Implementation Plan for all 

students 

Partnership 

with ALP  

No partnership Established partnership 

Stakeholder 

Input  

Hispanic families participated 

in the APEX program (See 

Organizational Context 

section), but this program 

ended abruptly 

 

Increasingly vocal Hispanic 

stakeholders as seen on the 

Black Brown Chester County 

Speak Instagram page with 

concerns about 

institutionalized racism and 

inequitable practices within 

KCSD and other surrounding 

public-school districts  

 

KCSDôs vision, mission, and core 

values were created with input 

from many stakeholders 

 

KCSD hired a communication 

specialist to ensure information is 

accessible to Spanish-speaking 

families and highlight Hispanic 

studentsô successes and stories 

 

Little to no recent activity on the 

Black Brown Chester County 

Speak Instagram Page, especially 

after KCSD superintendent Dusty 

Blakey met with community 

representatives to discuss concerns 

and draft plans to respond 

appropriately 
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Observed Changes at KMS 

 At the time of my ELP proposal in January 2021, I presented KMS seventh 

grade honors course enrollment by race (2019-2020) (See Table 2) and KMSôs WIN 

course enrollment by race (See Table 3). Next, I provide updated data for KMS honors 

course enrollment (grades 6 to 8) by race and WIN enrollment by race.  

 



 

 

 

Table 8 KMS Grade 7 Honors Course Enrollment by Race in 2019-2020 

 

Name of 

Course 

Total # 

of 

Students 

Enrolled 

Total # of 

Hispanic, 

Black, or 

Multiracial 

Enrolled 

% of 

Hispanic or 

Black of 

Honors 

Enrollment  

Total # 

of White 

Students 

Enrolled 

% of White 

Students of 

Honors 

Enrollment  

Degree of over 

or under-

representation 

of Hispanic 

students in the 

course relative 

to the student 

population 

average 

 

 Degree of over 

or under-

representation 

of White 

students in the 

course relative 

to the student 

population 

average 

 

Algebra 7 30 2 6. 7% 28 93. 3% 
39% 

underrepresented 
 

47% 

overrepresented 

 

Honors 

ELA 7 
77 10 13% 67 87% 

33% 

underrepresented 
 

41% 

overrepresented 

 

Honors 

Science 7 
53 2 3.8% 51 96. 2% 

42% 

underrepresented 
 

50% 

overrepresented 

 

Total 160 14 8.7% 146 91. 3% 
37% 

underrepresented 
 

45% 

overrepresented 

 

9
9 
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 The KMS student population is 44% Hispanic and 49% White for the 2022-

2023 school year. Table 9 presents seventh grade honors course enrollment by race for 

the 2022-2023 school year. The percentage of Hispanic or Black students enrolled in 

honors courses has risen from under 9% in 2021-2022 to over 22% in 2022-2023. 

Table 8 shows the number of seventh grade students enrolled in honors courses at 

KMS during the 2019-2020 school year.  

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Table 9 KMS Grade 7 Honors Course Enrollment by Race in 2022-2023 

 

Name of 

Course 

Total # 

of 

Students 

Enrolled 

Total # of 

Hispanic, 

Black, or 

Multiracial 

Enrolled 

% of 

Hispanic or 

Black of 

Honors 

Enrollment  

Total # 

of White 

Students 

Enrolled 

% of White 

Students of 

Honors 

Enrollment  

Degree of over 

or under-

representation 

of Hispanic 

students in the 

course relative 

to the student 

population 

average 

 

 Degree of over 

or under-

representation 

of White 

students in the 

course relative 

to the student 

population 

average 

 

Algebra 7 41 7 17% 34 82.9% 
27% 

underrepresented 
 

33% 

overrepresented 

 

Honors 

ELA 7 
54 16 29.6% 38 87% 

14% 

underrepresented 
 

38% 

overrepresented 

 

Honors 

Science 7 
48 9 18.75% 39 81.25% 

25% 

underrepresented 
 

32% 

overrepresented 

 

Total 143 32 22.3% 111 77.6% 
22% 

underrepresented 
 

28% 

overrepresented 

 

1
0

1 
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I cannot causally link the implementation of PLEs to an increase in Hispanic or 

Black students in honors courses. PLEs, however, may be one factor that contributed 

to this increase. While KMSôs current course placement practices remain consistent 

with the last several years, more Hispanic and Black students are qualifying for 

honors-level courses as educators build capacity with PLEs and share ideas in CTs. 

Tables 10 and 11 show similar modest improvements in honors enrollments by race 

for sixth and eighth grade students. Of the 445 enrolled students in honors courses in 

grades 6 to 8, there are 100 Hispanic or Black students (22.4%) for the 2022-2023 

school year, which is a sizeable increase from the 2021-2022 seventh grade data 

(8.7%). 



 

 

 

Table 10 KMS Sixth Grade Honors Course Enrollment by Race in 2022-2023 

 

Name of 

Course 

Total # 

of 

Students 

Enrolled 

Total # of 

Hispanic, 

Black, or 

Multiracial 

Enrolled 

% of 

Hispanic or 

Black of 

Honors 

Enrollment  

Total # 

of White 

Students 

Enrolled 

% of White 

Students of 

Honors 

Enrollment  

Degree of over 

or under-

representation 

of Hispanic 

students in the 

course relative 

to the student 

population 

average 

 Degree of over 

or under-

representation 

of White 

students in the 

course relative 

to the student 

population 

average 

Accelerated 

Math 6 
53 14 26.4% 39 73.5% 

18% 

underrepresented 
 

24% 

overrepresented 

 

Honors 

ELA 6 
54 13 24% 41 75.9% 

20% 

underrepresented 
 

27% 

overrepresented 

 

Total 107 27 25.2% 80 74.7% 
19% 

underrepresented 
 

25% 

overrepresented 

 

 

  

1
0

3 



 

 

 

Table 11 KMS Eighth Grade Honors Course Enrollment by Race in 2022-2023 

 

Name of Course Total # 

of 

Students 

Enrolled 

Total # of 

Hispanic, 

Black, or 

Multiracial 

Enrolled 

% of 

Hispanic 

or Black of 

Honors 

Enrollment  

Total # 

of White 

Students 

Enrolled 

% of 

White 

Students of 

Honors 

Enrollment  

Degree of over 

or under-

representation 

of Hispanic 

students in the 

course relative 

to the student 

population 

average 

 

 Degree of over 

or under-

representation 

of White 

students in the 

course relative 

to the student 

population 

average 

 

Algebra/Geometry 85 23 27% 62 74.6% 
17% 

underrepresented 
 

26% 

overrepresented 

 

Honors ELA 8 44 5 11.3% 39 88.6% 
33% 

underrepresented 
 

40% 

overrepresented 

 

Honors Science 8 66 13 19.6% 53 80.3% 
24% 

underrepresented 
 

31% 

overrepresented 

 

Total 195 41 21% 154 78.9% 
23% 

underrepresented 
 

30% 

overrepresented 

 

 

1
0

4 
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Table 12 shows that KMS has unfortunately not experienced a substantial shift 

in WIN enrollments by student race since January 2021. It is important to note that 

KMS discontinued the WIN English Language Development (ELD) course and began 

enrolling all ELD newcomer and intermediate students in a WIN math course. This 

programmatic change resulted in a substantial increase of 82 Hispanic students 

enrolled in WIN math. Without this change, KMSôs WIN enrollments would better 

represent the student population, and such efforts to address this issue will occur after 

this ELP. 
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Table 12 KMSôs WIN Course Enrollment Numbers by Race 2022-2023 

 
Course Number of 

Students 

Enrolled in 

2021-2022 

Number of 

Students 

enrolled in 

2022-2023 

Total # of 

Hispanic 

Students 

enrolled 

in 2021-

2022  

Total # of 

Hispanic 

Students 

enrolled 

in 2022-

2023 

Total # of 

White or 

other 

Race of 

Students 

enrolled 

in 2021-

2022  

Total # of 

White or 

other 

Race of 

Students 

enrolled 

in 2022-

2023 

WIN English 

Language 

Arts 1 

56 29 (-27) 45 26 11 3 

WIN English 

Language 

Arts 2 

57 18 (-39) 42 2 15 11 

WIN English 

Language 

Arts 3 

n/a 25 n/a 18 n/a 7 

WIN 

Executive 

Functioning  

32 42 (+7) 4 14 28 28 

WIN 

Individual 

Support 

28 28 13 18 15 10 

WIN Resource 47 67 (+20) 28 43 19 24 

WIN  

Science 8 

19 9 (-10) 15 5 4 4 

WIN Math 31 113 

(+82) 

25 99 6 14 

WIN English 

Language 

Development 

28 n/a 28 n/a 0 n/a 

Total Number 

/ Percent of 

WIN 

Enrollment 

298 

(100%) 

331 

(+33) 

(100%) 

200 

(67%) 

225 

(68%) 

98  

(33%) 

101 

(31%) 
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Reflecting on the Overall Approach 

 

 Based on the results described in Chapter 4 and the considerations in this 

chapter, I am proud of the overall approach I took to implement all four of this ELPôs 

improvement strategies. Perhaps most importantly, the work of this ELP has 

broadened my understanding of organizational change. Specifically, I continuously 

viewed the PLE initiative through the lens of Harvard Universityôs Public Education 

Leadership Project (PELP) Framework, which serves to ñhelp leaders recognize the 

interdependence of various aspects of their school districtðits culture, systems and 

structures, resources, stakeholder relationships, and environmentðand to understand 

how they reinforce one another to support the implementation of an improvement 

strategyò (Childress et al., 2007, p. 2). Channeling my ELP work through the lens of 

the PELP Framework helped me realize that effective educational leaders prioritize all 

elements of the PELP Frameworkðstakeholders, systems, culture, structure, and 

resources. Implementation of PLEs across KCSD requires reallocation of district 

resources (e.g., funds for Chromebooks, time for professional development), 

encourages collaboration with multiple stakeholders (e.g., KCSD PLE Design Team, 

focus groups), and benefits from a renewed vision (e.g., change in the culture of an 

organization). The PELP Framework helps ensure the success of an initiative by way 

of organizational cohesion, or as KCSDôs new superintendent would call it, aligning 

your resources with your vision. 
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Summary 

Based on this evidence, I submit that all three of this ELPôs improvement goals 

have been achieved. Throughout the ELP process, I made two adjustments based on 

contextual developments. First, I included the KCSD PLE Implementation Plan (See 

Artifact 8, Appendix J), which was a much more practical application of PLE 

information compared to my previously proposed online flex course. When KCSD 

decided to launch PLEs district-wide, there was no longer a need for an optional 

online flex course. Second, KCSD has been working to realize its new vision by 

focusing on increased communication. To highlight the elements of PLEs, I created a 

PLE infographic and website (See Artifact 9) to make information about PLEs more 

accessible to the general public. This infographic and website took the place of my 

previously proposed white paper, which I assert would have had less of a potential 

reach than the infographic and website. 

Recommendations for Future Work 

KCSD is in an excellent position to continue the integration of PLEs district-

wide, and to maintain the momentum with these efforts, I offer three recommendations 

for future work. First, the Implementation Plan should continue to be developed. I 

recommend emphasizing through district communications (e.g., messages to families, 

agendas for curriculum committee presentations, contextual examples on the districtôs 

website) how PLEs align with the districtôs vision, mission, and core values. In 

addition, KCSD should emphasize that test scores (e.g., PSSAs and Keystone exams) 
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will not be the singular measure of how the district defines student success. By 

broadening the definition of student success, it becomes apparent that KCSDôs vision, 

mission, and core values align with PLEs. As recently as April of 2023, district leaders 

are continuing conversations on how success for one student can be defined differently 

than success for another student. I recommend that KCSD also deliver a consistent 

message that acknowledges the importance and value of test scores while proclaiming 

that success extends beyond those test scores. The district cannot allow test scores to 

be the sole measure of determining whether or not KCSD students and schools are 

successful. 

Second, KCSD should be vocal and explicit in defining and outlining the 

desired learning experience for its students. In more concrete terms, I recommend that 

KCSD district-level leaders describe how students and parents will be valued and 

empowered in the learning process. Examples of how KCSD can describe the value 

and empowerment of students are: 

¶ In KCSD, educators aim to identify and expand on studentsô interests and 

passions as educators design units and lessons during the school year. 

¶ In KCSD, educators ask students what is and is not working with respect to 

learning experiences in classrooms. This feedback is then used by educators 

when designing units and lessons during the school year. 

¶ At KMS and KHS, students are empowered to choose courses and degree 

programs of interest. 
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o At KMS: Students choose preferred cycles classes from 15-course 

offerings. 

o At KHS: Students may enroll in preferred degree programs (e.g., 

business administration, real estate and tourism, education, media 

communications, coding, and computer science). 

Stuart et al. (2018) highlight that ñall too often the idea of personalization [of 

learning] is vague and unclear, leaving administrators, educators, parents, and most 

importantly, students without a focused understanding and directionò (p. 26). Specific 

examples of PLEs, like those shared previously (e.g., student choice, degree 

programs), seek to address this vagueness and lack of clarity, especially with respect 

to how PLEs can be evaluated (Zhang et al., 2020). To give life to the PLE initiative, I 

recommend that KCSD highlight examples of educators successfully integrating PLE 

strategies into the design of their units and lessons.  

Third and finally, KCSD should develop and implement more precise 

strategies to monitor and measure the influence of PLEs. PLEs are implemented 

differently in each classroom, so monitoring and measuring PLEs can be a challenge. 

It is important to remember that Shemshack and Spector (2020) concluded that ñ(a) 

adaptive instruction; (b) blended instruction; (c) differentiation; (d) customized 

instruction; (e) individualized learning; (f) adaptive learning; (g) proactive supports; 

and (h) real-world connections are all hallmarks of good personalized learningò (p. 6). 

Due to the complexity of PLEs, KCSD should iteratively revisit and refine the PLE 

Common Language to clearly define what PLE could and should look like in KCSD. 



 

 

 111 

To prevent PLEs from becoming the next district initiative that is abandoned 

with little evaluation or explanation (e.g., Apex Program, SIOP), the KCSD Design 

Team and KCSD district-level leaders must identify (a) the desired outcomes of PLEs; 

(b) how the KCSD Design Team plans to monitor work related to PLE 

implementation; and (c) how the influence of PLEs will be measured. Within the 

scope of my ELP, I ensured that each improvement strategy was monitored and 

measured (See Chapter 4). On that note, I recommend the KCSD PLE Design Team 

create a similar table to measure and monitor the KCSD PLE Implementation Planôs 

goals and strategies. 
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Chapter 6 

REFLECTIONS ON LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT  

Completing the work of this Education Leadership Portfolio (ELP) greatly 

advanced my understanding of personalized learning environments (PLEs). More 

importantly, the Ed.D. in Educational Leadership program at the University of 

Delaware (UD) has helped me grow as a researcher, writer, thinker, problem solver, 

and leader. As the principal of Kennett Middle School (KMS), it is critical that I work 

to ensure that our school is an ideal place for all students to be valued, supported, and 

challenged. In this chapter, I chronicle my development as a scholar, problem solver, 

and partner.  

Development as a Scholar 

I begin this reflection by acknowledging a shift in how I have come to interpret 

what it means to be a scholar. The term scholar can be defined as ña person who 

studies an academic subject and knows a lot about itò (HarperCollins, 2013, para. 1). 

After completing the Ed.D. program, I have adopted a much more practical 

interpretation of the term scholar. I have reclaimed that term as a practitioner scholar. 

To me, the true value of UDôs Ed.D. program is the focus on the practical application 

of research to oneôs current organizational context. I met dozens of scholars 

throughout my program of study at UD. While the courses brought us together, our 

individual organizational contexts required us to grow individually as practitioner 

scholars. In moments where I lacked the drive to work as a scholar, I found myself 
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immensely motivated as the leader of KMS. This practical element of the work of 

UDôs Ed.D. program kept me continuously focused and engaged. 

As a scholar, I felt highly supported by UD faculty throughout the Ed.D. 

program. While I am not an individual who naturally enjoys the process of conducting 

research, I place tremendous value on academic learning that is highly applicable to 

my work as an educational leader. Completing the Ed.D. programôs courses helped me 

become a better consumer of educational research. More specifically, my ability to 

locate context-specific and generalizable research along with understanding, 

evaluating, and potentially making practical use of the findings from that research has 

grown exponentially. 

EDUC 828: Research in Education Decision Making was an eye-opening 

course in the Ed.D. program. As a scholar, this course challenged me to root a problem 

in contextual evidence and create an evidenced-based research proposal about how I 

would address that problem. This course was the first in the Ed.D. program where I 

started to really see how my leadership, creativity, and problem-solving required a 

degree of proficiency as a practitioner scholar.  

In addition, I appreciated the opportunity to develop as a practitioner scholar in 

EDUC 897: Curriculum Planning and Design, EDUC 815: Design of Learning 

Environments, EDUC 880: ELP I, and EDUC 881: ELP II. In EDUC 897, I 

synthesized several state level policies and synthesized the researchôs influence on 

district-level curricula. I made recommendations for enhancements to curricula based 

on reviewed research and state policies. In EDUC 815, I was introduced to the field of 
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learning sciences. I was able to connect the latest research in learning sciences to 

explain how learning could occur within PLEs. Lastly, the heaviest lift of the Ed.D. 

program was the development of the ELP proposal and a literature review of PLEs, 

which occurred in EDUC 880 and EDUC 881. To create the ELP proposal, I began 

with providing an understanding of my organizational context and role. I then 

formulated a problem statement, improvement goals, and improvement strategies 

based, in part, on research and, in part, on the context in which I conducted this ELPôs 

work. Completing EDUC 880 and EDUC 881 helped me better comprehend the 

importance of applying research to organizational problems. I have gained much 

respect for practical scholarship and being a practitioner scholar as a result of the 

Ed.D. program. 

Development as a Problem Solver 

Completing the ELP has enhanced my problem-solving abilities in several 

ways. Indeed, learning to view problems through the Public Education Leadership 

Project (PELP) at Harvard University has broadened my problem-solving perspectives 

(Childress et al., 2007). Changing a system is not a simple task. This ELP taught me to 

(a) keep students at the center of the work; (b) use research to inform and support 

ideas; (c) embrace collaborative over individual work; (d) establish and work towards 

clear improvement goals and strategies; (e) align those improvement goals and 

strategies with an ambitious vision; and (f) advocate for what I believe matters most.  

Many courses in the Ed.D. program challenged me to identify and address a 

problem that was highly relevant to my organizational context of Kennett Middle 
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School (KMS). First, the importance of rooting a problem in research data was 

continuously reinforced. In EDUC 827: Analysis of Secondary Data for Decision 

Making, I wrote a problem statement based on contextual data. In EDUC 818: 

Educational Technology Foundations, I relied on research to substantiate the work of 

PLEs through the lenses of goals, learning theory, leadership, tools, accountability, 

professional practice, risks and obstacles, and accessibility. Next, in EDUC 863: 

Program Evaluation in Education, I learned the practices of effectively measuring, 

monitoring, and evaluating a program, which provided an excellent foundation for 

applying evaluation methodology to the design and study of PLEs. A consistent theme 

within the Ed.D. program is establishing alignment between a problem, proposed 

improvement goals and strategies, and efforts to measure and monitor improvement 

effortsðand I was able to put this theme into practice to start solving the problem of 

improving the personalization of learning in KMS and the Kennett Consolidated 

School District (KCSD). 

Development as a Partner 

One of my favorite courses in the Ed.D. program was EDUC 839: Education 

Policy and Governance because of the courseôs practical nature. In EDUC 839, I 

compiled a list of policy actorsðindividuals involved to some degree in the creation 

or implementation of a policyðon a topic other than PLEs. I found the work of listing 

the different policy actors and their unique roles to be highly informative for my later 

work on this ELPôs design, specifically gathering feedback from stakeholders in KMS 

and KCSD. A takeaway from EDUC 839 is thatðmore often than notðmany 
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individuals have influenced an idea or policy before that idea or policy ever makes its 

way into schools. The change process often entails knowing the right people who are 

in positions to advocate for change at the district, county, state, or federal level.  

The content of EDUC 839 was reinforced in EDUC 891: Organizational 

Problem Analysis and Planning in Education. In EDUC 891, I spent substantial time 

learning how to frame and reframe a problem, which Bolman and Deal (2008) suggest 

ñrequires an ability to think about situations in more than one wayò (p. 6). Problems 

within an organization are often difficult to bring into focus because ñorganizations 

are filled with people who have their own interpretations of what is and should be 

happening. Each version contains a glimmer of truth, but each is a product of the 

prejudices and blind spots of its makerò (Bolman & Deal, 2008, p. 19). 

As a partner, I have learned that every voice matters in the process of 

proposing, implementing, and monitoring change. I better know the value of using 

different frames to gather perspectives from different individuals, and which 

ultimately can better help me address an issue. Throughout my ELP, I collaborated 

with dozens of individuals, from other school-level leaders, educators, and consultants 

to students, parents, and professors. Being an effective partner also means holding 

myself accountable for being knowledgeable about my work, timely with completing 

my work, and respectful of others and their input in my work. Moreover, it is 

important that I, as a partner, establish and maintain trust. Healthy partnerships can 

promote organizational cohesion, which was consistently reinforced in EDUC 879: 

Summer Internship (Childress et al., 2007). 
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Final Thoughts 

The thought that continues to resonate with me as I complete UDôs Ed.D. 

program is one of appreciation and gratitude for the faculty members who have helped 

me along the way. This feeling likely stems from my role as an educational leader, in 

which I consistently emphasize the importance of educators developing rapport with 

students. I would not have completed the Ed.D. program without the support of many 

faculty members. I chose a challenging topic for my ELP, and the faculty members 

challenged me to reflect on and better define the problem and improvement strategies 

in ways that were clear and rooted in rigorous research. These faculty members set 

high expectations for my performance as a practitioner scholar, problem-solver, and 

partnerðand their support throughout my time in the Ed.D. program never wavered. 

I have no doubt that the knowledge and skills I gained from the Ed.D. program 

will be applicable beyond the context of this ELP. I firmly believe that I have 

improved my organizational context by completing this ELP, but the Ed.D. programôs 

influence on my overall leadership will extend far beyond this document. Thanks to 

the Ed.D. program, the perspectives I use to consider organizational problems have 

broadened tremendously. I know that systematic improvements require many moving 

parts, include many voices, and take time. Decisions cannot be made in isolation. I 

feel exponentially more prepared to diagnose a problem, collaborate to develop an 

improvement plan to address the problem, implement that improvement plan, and 

evaluate initiatives. Indeed, as a direct result of completing UDôs Ed.D. program, I 
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consider myself to be a significantly improved practitioner scholar, problem-solver, 

and partner. For that, most of all, I am forever grateful. 
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Appendix A 

KMSôS COMPLETE 2020 STW REPORT 

 

Final Report 

Ten members of the Pennsylvania Don Eichhorn Schools: Schools to Watch (STW) 

panel had the opportunity to virtually visit Kennett Middle School (KMS) on 

December 15 and 16, 2020. All site team members had the opportunity to record their 

comments and observations on a Google Form that we used to help develop this 

report. We held group meetings on the 15th and 16th via the Pennsylvania Association 

of Middle Level Education (PAMLE) Zoom account to discuss our observations. We 

met with the following groups throughout the day on the 16th.  

1. Encore Educators 

2. A group of sixth, seventh, and eighth grade students 

3. Sixth grade educators 

4. Central Office staff members 

5. Guidance Counselor 

6. Seventh grade educators 

7. Support staff members 

8. A mixture of parents representing each grade level, having students attending 

school 5 days/week, virtual and parents of both Learning support and regular 

education students.  

9. Eighth grade educators 
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10. Building administrators 

On the 15th, we were able to observe virtual classrooms throughout the day via the 

schoolôs Google Meets account. At the end of each day our visitation team met to 

discuss our findings, listing both areas of perceived strengths as well as areas to 

consider as the school continues on their trajectory of success. Understanding that 

since this was a virtual site visit, our team was not able to get into every classroom in 

the building and talk with both students and staff throughout the day. Not having that 

physical site visit, we felt that we would not be able to successfully complete the 

rubric as well as a listing of our strengths and considerations. Therefore, we have 

listed what we observed as strengths and considerations by domain. You will see that 

some of the observations were listed in multiple domains. Our site visit team then 

finalized the following report.  

Category #1: Academic Excellence 

Strengths 

1. What I Need (WIN) classes were extremely personalized and carefully 

planned to meet the needs of the individual students involved.  

2. Classroom educators used a good variety of educational technology tools to 

enhance student experiences in the remote classroom.  

3. KMS is effectively using professional learning communities (PLC) to ensure 

that educators remain focused on student learning and success.  

4. Kennett Educators are highly engaging and seem to understand and respond 

to their learners needs in real time.  
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5. Materials pickup success allows students to use hard copy materials in their 

learning.  

6. Educators made several connections across the disciplines to reinforce 

important concepts and assist students in thinking critically.  

7. Educators insert real-life applications of lessons wherever possible that helps 

to keep students engaged and makes learning relevant.  

8. The administration developed a well-planned, solid, consistent instructional 

plan that supports the entire school community in response to the COVID-19 

pandemic.  

9. The KMS Personalized Learning Environment initiative has continued to 

grow to improve student choice.  

10. The ungraded WIN program has expanded to provide extra support to students 

in their CORE classes as well as world languages.  

11. The Clever platform provides easy and equitable access to all technology 

programs used district-wide by students, families, and staff.  

12. The school understands and practices that diversity is an integral part of the 

curriculum and NOT just part of a special awareness month or time of the year.  

Considerations 

1. Consider the expansion of utilizing the technology tools at your disposal to 

develop personalized learning experiences more deeply for students to increase 

differentiation.  
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2. Consider providing additional professional learning to the staff concerning 

teaching in the block that correlates with brain research.  

Category #2: Developmental Responsiveness 

Strengths 

1. WIN classes were extremely personalized and carefully planned to meet 

the needs of the individual students involved.  

2. KMS is effectively using PLCs to ensure that educators remain focused on 

student learning and success.  

3. The WIN program, with its embedded focus on executive functioning, is an 

exceptional resource for middle level students. In addition, it addresses one 

of the typically underdeveloped developmental skills for the age group.  

4. Community partnerships are strong and well developed. Students learn and 

understand they can make important contributions to their community, as 

evidenced by their Cancer Awareness Activities and the Giving Garden.  

5. Materials selected by educators are based on topics of high interest to middle 

level students.  

6. Kennett Educators are highly engaging and seem to understand and respond 

to their learners needs in real time.  

7. Materials pickup success allows students to use hard copy materials in their 

learning.  

8. Educators seem to respect and know all students well and are responsive to 

all their needs.  
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9. Educators insert real-life applications of lessons wherever possible that helps 

to keep students engaged and makes learning relevant.  

10. The PRIDE program provides a place and time for every student to connect 

with educators and each other in a personal, non-academic mode.  

11. The promotional videos created by administration were very student friendly, 

caring, and provided valuable information to both students and parents.  

12. The school and staff are commended for continuing to offer After the Bell 

virtually for all students as well as to support the efforts of the Garage.  

13.  The school has strong leadership who value and appreciate the entire staff.  

14. The administration developed a well-planned, solid, consistent instructional 

plan that supports the entire school community in response to the COVID-19 

pandemic.  

15. The KMS  Personalized Learning Environment initiative has continued to 

grow to improve student choice.  

16. The ungraded WIN program has expanded to provide extra support to students 

in their CORE classes as well as world languages.  

17. The respect shown to students by staff is evident through the student 

reflections.  

18. Students appreciate and use the PRIDE period in a variety of ways, including 

personal, academic and social growth.  

19. All essential communication is bilingual to ensure equity in reaching families.  
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20. All students have access to devices via the 1:1 model, connectivity and support 

provided by the district in both English and Spanish.  

21. The School Counseling Program has continued to make significant growth. 

KMS follows (American School Counselors Association) ASCAôs suggestions 

for developmentally responsive programs featuring advocacy, leadership, and 

strong activities designed to be fully inclusive.  

22. The school understands and practices that diversity is an integral part of the 

curriculum and NOT just part of a special awareness month or time of the year.  

23. School administrators have effectively built strong relationships that foster a 

positive climate and culture with all stakeholders.  

24. The faculty and staff are actively and meaningfully engaged with the school 

community and have developed many strong partnerships.  

Considerations 

1. Consider continuing to develop and implement the KMS  Personalized 

Learning Environment  initiative throughout all the programs within the 

school.  

2. Consider plans for the KMS Counseling Department to submit an application 

for ASCAôs RAMP recognition.  

3. Consider providing additional professional learning to the staff concerning 

teaching in the block that correlates with brain research.  

4. Consider creating more opportunities in the classroom that promote additional 

socialization for all students. 
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Category #3: Social Equity 

Strengths 

1. The WIN program, with its embedded focus on executive functioning, is an 

exceptional resource for middle level students. In addition, it addresses one 

of the typically underdeveloped developmental skills for the age group.  

2. The Summer Academy offered to incoming sixth graders who are identified 

as having potential barriers to success, is an excellent way to offer expanded 

transition services for students who need more time to adjust to the higher 

expectations of middle school.  

3. Educators seem to respect and know all students well and are responsive to 

all their needs.  

4. During these difficult times, all the educators were extremely sensitive to the 

needs of the students and continually monitored their progress.  

5. The PRIDE program provides a place and time for every student to connect 

with educators and each other in a personal, non-academic mode.  

6. The school hired a much-needed family/home liaison to increase 

communication between staff and families.  

7. All essential communication is bilingual to ensure equity in reaching families.  

8. All students have access to devices via the 1:1 model, connectivity and support 

provided by the district in both English and Spanish.  

9. The Clever platform provides easy and equitable access to all technology 

programs used district-wide by students, families, and staff.  
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10. The school understands and practices that diversity is an integral part of the 

curriculum and NOT just part of a special awareness month or time of the year.  

Considerations 

1. Consider plans for the KMS Counseling Department to submit an application 

for ASCAôs RAMP recognition.  

Category #4: Organizational Structures and Processes 

Strengths 

1. Community partnerships are strong and well developed. Students learn and 

understand they can make important contributions to their community, as 

evidenced by their Cancer Awareness Activities and the Giving Garden.  

2. The Kennett staff seems to have a strong process in place for identifying 

challenges in functional areas, forming a diverse committee to analyze the 

situation and lead the adoption of a strong evidence-based intervention to 

eliminate or resolve challenges.  

3. It is admirable that the administration placed enough value on common 

planning time that it was able to be maintained in spite of the budget cuts and 

the change to block scheduling necessitated by COVID restrictions.  

4. The promotional videos created by administration were very student friendly, 

caring, and provided valuable information to both students and parents.  

5. The administration developed a well-planned, solid, consistent instructional 

plan that supports the entire school community in response to the COVID-19 

pandemic.  
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6. All students have access to devices via the 1:1 model, connectivity and support 

provided by the district in both English and Spanish.  

7. Adequate time given to staff development to ensure systematic rollout of new 

technology is successful and uniform.  

8. The Clever platform provides easy and equitable access to all technology 

programs used district-wide by students, families, and staff.  

9. The School Counseling Program has continued to make significant growth. 

KMS follows ASCAôs suggestions for developmentally responsive programs 

featuring advocacy, leadership, and strong activities designed to be fully 

inclusive.  

10. School administrators have effectively built strong relationships that foster a 

positive climate and culture with all stakeholders.  

11. The faculty and staff are actively and meaningfully engaged with the school 

community and have developed many strong partnerships.  

Considerations 

1. Consider continuing the development and implementation of a plan for the 

cycleôs educators transitioning back to the classroom after the COVID-19 

pandemic.  

2. Consider continuing to develop and implement the KMS Personalized 

Learning Environment  initiative throughout all the programs within the 

school.  
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3. Consider plans for the KMS Counseling Department to submit an application 

for ASCAôs RAMP recognition.  

Final Comments 

Based on our virtual site visit, we all agreed that Kennett Middle School should be Re-

designated for the third time as a Pennsylvania Don Eichhorn Schools: Schools to 

Watch. Congratulations to Lorenzo DeAngelis, Erin Miller, Jacob Moore, and their 

staff and community for this Schools to Watch recognition. We want to thank the 

entire Kennett community for their hospitality throughout our two-day site visit! 
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Appendix B 

ARTIFACT 1ðLITERATURE REVIEW  

Introduction  

 This artifact presents a literature review of personalized learning environments 

(PLEs). This literature review is organized into sections. First, an overview of PLEs 

compared to differentiated instruction highlights considerable differences between the 

two concepts. Several definitions, models, and frameworks of PLEs are provided to 

demonstrate the variance among PLEs. Next, this review discusses how PLEs are 

increasingly integrated into schools, frameworks, and policies. A literature synthesis 

identifies overarching commonalities among various PLE definitions, models, and 

frameworks supported by empirical research. Understanding the variations within 

PLEs can inform schoolsô decisions regarding integrating PLEs into their context. This 

literature review supports the notion that successful integration of PLEs positively 

influences studentsô levels of interest, engagement, satisfaction, agency, and overall 

learningðaddressing the need for the Problem Statement section of the Education 

Leadership Portfolio (ELP).  

 This literature review aims to identify commonalities within existing PLE 

definitions, frameworks, and models and use those commonalities in an argumentative 

fashion to support the strategic integration of PLEs at Kennett Middle School (KMS). 

A synthesis of available literature will be used to inform the design of the KMS PLE 

Framework. Keywords and phrases used to search for and select the literature 

presented in this review are (a) personalized learning environment(s), (b) adaptive 
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software, (c) student interest, (d) student agency, (e) student ownership of learning, (f) 

student choice, (g) learner pathways, (h) equity, (i) differentiation, (j) student 

engagement, (k) student satisfaction in learning, (l) one student to one device 

allocation models, and (m) educator and student co-creation of learning. I reviewed 

several textbooks and references from the Educational Research Guide at the 

University of Delaware, DELCAT Discovery, Google Scholar, and the Review of 

Educational Research (SAGE Journals). The outcome of this literature review will be 

the identification of overarching commonalities that exist across various PLE 

definitions, frameworks, and models to serve as the foundation for KMSôs PLE 

Framework, which will also be shaped by (a) partnerships with Robert Dillon of 

Advanced Learning Partnerships (ALP); (b) Dan Maguire; (c) student and parent focus 

groups; (d) the iterative work of the KMS PLE Pilot Team and KMS PLE Research 

Team; (e) the Schools To Watch (STW) evaluation rubric and STW panel feedback; 

and (f) the KMS Instructional Leadership Team (ILT). Table 13 presents the reader 

with the acronyms used in this literature review and the ELP.  
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Table 13 Acronyms used in PLE Literature Review 

 

Acronym Full Term  

ALP Advanced Learning Partnerships 

ASCA American School Counselor Association 

ASCD Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development 

ALEKS Assessment and Learning in Knowledge Spaces 

KMS BSC Balanced Score Card (Kennett Middle School) 

CT Collaborative Team 

CESA Cooperative Educational Service Agency 

DASL Delaware Academy for School Leadership 

DOK Depth of Knowledge 

ELA English Language Arts 

ELL English Language Learner 

ELP Education Leadership Portfolio 

ELD English Language Development 

ES Effect Size 

ESSA Every Student Succeeds Act 

IPI Institute for Personalized Learning 

ILI  Instruction and Learning Identity 

ILT Instructional Leadership Team 

iNACOL International Association for K-12 Online Learning 

LMS Learning Management System 

LEA Local Education Agency 

KCSD Kennett Consolidated School District 

KMS Kennett Middle School 

MAP The Measure of Academic Progress 

NWEA Northwest Evaluation Association  

PTO Parent-Teacher Organization 

PACP Pennsylvania Consolidated Plan 

PL Personalized Learning 

PLC Professional Learning Community 

PLE Personalized Learning Environment 

PAMLE Pennsylvania Middle-Level Educators Association 

PRIDE Personal responsibility, Respect, Integrity, Dedication, and 

Excellence 

PSSA Pennsylvania State System of Assessment 

PVAAS Pennsylvania Value-Added Assessment System 

RAMP Recognized ASCA Model Program 

RAND Research and Development 

STEM Science Technology Engineering, and Mathematics 

STW Schools to Watch 
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SIOP Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol 

SEL Social-Emotional Learning 

SS Social Studies 

SMART Goals Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, and Time-

Bound Goals 

TIS Technology Integration Specialist                                                  

UDL Universal Design for Learning 

WIN What I Need (Intervention Courses) 

WIDA World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment 

1:1 model One to One Student to Device Allocation Model 

 

 

PLEs vs. Differentiation  

 Differentiation is commonly used as an instructional strategy to reach various 

learners. This literature review section highlights the critical differences between 

differentiation and PLEs. Bray and McClaskey (2010) attest that differentiation is a 

more educator-centered approach to learning, whereas PLEs are more student-

centered. Bray and McClaskey (2016) compare PLEs with differentiation and, in 

doing so, highlight some considerable differences. Educators may design student 

learning opportunities or pathways in a differentiated classroom and assign students to 

complete them accordingly. Personalization can occur by allowing students to choose 

learning pathways or influence the design of learning pathways (Kallick & Zmuda, 

2017; Office of Educational Technology, 2017). For example, consider students in an 

ELA course working towards mastery of the standard for the authorôs purpose. The 

educators can construct several pathways based on genre or author race and allow 

students to choose which pathway they would like to experience. This simple practice 

empowers students to work towards mastery of the same standard while learning from 
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relevant and interesting perspectives. The educator may solicit student input before 

designing the pathways to explore identified interests and curiosities.  

Conversely, in a differentiated model, the educator may assign different 

pathways for students to complete based solely on abilities. Students generally would 

not have a choice over their designated pathway, nor would feedback from students be 

used to inform and shape learning experiences (Bray & McClaskey, 2016). 

Differentiation promotes students working on different pathways as designed and 

assigned fully by the educator. In contrast, PLEs promote students working on 

different pathways that are (a) chosen by students; (b) designed with input from 

students; (c) afford students opportunities to explore interests that may arise along 

their journey of learning; (d) encourage educators to provide personalized feedback to 

individual students; and (e) afford student flexibility in how learning occurs and how 

mastery is demonstrated.  

 Table 14 outlines Bray and McClaskeyôs (2016) comparison of personalization 

and differentiation.  
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Table 14 Personalization vs. Differentiation 

 

Personalization Differentiation  

Starts with the learner Starts with groups of learners 

Connects with interests, passions, and 

aspirations 

Adjusts to learning needs of groups of 

learners 

Learners actively participate in the 

design of their learning 

Explicit instruction based upon the 

learning needs of groups of learners 

Learners have a voice and choice on 

what they learn 

Teachers create or adapt instruction and 

choose roles for learners based on 

different needs of learners 

Different objectives for each learner Same objectives for groups of learners 

Learner selects appropriate technology 

and resources to support their learning 

Technology and resources are selected 

to support the learning needs of groups 

or learner  

Learners build a network of peers, 

experts, teachers, and paraprofessionals 

to guide and support their learning 

Learners are reliant on the guidance of 

teachers to support their learning 

Competency-based models where the 

learner demonstrates mastery 

Based on Carnegie unit (seat time) and 

grade level 

Assessment AS learning Assessment FOR learning 

Teachers develop capacity to create 

independent learners who set goals, 

monitor progress, and reflect on learning 

and summative assessments based on 

student mastery 

Assessment involves time-based testing 

and teachers provide feedback to 

advance learning.  

Source: (Bray & McClaskey, 2016) 

 The predominant theme of comparing differentiation and PLEs lies in students 

being at the center of learning. Shemshack and Spector (2020) conclude that ñ(a) 

adaptive instruction; (b) blended instruction; (c) differentiation; (d) customized 

instruction; (e) individualized learning; (f) adaptive learning; (g) proactive supports; 

and (h) real-world connections are all hallmarks of good personalized learningò (p. 6). 

In addition to PLEs incorporating these strategies, PLEs are generally about giving 
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students a degree of control over their learning (Basham et al., 2016; Shemshack & 

Spector, 2020), which is absent in differentiation.  

PLE Overview - Varying Definitions, Models, and Frameworks 

 In the book How People Learn: Brain, Mind, Experience, and School, 

Bransford et al. (2000) identify that ñat different points in history, scholars have 

worried that formal educational environments have been better at selecting talent than 

developing itò (p. 5). The era of standardized testing quickly changed the mindsets of 

many educators and fueled the conversation about how best to reach all students. 

Bransford et al. (2000) assert that ñthere is no universal best teaching practiceò to 

reach all learners (p. 22). Rather than asking which teaching practice(s) works best for 

students, perhaps educators should be more concerned about which student learning 

opportunities each student needs to grow and experience success. This notion assigns 

value to the concept of PLEs.  

 In 2015, the RAND Corporation published a study that measured the influence 

of PLEs on 11,000 elementary and middle school students across 62 schools (Pane et 

al., 2015). The study found considerable variation in the degree of adoption of PLE 

strategies. More commonly adopted strategies were extensions of existing 

instructional practices, such as increased individualized support. In contrast, others 

that required more considerable scale change, like competency-based learning, were 

less common. Researchers identified several commonly observed practices that fall 

within the scope of PLEs, such as (a) educators using multiple data points to drive 

instructional decisions; (b) educators and students working together to personalize 
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learning goals; (c) incorporation of project-based learning where students were given 

choice and creativity was valued; (d) adoption of a 1:1 model; and (e) an emphasis on 

tracking individual progress and growth. Through achievement analyses, Pane et al. 

(2015) found ñpositive effects on student mathematics and reading performance and 

that the lowest-performing students made substantial gains relative to their peersò (p. 

8). This research promises that PLEs are an effective strategy to reach diverse learners, 

yet it illuminates some of the challenges associated with the complexity of large-scale 

PLE implementation.  

 There is a diverse understanding of what PLEs are and how they can be 

evaluated (Zhang et al., 2020). Stuart et al. (2018) highlight that ñall too often the idea 

of personalization is vague and unclear, leaving administrators, educators, parents, and 

most importantly, students without a focused understanding and directionò (p. 26). 

Consensus regarding a universally accepted definition of personalized learning is 

lacking (Boniger et al., 2019; Zhang et al., 2020) and creates confusion and 

misunderstandings among researchers and practitioners. Table 15 consolidates 

definitions or primary components of personalized learning from several researchers 

or institutions.  
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Table 15 Varying Definitions or Primary Components of Personalized Learning 

 

Author or 

Institution  

Definition or Primary Components of Personalized 

Learning 

United States 

Department of 

Education  

Personalized learning is a student experience where the 

pace of learning and instructional approach are optimized 

for the needs of each student. Standards-aligned learning 

objectives, instructional approaches, and instructional 

content (and its sequencing) may all vary based on learner 

needs and interests. Learning activities are meaningful and 

relevant to learners, driven by their interests and past 

performance, and are often self-initiated or self-selected 

(Office of Educational Technology, 2018, para. 1).  

LEAP Innovations: 

Learning Framework 

for Personalized 

Learning 

Personalized learning is an approach to learning and 

teaching built on the idea that, in this day and age, every 

studentôs learning experience can and should be holistic and 

tailored to fit and empower that student as an individual. 

Centering learnersô educational experiences around their 

specific needs, strengths, and interests, personalized 

learning fundamentally inverts the traditional ñone-size-fits 

allò classroom model (2021, p.3).  

Aurora Institute 

 

Personalized learning is tailoring learning for each studentôs 

strengths, needs and interests ð including enabling student 

voice and choice in what, how, when, and where they learn 

ð to provide flexibility and support to ensure mastery of 

the highest standards possible. In contrast to one-size-fits-

all traditional education models, personalized learning 

empowers and engages both teachers and students as they 

design learning goals and pathways for students to meet 

college- and career-ready standards. Personalized learning 

helps teachers and students build strong relationships and 

provides students with rigorous, customized options (Frost 

et al., 2020, p. 1). 

Gates Foundation and 

other philanthropies 

and partners  

¶ Competency-based progression 

¶ Flexible learning environments 

¶ Personal learning paths 

¶ Learner profiles (Pane et al., 2015) 

Glossary of Ed 

Reform  

The term personalized learning, or personalization, refers to 

a diverse variety of educational programs, learning 

experiences, instructional approaches, and academic-

support strategies intended to address the distinct learning 
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needs, interests, aspirations, and cultural backgrounds of 

individual students (Great Schools Partnership, 2015, para. 

1).  

 

Table 15 is a partial list of all available PLE definitions, as many other 

definitions exist. Zhang et al. (2020) report that a lack of consistency in existing PLE 

models and frameworks and conceptualizations creates ñconfusion and 

misunderstandingò for educators and researchers alike (p. 10). Despite varying 

definitions, models, and frameworks of PLEs, the concept of PLEs is primarily built 

on altering (or personalizing) curriculum, instruction, learning paths, and modes of 

assessment based on student input, abilities, interests, and needs (Basham et al., 2016; 

Bray & McClaskey, 2016). PLEs reexamine how schools use instructional time, 

employ instructional space, and value student input, interests, and roles to make 

student learning more engaging and relevant (Bray & McClaskey, 2016; Office of 

Educational Technology, 2017).  

 Within the various definitions of PLEs, educators can better meet studentsô 

needs by focusing less on teaching and more on student learning. PLEs generally 

invite students to participate in the planning process, explore interests, choose or 

construct their own pathways for student learning, and select how they will show 

mastery when applicable. PLEs also promote student agency, which manifests in 

students taking a more active role in the planning process and being afforded 

opportunities to explore interests. On the other hand, educators provide choices and 

multiple pathways for students and allow students to demonstrate their understanding 
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in various ways (Pane et al., 2015). Increased flexibility and independence are 

common themes across various definitions of personalized learning.  

Integration of PLEs into Policies, Frameworks, and Schools  

 PLEs have experienced a significant increase in attention over the last decade 

due to the increasingly diverse needs of students, the push for more equitable and 

culturally responsive practices in education, and advancements in educational 

technology to assist in the personalization of learning (Penuel & Johnson, 2016). Both 

public and private groups have driven the advancement of PLEs. Brass and Lynch 

(2020) point out that technology philanthropists, venture capital firms, and 

corporations such as the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, Pearsonôs MyLab, IXL, 

and Summit Learning have contributed ñbillions of dollars into personalized learning 

platformsò (p. 3). Irrefutably, many companies and organizations stand to benefit 

financially from integrating their adaptive software programs that claim to personalize 

learning automatically for students.  

In addition, several state agencies have contributed significantly to advancing 

our understanding of PLEs. Rickabaugh (2016) reports that the Cooperative 

Educational Service Agency (CESA) funded and established the Institute for 

Personalized Learning (IPI) to ñprovide research and support, and develop a working 

model for personalized learningò (p. ix) in Southeastern Wisconsin school districts. 

Under the leadership of Tim Gavigan, the IPI created the Honeycomb Model for 

personalized learning which Figure 15 features.  
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Figure 15 Honeycomb Model of Personalized Learning  

 

Source: (Rickabaugh, 2016).  

 

 The three core components of the Honeycomb Model are learner profiles, 

customized learning paths, and proficiency-based progress. The Honeycomb Model 

encompasses a variety of sub-components of personalized learning that connect to the 

three core components. The creators of the Honeycomb Model urge educators to build 

capacity with personalized learning one component at a time, beginning with the three 

core components (Rickabaugh, 2016).  
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The concept of personalized learning is mentioned in several federal education 

initiatives, such as Race to the Top and Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) (ESSA, 

2015; Office of Educational Technology, 2017; United States Department of 

Education [USDE], 2013). Race to the Top (USDE, 2013) labeled personalized 

learning an ñabsolute priorityò (p. 3) and challenged schools to submit applications to 

demonstrate ñcoherently and comprehensivelyò (p. 6) how the school (or district) 

planned to create PLEs to improve learning for all students. In addition, the 

Pennsylvania Don Eichhorn Schools To Watch evaluation rubric for school evaluation 

endorses personalized learning as an effective instructional strategy to reach all 

learners (NFAMGR, 2085). Per the STW evaluation rubric, evidence of successful 

PLEs includes the following: 

¶ The staff creates a personalized environment that supports each studentôs 

intellectual, ethical, social, and physical development;  

¶ Pedagogy reflects and uses the uniqueness of each learner relative to brain 

research, learning styles/modalities, and temperaments;  

¶ Students are provided with multiple opportunities to explore topics of interest;  

¶ All students have access to interest-based courses, activities, or opportunities;  

¶ Students have multiple opportunities to succeed and receive extra help as 

needed (NFAMGR, 2018, pp. 1-5).  

In December 2020, KMS was proudly designated as a Pennsylvania STW for 

the fourth time. Based on the STW panelôs observations of classrooms where PLE 

strategies were observed, along with testimonies of the educators that included 
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mentions of the successful integration of various PLE strategies, the STW panel 

strongly urged the advancement of the KMS PLE initiative at KMS.  

Overarching Commonalities Among PLE Definitions, Models, and Frameworks 

 The most powerful statement regarding the concept of PLEs is that they ought 

to be considered an umbrella under which many student-centered practices fit (Kallick 

& Zmuda, 2017). As such, defining what constitutes PLEs is critical in evaluating the 

effectiveness of PLEs against the improvement goals of the particular institution 

(ESSA, 2015; Zhang et al., 2020). In addition to the definitions provided in Table 15, 

the National Education Technology Plan defines Personalized Learning (Office of 

Educational Technology, 2017) as: 

Instruction in which the pace of learning and the instructional approach are 

optimized for the needs of each learner. Learning objectives, instructional 

approaches, and instructional content (and its sequencing) may all vary based 

on learner needs. In addition, learning activities are meaningful and relevant to 

learners, driven by their interests, and often self-initiated. (p. 9) 

 

Howton (2017) defines personalized learning as ñthe purposeful design of 

blended instruction to combine face-to-face teaching, technology-assisted instruction, 

and student-to-student collaboration to leverage each studentôs learning style and 

interests for deeper learningò (para. 3). Subtle variances exist between researchers and 

institutions regarding their respective PLE definitions, models, and frameworks. In 

general, the theories of student learning that support PLEs are primarily aligned. In 

subsequent sections of this literature review, I align common themes, referred to as 

overarching commonalities, that emerged from a synthesis of PLE models and 

empirical research. I connect overarching commonalities and KMSôs PLE initiative to 
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substantiate the design of KMSôs PLE Framework. Subsequent sections of this 

literature review are organized into five broad commonalities that span various PLE 

definitions, models, and frameworks and the empirical research supporting the 

commonalityôs effectiveness. These commonalities were briefly introduced in the 

Problem Statement of this ELP.  

Commonality #1: Students Participate in the Design of Learning via Co-

Creation, Voice, Choice, and Agency 

 In PLEs, students are invited to assume more ownership of learning than in a 

traditional educator-centered instruction model (Zhang et al., 2020). Stuart et al. 

(2018) urge that student voice and choice be used in a structured, educator-supported 

manner. Within a PLE, the educatorôs role shifts from instructor to learning partner, 

thrusting more ownership of learning onto students. Educators may incorporate 

feedback (voice) into the design of pathways or facilitate student-led projects and 

discussions (Zhang et al., 2020). An added layer of personalization occurs when 

educators invite students to explore their interests, curiosities, and passions through 

the lens of course content. For example, a student learning essential function of 

Google Sheets may be working towards mastery of this platform by tracking data 

relevant to themselves. One student may track sports data for the school, while another 

may work with data from a family business.  

 PLEs invite the co-creation of learning with students (Kallick & Zmuda, 2017; 

Rickabaugh, 2016; Stuart et al., 2018). Many schools operate within Professional 

Learning Communities (PLCs) driven by four critical questions about teaching, 
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assessment, and student learning. In contrast to the four teacher-centered questions, 

Stuart et al. (2018) provide four revised questions to represent the four critical 

questions of PLCs through the lens of students, which are featured in Table 16.  

Table 16 Shift in Thinking from Teacher-Focused to Student-Focused Learning 

 

Teacher-Focused Learning 

 

Student-Focused Language 

 

What do we want students to know and 

be able to do? 

What do I want to learn and be able to 

do? 

How will we know students have 

learned it and are able to do it? 

What evidence will I provide to 

demonstrate that I have learned it? 

How will we respond if students do not 

learn it or are not able to do it? 

What strategies will I use if I get stuck 

or am not making progress in my 

learning? 

How will we respond if students are 

already proficient to deepen their 

learning? 

What strategies will I use to deepen or 

personalize my learning?  

Source: (Stuart et al., 2018, p. 76).  

 

 Stuart et al. (2018) emphasize that the co-creation of student learning requires 

educators to re-think and rephrase the four questions that drive PLCs within a PLE. 

Soliciting feedback and engaging students in conversations encourages them to engage 

as co-creators of student learning. As students become more proficient with this 

process, greater agency and independence can be transferred to students as they 

progress through upper grades (Bray & McClaskey, 2016). Empowering students in 

this manner has positively influenced student achievement on local assessments, state-

level standardized math and ELA assessments, and better-prepared students for the 

demands of the workforce (Bray & McClaskey, 2016; Pane et al., 2015).  
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Commonality #2: Customized Student Learning Pathways, Learner Profiles, 

Learner Goals, Ownership, Engagement, and Independence  

 The work outlined in Commonality 1 paves the way for Commonality 2, which 

entails allowing students to have greater agency (i.e., making choices about and 

having more significant influence) in what is learned and how it is learned. In a more 

traditional, educator-centered learning model, educators generally decide how students 

learn, what they learn, how much time they have to learn, and whether it has been 

learned (Rickabaugh, 2016). A differentiated classroom would have students working 

on several tasks, albeit all assigned by the educator. Bray and McClaskey (2016) 

advocate for creating and maintaining a learner profile to document each studentôs 

strengths, challenges, preferences, needs, interests, talents, passions, and reflections on 

learning and self. Personalized learner profiles manifest within the classroom as 

students explore their interests, work towards personal goals, and develop 

personalized action plans for learning. Learning is primarily based on learner profiles 

rather than educator-centered instruction.  

 Examples of such choices could be students selecting their college or career 

pathway at KHS (explained in more detail in a later section), establishing and working 

towards personalized learning goals, and demonstrating greater independence. 

DeMink-Carthew et al. (2017) establish three elements of personalized learning, 

which are: 

1. Connects learning with interests, talents, passions, and aspirations; 

2. [A student] actively participates in the design of their learning; and 
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3. [A student] owns and is responsible for their learning that includes their voice 

and choice on how and what they learn (p. 7). 

An analysis of approaches to goal setting in middle grades produces a strong 

correlation between interest, skill-driven co-design of learning, and all three elements 

of PLEs mentioned here (DeMink-Carthew et al., 2017). The main takeaway from the 

research by DeMink-Carthew et al. (2017) is that goal setting is important in the 

design of PLEs models and frameworks.  

 Bray and McClaskey (2016) endorse a more structured strategy that entails 

students completing a series of activities to identify their interests, passions, strengths, 

and weaknesses and ultimately used to develop personalized learning plans. Learner 

profile templates challenge students to map out their goals, supports that will be 

needed, checkpoints (e.g., formative assessments), learning timelines, evidence of 

student learning or mastery, and a statement of relevancy regarding a college, career, 

or citizenship goal. The learner profile templates that personalize learning are created 

through the lens of Universal Design for Learning (UDL). The central idea behind 

personalized learning plans and learner profile templates is that students maintain 

significantly more ownership and agency in their learning than in a traditional 

educator-centered instruction model. Educators may use studentsô personalized 

learning plans to facilitate student learning, provide personalized feedback, monitor 

progress, and learn alongside the student.  

 Järvelä and Renninger (2014) identify that ñlearners with developed interest 

are ready to engage deeply with the content and to master higher-level skills, but at the 
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same time, those with less interest need to be supportedò (p. 669). Students are 

heterogeneously grouped intentionally in many courses at KMS, making for a diverse 

group of learners. PLEs, endorse the idea that students can arrive at the same learning 

outcome by taking different pathways or arrive at entirely different learning outcomes, 

which is also entirely acceptable. Courses bound by non-negotiable state standards and 

subject to standardized assessments may benefit from having students arrive at the 

same outcome (learning standard) by taking different pathways (e.g., different 

pathways in ELA that all focus on the authorôs purpose). Elective courses that afford 

students and educators considerably more flexibility in the ówhatô and óhowô of 

student learning (e.g., non-tested areas and cycles courses) serve as excellent settings 

for students to work towards mastery of different learning outcomes driven by 

studentsô interests, goals, and passions. KMSôs PLE Framework will seek to build 

capacity among educators to integrate PLE strategies to the best degree possible while 

maintaining compliance with required state standardsðwhich will result in PLEs 

looking different in each course.  

Commonality #3: Harness the Power of Educational TechnologyðDevice 

Accessibility, Integrated Data Management, Targeted Support, Saving Time, and 

Improved Efficiency 

 Childress et al. (2007) emphasize that allocating sufficient financial resources 

is vital to ensuring that all students can participate in an initiative such as PLEs. The 

National Education Technology Plan (Office of Educational Technology, 2017) states 

that PLEs are a means to ñafford historically disadvantaged students greater equityò 
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(p. 9). Students cannot reap the benefits of educational technology without sufficient 

access. Though PLEs are not a technology-first initiative, research suggests that 

educational technology is a critical tool for the provision of PLEs (Bingham et al., 

2018). The advancement of educational technologyðspecifically, LMSs that manage 

content better and support the provision of individual learning pathwaysðhas inspired 

many researchers and instructional leaders to explore the potential benefits of PLEs 

(Rickabaugh, 2016). Penuel and Johnson (2016) identify that educators and 

researchers alike discover that PLEs ñgenerally rely on digital technology and 

encompass a range of strategies, such as developing learner profiles with 

individualized goals and using data to provide personalized learning paths in which 

students have choiceò (p. 1).  

 Although Rickabaugh (2016) highlights that educational technology alone has 

not been proven to increase student learning, both he and Bingham et al. (2018) stress 

that PLEs cannot be scaled without the effective use of educational technology. These 

assertions provide further evidence that PLEs benefit from the strategic use of 

educational technology to enhance learning. Still, the provision of PLEs is not reliant 

solely on educational technology integration. Nathan and Sawyer (2014) identify that 

educational technology can ñpresent phenomena [in a way] that are accessible, 

engaging, and yet not overwhelming to studentsò (p. 34). Educators and students can 

use educational technology to make content more accessible, especially for English 

language learners or students with room for academic improvement. Integration of 

educational technology that encourages students to explore interests, pursue passions, 
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and use adaptive software to drive student learning represents how PLE strategies can 

re-design the traditional educator-centered learning environment.  

 Rickabaugh (2016) highlights several strategies for how educational 

technology lays a foundation for PLEs: (a) data management; (b) capturing real-time 

data; (c) progress monitoring; and (d) embedded assessments. Educators can use 

electronic assessments, employ data programs to identify if students need additional 

help, and create a plan (perhaps even with students) to support them. Furthermore, the 

advancement of educational technology, specifically LMSs that manage content better 

and support the provision of individual learning pathways, has made the delivery of 

PLEs more possible now than ever before. Educators can make personalized content 

accessible anywhere and at any time for students. Student data analytics programs, 

such as LinkIT!  and assessment data included in Schoology reports and programs like 

IXL,  Assessment and Learning and Knowledge Spaces (ALEKS), ClassKick, and 

Kahoot, provide educators with instantaneous feedback that can be immediately 

integrated to drive instruction based on student needs and interests. The time once 

dedicated to retrieving and summarizing data can now be shifted to applying the data 

to personalize learning opportunities and feedback for students (Office of Educational 

Technology, 2017).  

Commonality #4: Exploring Interests, Discovering Different Perspectives, and 

Self-Discovery 

The National Education Technology Plan (Office of Educational Technology, 

2017) explains that educational technology empowers students to practice the 
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exploration of interests. However, exploring interests can be integrated into student 

learning experiences without educational technology. As an example, Bustamante et 

al. (2019) describe an initiative called Learning Landscapes that ñmarries the fields of 

urban design and developmental science to bring playful learning opportunities to 

places where children and families spend timeò (p. 1). Bustamante et al. (2019) 

conclude that Learning Landscapes has transformed various common areas like 

ñparks, bus stops, grocery stores, and other public places into venues for playful 

learning interactionsò (p. 1). Learning Landscapes offers promising evidence related 

to childrenôs early development through reimaging the design and purpose of public 

spaces and encouraging interaction, meaningful dialogue, and engagement with the 

environment. Similarly, PLEs offer promising evidence associated with increased 

interest, engagement, and satisfaction in the classroom simply by redesigning 

elements of the learning environment that alter how students experience school and 

learning (Bustamante et al., 2019).  

Rickabaugh (2016) highlights additional student-centered features made 

possible by educational technology, such as (a) increased communication and 

feedback; (b) empowering students to discover additional content and new 

perspectives; (c) self-discovery; (d) promoting anytime-anywhere learning; and (e) 

peer collaboration. In general, PLE models and frameworks empower students to 

access information from sources other than the educator. Kallick and Zmuda (2017) 

conclude that educational technology affords students access to content and 

perspectives beyond what can generally be provided in a traditional classroom. 
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Learning within PLEs encourages students to learn from new perspectives, explore 

interests, and discover their own learning. PLEs also encourage students to embrace 

the how and why of what they are learning (Kallick & Zmuda, 2017; Stuart et al., 

2018). As outlined in the ELP, Senior Research Fellow at the Learning Policy Institute 

Tony Wagner (2015) voiced that the purpose of education is to engage students with 

their passions and a growing sense of purpose, teach them critical skills needed for 

career and citizenship, and inspire them to do their very best to make their world 

better. He emphasized the importance of engagement, passion, purpose, critical skills, 

and inspiration. He also highlighted that studentsô subject matter will forever be 

changing, but the ability to think, reason, and innovate will always be required. PLEs 

promote this type of shift in education. Wagner challenged educators to become 

advocates for what matters most, highlighting the need for students to think critically, 

collaborate, and be invited to participate in their own educational journeys as co-

architects. In a democratic society, citizens can make choices and express their views. 

PLEs suggest that these freedoms should also be provided to all students within 

schools. PLEs nurture an environment where cultural and ideological differences are 

accepted and celebrated. The formation of ideologies and understanding of self is 

present in many PLE definitions, models, and frameworks.  

Commonality #5: Authentic Relationships 

 Public school systems in the United States generally promote student 

competitiveness to drive academic achievement (Good et al., 2010). This value 

contradicts research indicating that Hispanic students are more driven by quality 
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relationships with educators than a competitive learning environment (Good et al., 

2010). Herrenkohl and Polman (2018) highlight that learning sciences emphasize a 

more ñhuman science viewò of schooling where educators rethink what knowledge is 

important and encourage the incorporation of ñmotivation, emotion, values, and 

purposesò into the design of learning (p. 109). Because KMS serves a diverse student 

population with varying values, goals, and cultural identities, it becomes profoundly 

important to design learning environments that do not privilege or prioritize one group 

of students over another.  

The shift towards successful integration of personalized learning strategies 

begins with leaders. Khalifa et al. (2016) highlight that culturally responsive school 

leaders encourage educators to promote inclusive practices that let historically 

marginalized populations know they truly matter. For these reasons, PLEs at KMS 

prioritize building relationships with students so educators know studentsô values, 

goals, and cultural identities. Bell et al. (2017) encourage a redesign of learning 

environments to be more ñinclusive, expansive, and equitableò for all students (p. 

369). Bell et al. (2017) highlight how studentsô lived experiences can drastically 

influence their development and learning. Schools should engage all students in ways 

that help them develop identities as learners and generate new interests and passions. 

Educators must design learning experiences that students perceive as relevant to their 

lives (Bell et al., 2017). Blankstein et al. (2016) report that: 

 In the United States, political correctness often causes people to shy away from 

open and honest conversations regarding diversity, that is, disabilities, age, 
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gender, ethnicityéAs a result of our nationôs history, perhaps there is no topic 

of discussion more sensitive or polarizing than race. (p. 241)  

 

 Blankstein et al. (2016) highlight why some school systems avoid discussions 

about race and education. Conversely, KCSD leaders prioritize conversations about 

race and quality relationships with all students. KCSD has begun several faculty book 

studies about loss aversion to help discover underlying misconceptions, forces, 

prejudices, and implicit biases that influence teaching and learning (Brafman & 

Brafman, 2008; Singleton, 2014;). With the achievement and opportunity gaps that 

persist within KMS and the United States, urgent action is needed. PLEs challenge 

educators to get to know students personally and establish partnerships in the student 

learning process. The extant research on personalized learning indicates that 

prioritizing quality relationships with students drives increased learning for all 

students (Kallick & Zmuda, 2017; Office of Educational Technology, 2018). Given 

these assertions, it is vital for educators to engage in conversations and reflect on our 

individual beliefs and our organizational processes to identify how we, as educators 

and leaders, can break down barriers for students (Stuart et al., 2018). PLEs emphasize 

the importance of authentic relationships and encourage educators to stop trying to 

make students fit into boxes designed by us or reach for goals established by 

educators.  

Major Takeaways from Literature  

Bolman and Deal (2008) highlight that ñorganizations work best when 

rationality prevails over personal agendasò (p. 47). Educators must set aside personal 
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agendas and begin personalizing learning for students. PLEs show all students that 

their interests, voices, cultures, goals, and perspectives legitimately matter (Bolman & 

Deal, 2008). PLEs encourage students to view issues from perspectives educators may 

not otherwise provide. While learning within PLEs, students do not passively 

participate as they may in an educator-centered model of instruction. Within PLEs, 

educators benefit from the latest educational technology by saving time, gaining more 

insight into studentsô levels of mastery, and facilitating personalized learning 

experiences. Students benefit from the strategic integration of educational technology 

through targeted student learning experiences, increased accessibility of content, and 

access to much more (personalized) information (Boniger et al., 2019).  

A significant factor in the provision of successful PLEs is maximizing 

educational technology integration to best support student learning. Barbour et al. 

(2017) highlight the need for educators and leaders to be given adequate professional 

development and time to build capacity with educational technology and learn how to 

best integrate it into instruction. Bingham et al. (2018) emphasize that providing 

educators and students access to educational technology does not automatically result 

in the provision of PLEs. When identifying how to best promote PLEs and the 

integration of educational technology in schools, Basham et al. (2016) share that 

ñcurrent research supports the idea that a more systems-level focus on curriculum, 

environment, pedagogic, school culture, and personnel development is also neededò 

(p. 135). The strategic approach described by Basham et al. (2016) contrasts with the 

actions of many schools, equipping educators and students with devices and relying 
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solely on educational technology and adaptive software before educators and students 

develop adequate capacity.  

Conclusion 

In sum, the extant literature suggests tremendous value associated with the 

integration of PLEs, yet concurrently identifies barriers to implementation and 

challenges related to the evaluation of KMS PLE initiatives. Sawyer (2014) recognizes 

that ñthe ideal progress of a project is to begin by developing an educational 

innovation using an iterative design process that involves frequent evaluation in real-

world settingséand then to scale up the innovationò to a broader environment (p. 22). 

Integrating PLE practices across an entire school will require careful and strategic 

planning to ensure educators have adequate capacity. Zhang et al. (2020) conclude that 

determining the most influential components of PLEs will require decades of research. 

Gross and DeArmond (2018) urge leaders to recognize that conceptual clarity, specific 

examples, and professional development are needed to scale PLEs from theory to 

action.  

To reiterate, the improvement goals of this ELP were (a) to better inform the 

design of the KMS PLE Framework; (b) to increase PLE learning opportunities for 

KCSD educators; and (c) to enhance the integration of PLE strategies in the design of 

lessons, units, and student learning experiences across all of KCSD. KMS has 

employed an iterative approach, as Sawyer (2014) described, seeking to frequently 

evaluate components of its own PLE Framework before determining whether to scale 

the initiative school-wide. The PLE pilot sought to determine if the integration of PLE 
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strategies positively influenced studentsô levels of interest, engagement, satisfaction, 

agency, and overall student learningðultimately addressing the more significant, 

more ambiguous problem described in the ELP. This literature review supports the 

theory that PLEs can positively influence studentsô levels of interest, satisfaction, 

engagement, agency, and overall student learning.  

Given this review of the literature and my experiences with PLEs at KMS, 

increasing opportunities for educators to learn and integrate PLE strategies into 

teaching and student learning opportunities will positively influence the ambiguous 

problem outlined in the problem statement of this ELP. Based on this literature, KMS 

must (a) be clear about defining what PLEs are; (b) provide sufficient time and 

resources for educators and students to build capacity; (c) prioritize PLE strategies 

over rigid curricula; and (d) continue to be responsive to the needs, interests, values, 

cultures, and goals of our students.  

  



 

 

 162 

References 

Barbour, M. K., Grzebyk, T. Q., Grant, M. M., & Siko, J. (2017). The Challenges of 

Integrating Mobile Technology in the Classroom Examining an iPad 

Professional Development Project. Journal on School Educational 

Technology, 12(3), 22-33.  

Basham, J. D., Hall, T. E., Carter Jr, R. A., & Stahl, W. M. (2016). An operationalized 

understanding of personalized learning. Journal of Special Education 

Technology, 31(3), 126-136.  

Bell, P., Van Horne, K., & Cheng, B. H. (2017). Designing learning environments for 

equitable disciplinary identification. Journal of the Learning Sciences, 26(3), 

367-375.  

Bingham, A. J., Pane, J. F., Steiner, E. D., & Hamilton, L. S. (2018). Ahead of the 

curve: Implementation challenges in personalized learning school models. 

Educational Policy, 32(3), 454-489.  

Blankstein, A. M., Noguera, P., Kelly, L., & Tutu, D. (2016). Excellence through 

equity: Five principles of courageous leadership to guide achievement for 

every student. ASCD.  

Bolman, L. G., & Deal, T. E. (2008). Reframing organizations: Artistry, choice, and 

Leadership (4th edition). Jossey-Bass.  

Boniger, F., Molnar, A., & Salda¶a, C. (2019). Personalized learning and the digital 

privatization of curriculum and teaching. National Educational Policy Center. 

Retrieved from https://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/personalized-learning 



 

 

 163 

Brafman, O., & Brafman, R. (2008). Sway: The irresistible pull of irrational behavior. 

Crown Business.  

Bransford, J. D., Brown, A. L., & Cocking, R. R. (2000). How People Learn: Brain, 

Mind, Experience, and School. National Academy Press.  

Brass, J., & Lynch, T. L. (2020). Personalized learning: A history of the present. 

Journal of Curriculum Theorizing, 35(2).  

Bray, B., & McClaskey, K. (2010). Personalization vs. differentiation vs. 

individualization. Retrieved November 11, 2021, from http://www. my-ecoach. 

com/online/resources/925/PersonalizationvsDifferentiationvsIndividualization. 

pdf  

Bray, B., & McClaskey, K. (2016). How to personalize learning: A practical guide for 

getting started and going deeper. Corwin Press.  

Brown, D. F., & Knowles, T. (2014). What every middle school teacher should know 

(3rd edition). Heinemann.  

Childress, S., Elmore, R. F., Grossman, A., & Johnson, S. M. (2007). Managing 

School Districts for High Performance: Cases in Public Education Leadership. 

Harvard Education Press.  

DeMink-Carthew, J., Olofson, M. W., LeGeros, L., Netcoh, S., & Hennessey, S. 

(2017). An analysis of approaches to goal setting in middle grades 

personalized learning environments. RMLE Online, 40(10), 1-11.  



 

 

 164 

Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), Publ. L. No. 114-95 (2015). 

https://www.govinfo.gov/app/details/PLAW-114publ95/summary 

Fraenkel, J. R., Wallen, N. E., Hyun, H. (2015). How to design and evaluate research 

in education. McGraw Hill Education.  

Frost, D., Worthen, M., Gentz, S., & Patrick, S. (2020). Promising state policies for 

personalized learning. Aurora Institute. Retrieved March 22, 2022, from 

https://aurora-institute. org/resource/promising-state-policies-for-personalized-

learning/ 

Good, M. E., Masewicz, S., & Vogel, L. (2010). Latino English language learners: 

Bridging achievement and cultural gaps between schools and families. Journal 

of Latinos and Education, 9(4), 321-339.  

Great Schools Partnership. (2015). Personalized learning. In Glossary of Education 

Reform. Retrieved March 22, 2022, from https://www. edglossary. 

org/personalized-learning/ 

Gross, B. & DeArmond, M. (2018). Personalized learning at a crossroads: Early 

lessons from the next generation systems initiative and the regional funds for 

Breakthrough Schools Initiative. Center on Reinventing Public Education. 

Retrieved from https://eric. ed. gov/?id=ED584719  

Herrenkohl, L. R., & Polman, J. L. (2018). Learning within and beyond the 

disciplines. In F. Fischer, C. E. Hmelo-Silver, S. R. Goldman, P. Reimann 

(Eds.), International handbook of the learning sciences (pp. 106-15). 

Routledge.  

https://www.edglossary.org/personalized-learning/
https://www.edglossary.org/personalized-learning/


 

 

 165 

Howton, R. (2017). Turn your classroom into a personalized learning environment. 

International Society for Technology in Education. Retrieved from 

https://www. iste. org/explore/articleDetail?articleid=416 

International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE). (2018). ISTE standards for 

educators. Retrieved from https://www. iste. org/standards/for-educators   

Järvelä, S., & Renninger, K. (2014). Designing for learning: Interest, motivation, and 

engagement. In R. K. Sawyer (Ed.), Cambridge Handbook of the Learning 

Sciences (2nd edition, pp. 668-685). Cambridge University Press. 

Kallick, B., & Zmuda, A. (2017). Students at the center: Personalized learning with 

habits of mind. ASCD.  

Khalifa, M. A., Gooden, M. A., & Davis, J. E. (2016). Culturally responsive school 

leadership: a synthesis of the literature. Review of Educational 

Research, 86(4), 1272ï1311. 

LEAP Innovations. (2021) Learning Framework for Personalized Learning. Retrieved 

March 21, 2022, from https://leapinnovations. org/wp-

content/uploads/2022/01/LLF_Expanded_with_Strategies_12-2021. pdf 

Nathan, M. J., & Sawyer, R. K. (2014). Foundations of the learning sciences. In R. K. 

Sawyer (Ed.), Cambridge Handbook of the Learning Sciences (2nd edition, pp. 

21-43). Cambridge University Press. 

National Forum on Education Statistics. (2019). Forum Guide to Personalized 

Learning Data (NFES2019160). National Center for Education Statistics. 

https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED619057.pdf 

https://www.iste.org/standards/for-educators
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED619057.pdf


 

 

 166 

National Forum to Accelerate Middle Grades Reform. (2018). Schools To Watch 

(STW)ðSelf Study and Rating Rubric. Retrieved September 15, 2021, from 

http://www. pamle. org/Self-Rating-Rubric 

Office of Educational Technology. (2017). Future ready learning: Reimagining the 

role of technology in education: 2017 National Technology Plan Update. 

United States Department of Education. Retrieved October 11, 2021 from 

https://tech. ed. gov/files/2017/01/NETP17. pdf 

Office of Educational Technology (2018, May 9). Learning. United States Department 

of Education. Retrieved March 21, 2022, from https://tech. ed. 

gov/netp/learning/ 

Pane, J. F., Steiner, E. D., Baird, M. D., & Hamilton, L. S. (2015). Continued 

Progress: Promising Evidence on Personalized Learning. RAND Corporation. 

Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE). (2019). Pennsylvania Every Student 

Succeeds Act: Pennsylvania consolidated state plan. Retrieved October 10, 

2021, from https://www. education. pa. gov/Documents/K-

12/ESSA/PennsylvaniaConsolidatedStatePlan. pdf 

Penuel, W. R., & Johnson, R. (2016). Review of Continued Progress: Promising 

evidence on personalized learning. National Education Policy Center. 

Retrieved April 11, 2021, from https://nepc.colorado.edu/thinktank/review-

personalized-learning 

Rickabaugh, J. (2016). Tapping the power of personalized learning: A roadmap for 

school leaders. ASCD.  

http://www.pamle.org/Self-Rating-Rubric
https://tech.ed.gov/files/2017/01/NETP17.pdf


 

 

 167 

Sandoval, W. (2014). Conjecture mapping: An approach to systematic educational 

design research. Journal of the learning sciences, 23(1), 18-36.  

Shemshack, A., & Spector, J. M. (2020). A systematic literature review of 

personalized learning terms. Smart Learning Environments, 7(1), 1-20.  

Singleton, G. E. (2014). Courageous conversations about race: A field guide for 

achieving equity in schools. Corwin Press.  

Stuart, T. S., Heckmann, S., Mike Mattos, & Austin Buffum. (2018). Personalized 

learning in a Plc at Work: Student agency through the four critical questions. 

Solution Tree Press.  

United States Department of Education (USDE). (2013). FY 2013 race to the topð

district executive summary. Retrieved from https://www2. ed. 

gov/programs/racetothetop-district/2013-executive-summary. pdf  

Wagner, T. (2015). Reinventing education for the 21st century [Video file]. Received 

June 25, 2021, from http://ed. ted. com/on/6txkqrJu 

Zhang, L., Basham, J. D., & Yang, S. (2020). Understanding the implementation of 

personalized learning: A research synthesis. Educational Research Review, 

100339.  

http://ed.ted.com/on/6txkqrJu


 

 

 168 

Appendix C 

ARTIFACT 2ðKCSD PLE LOGIC MODEL  

Introduction  to Program Theory and the KCSD PLE Logic Model 

Giancola (2020) defines a program theory as ñlinkages between program 

strategies, and program goals are assumptions about why the program should have the 

desired outcomesò (p. 108). Program theories are theories of change that provide 

ñdetailed outcome-focused information about how and why the change should occurò 

(Giancola, 2020, p. 108). Often, a program theory has many parts (e.g., strategies, 

outputs, and objectives), and a visual representation of a program theory known as a 

logic model helps show how all parts are related and promote change.  

A logic model offers a visual representation of an initiativeôs strategies, 

outputs, early objectives, intermediate objectives, and long-term goals (Giancola, 

2020). Table 17 displays Giancolaôs (2020) definitions of the significant components 

of a logic model.  
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Table 17 Shift in Thinking from Teacher-Focused to Student-Focused Learning 

 

Logic Model 

Component 

Definition 

Strategies Activities that a program puts into place to accomplish its 

goals.  

Outputs Products resulting from the activities [strategies].  

Early Objectives  Short-term changes or outcomes associated with the 

program.  

Intermediate Objectives Changes or outcomes you would expect to see after the 

verification that early objectives were met.  

Long-Term Goals Long-term goals are the primary reason for the program, 

focusing on the change the program would like to see.  

 

Source: (Giancola, 2020, pp. 123-124).  

Kennett Consolidated School District (KCSD) Personalized Learning 

Environment (PLE) Initiati ve Broad Improvement Goal 

The broad improvement goal of KCSDôs PLE initiative is to positively 

influence studentsô levels of interest, engagement, satisfaction, agency, and overall 

learning. Within the context of the KCSD PLE initiative, overall learning is defined as 

the ñacademic success of each student, determining the learning needs, interests, and 

aspirations of individual students, and then providing learning experiences that are 

customizedðto a greater or lesser extentðfor each studentò (Great Schools 

Partnership, 2015, para. 2). To achieve this broad improvement goal, the KCSD PLE 

initiative is driven by six strategies which are outlined in Table 18.  
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Table 18 KMS Logic Model Strategies 

 

Strategy Description 

#1 Design and offer learning opportunities to all Kennett Middle School 

(KMS)/KCSD educators via the KCSD PLE Implementation Plan 

#2 Collaborate with KCSD PLE Design Team and focus groups  

#3 Develop a mechanism to facilitate collaboration among colleagues 

#4 Launch a one student to one device allocation model (1:1 model) 

#5 Adopt a learning management system (LMS) and data analytics 

program 

#6 Empower students to select their preferred cycles in eighth grade 

(choice) 
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KCSD PLE Logic Model 

 

 A logic model offers a visual representation of how all components of a 

programôs theory are connected and will work toward the long-term goal(s) of the 

program (Giancola, 2020). Figure 16 represents the KCSD PLE logic modelôs 

strategies, outputs, early objectives, intermediate objectives, and long-term goals.  

 

Figure 16 Logic Model: KCSD Personalized Learning Environments Initiative 
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Logic Model Program Theory 

In addition to a visual representation, program theories can exist in narrative 

form (Giancola, 2020). The following six assumptions, presented in narrative form, 

serve as the program theory for PLEs at KMS.  

1. Designing and offering learning opportunities to all KCSD educators via 

the KCSD PLE Implementation Plan will lead to increased access to PLE-

related learning opportunities for staff, leading to increased participation in 

PLE learning opportunities. Increased participation in PLE learning 

opportunities will lead to increased educator knowledge of PLEs, leading to 

expanded educator use of PLE knowledge to facilitate rich, personalized 

learning experiences in a student-centered environment. Improved educator use 

of PLE knowledge will lead to increased levels of student interest, 

engagement, satisfaction, and agency in learning, leading to increased learning 

for all students.  

2. Collaboration with KCSD PLE Design Team and focus groups will inform 

the creation of the KMS PLE Framework and increased staff access to the 

KMS PLE Framework. Increased access to the KMS PLE Framework will lead 

to increased educator understanding of the KMS PLE Framework, which will 

lead to increased implementation of the KMS PLE Framework into instruction. 

Increased implementation of the KMS PLE Framework will lead to increased 

integration of KMS PLE strategies, leading to expanded educator use of PLE 

knowledge to facilitate rich, personalized learning experiences in a student-
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centered environment. Improved educator use of PLE knowledge will lead to 

increased levels of student interest, engagement, satisfaction, and agency in 

learning, leading to increased learning for all students. in learning, leading to 

increased learning for all students.  

3. Developing a mechanism to facilitate collaboration among colleagues will 

lead to the formation of a KMS PLE committee. Increased educator 

participation in the committee will lead to increased educator collaboration in 

the committee, leading to improved incorporation of the KMS PLE Framework 

into instruction. Increased implementation of the KMS PLE Framework will 

lead to increased integration of PLE strategies, leading to expanded educator 

use of PLE knowledge to facilitate rich, personalized learning experiences in a 

student-centered environment. Improved educator use of PLE knowledge will 

lead to increased levels of student interest, engagement, satisfaction, and 

agency in learning, leading to increased learning for all students.  

4. Launching a One Student to One Device Allocation Model (1:1 model) will 

lead to increased access to devices for all students, leading to increased student 

access to the Internet and online programs. Increased student access to the 

Internet and online programs will lead to increased student use of the learning 

management system (LMS) and online programs that personalize learning, 

leading to increased time working with personalized content. Increased time 

working with personalized content will lead to increased levels of student 
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interest, interest, engagement, satisfaction, and agency in learning, leading to 

increased learning for all students.  

5. Adopting an LMS and a Data Analytics Program will lead to increased 

student and educator access to a one-stop shop for learning and content 

management (LMS), as well as increased educator access to student-specific 

data to promote personalized content. Increased student access to a 

personalized LMS and content will lead to increased student use of LMS and 

online programs that personalize learning, leading to increased time working 

with personalized content. Increased educator access to a data analytics 

program will lead to increased use of student-specific data to promote 

personalized content. Increased time working with personalized content will 

lead to increased levels of student interest, engagement, satisfaction, and 

agency in learning, leading to increased learning for all students.  

6. Empowering students to select their  preferred eighth grade cycles will  lead 

to redesigned cycles courses, leading to increased incorporation of student 

choice into course scheduling. Cycles courses are non-core courses such as art, 

physical education, science technology engineering and music alignment of 

courses with studentsô interests, leading to increased time working with 

personalized content. Increased time working with personalized content will  

lead to increased levels of student interest, engagement, satisfaction, and 

agency in learning, leading to increased learning for all students.  
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Narrower Focus of My Education Leadership Portfolio  

To reiterate the scope of work completed in this ELP had a narrower focus 

compared to the six strategies outlined within the KCSD PLE Logic Model. The three 

improvement goals of this ELP are as follows.  

¶ ELP Improvement Goal #1: To better inform the design of the KMS PLE 

Framework. 

¶ ELP Improvement Goal #2: To increase PLE learning opportunities for 

KCSD educators.  

¶ ELP Improvement Goal #3: Enhance the integration of PLE strategies in the 

design of lessons, units, and student learning experiences across all of KCSD.  

To add clarity, I use the term ELP strategies to represent the four strategies of 

focus within this ELP. Each of the four ELP strategies is nested within the broader 

scope of the KCSD PLE initiative. The KCSD PLE Logic Model represents the full 

KCDS PLE initiative which extends beyond the work of my ELP.  

The KCSD PLE Logic Model applies to my ELP because it shows how all of 

the efforts to integrate strategies are connected to long-term goals. In addition, the 

KCSD PLE Logic Model helps the reader recognize that the work of expanding PLEs 

across KCSD expands beyond the scope of work of this ELP.  
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Appendix D 

ARTIFACT 3ðPLE CONJECTURE MAP  

Introduction  

A conjecture map is a tool for educational design research that serves two 

primary purposes. First, a conjecture map substantiates the theory of how learning will 

occur within a learning environment (Sandoval, 2014). Second, conjecture maps are 

often rooted within the context of an actual initiative or learning environment to 

demonstrate how various learning theories support the design of the learning 

environment (Sandoval, 2014). Conjecture maps begin with a high-level conjecture 

about supporting a specific type or way of learning. For my Education Leadership 

Portfolio (ELP), Personalized Learning Environments (PLEs) serve as the way of 

learning. Next, embodiment, mediating processes, and outcomes are also components 

in a conjecture map (Sandoval, 2014). Figure 17 offers a generalized visualization of 

the function and flow of a conjecture map (Sandoval, 2014, p. 21).  
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Figure 17 Generalized Conjecture Map for Educational Design Research 

KMS Personalized Learning Environment Conjecture Map 

For this artifact, I developed a conjecture map to identify how learning occurs 

within PLEs and to inform the broader KMS PLE initiative. A conjecture map is a 

research design and planning tool that links conjectures (e.g., how a researcher 

believes a learning environment will promote learning) to empirically backed research 

and learning sciences that ultimately support the conjecture (Sandoval, 2014). 

Sandoval (2014) identifies that ñthe aim of mapping [é] is to get specific about how 

[a high-level conjecture of the initiative] is expected to operate within a particular 

context. How does it drive the design of the learning environment?ò (p. 22). The value 

of a conjecture map exists in linking specific instructional practices (e.g., those present 

within the PLE Common Language) to increased student interest, engagement, 

satisfaction, agency, and ownership of learning (Sandoval, 2014). The conjecture map 
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in Appendix D provides a visual of the ñpattern of changeò promoted by PLEs 

regarding learning (Sandoval, 2014, p. 30). The structure of a conjecture map is 

explained in greater detail in the following section.  

Conjecture Map Part 1: High-Level Conjecture  

 A high-level conjecture gets specific about how a learner will, or would, 

operate within a learning environment (Sandoval, 2014). Designing a high-level 

conjecture regarding PLEs is complicated because PLEs can be different. In a general 

sense, a PLE improves the learning experience for all students by (a) increasing 

student agency and ownership of learning through inviting students to participate in 

the design of their learning (student voice and choice); (b) allowing students to explore 

interests, talents, and passions; (c) encouraging students to set their own student 

learning goals; and (d) promoting multiple pathways of student learning.  

Conjecture Map Part 2: Embodiment 

 Sandoval (2014) informs that a high-level conjecture ñbecomes reified within 

an embodiment of a specific designò (p. 21). There are four elements to learning 

environments in which conjectures may be embodied, which are (a) tools and 

materials, (b) task structures, (c) participant structures, and (d) discursive practices 

(Sandoval, 2014).  

Conjecture Map Part 3: Mediating Processes 

Next, the aforementioned embodiments generate mediating processes that 

produce the desired outcome (Sandoval, 2014). The mediating processes within the 
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KMS PLE Conjecture Map are written as observable tasks that offer evidence of the 

integration of PLE strategies.  

Conjecture Map Part 4: Outcomes 

Lastly, mediating processes serve to promote the desired outcomes of a 

particular learning environment (Sandoval, 2014). Sandoval (2014) emphasizes the 

importance of creating outcomes as specific as possible during the design of the 

learning environment because conjecture maps exist to show how specific tasks 

enacted in specific ways are designed to produce specific outcomes.  

Personalized Learning Environments and Learning Science Research 

 A review of extant learning science literature reveals a wealth of empirical 

research to support the design of PLEs. Järvelä and Renninger (2014) identify that 

ñlearners with developed interest are ready to engage deeply with the content and to 

master higher-level skills, but at the same time, those with less interest need to be 

supportedò (p. 669). KMS relies heavily on heterogeneous groupings of students 

where honors-level courses are unavailable; as such, varying student interests and 

abilities are present in all KMS classrooms.  

PLEs promote the integration of many student-centered practices to increase 

interest in student learning instead of requiring learners to conform to a learning 

environment. As an example, Greeno and Engeström (2014) report that learning 

scientists are working to develop ñdiscourse practices in which students are actively 

participatingò (p. 129), known as expansive framing. The idea of shifting students 

from passive participants to active participants who contribute to classroom 
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conversations serves as an example of expansive framing as well as a strategy of 

personalization where studentsô thoughts, interests, and ideas legitimately matter. 

Hence, a clear alignment between PLEs and expansive framing of interactions exists, 

wherein students are actively constructing their knowledge and understanding in 

meaningful learning contexts (Greeno & Engeström, 2014). An additional connection 

between PLEs and Greeno and Engeströmôs work (2014) exists with the notion of 

authorship (e.g., inviting students to participate in the design of learning and 

increasing agency), which is associated with a greater transfer of ñlearning to new 

contextsò (p. 138). PLEs, in essence, empower learners as co-creators (or authors) of 

their learning. As such, Greeno and Engeströmôs (2014) work suggests that students 

who experience a PLE will be able to transfer their learning to new contexts better 

than students who learn in a traditional educator-centered setting.  

Pellegrino (2018) highlights the importance of learning scientists investigating 

the design of assessments that demonstrate alignment with what students know and 

what they have learned. In theory, PLEs endorse the notion of students working on 

different pathways to achieve similar student learning objectives. As educators 

integrate PLE strategies, some students will master content that others do not, which 

aligns with what Pellegrino (2018) refers to as learning progressions. Educators must 

embrace the notion that students learning in a PLE may pursue different and unique 

learning pathways to pursue their interests, work at different paces, and demonstrate 

knowledge in various ways. At KMS, educator discretion will always determine when 

student learning can be personalized, when a particular task or project is non-
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negotiable, and when personalization does not fit well. As a result, the integration of 

PLE strategies may appear different from educator to educator.  

 Herrenkohl and Polman (2018) highlight that learning sciences emphasize a 

more ñhuman science viewò of schooling where educators rethink what knowledge is 

essential and encourage the incorporation of ñmotivation, emotion, values, and 

purposesò into the design of student learning (p. 109). Because KMS serves a diverse 

student population with varying values, goals, and cultural identities, it is important to 

design learning environments that do not privilege or prioritize one group of students 

over another. For these reasons, PLEs at KMS prioritize building relationships with 

students, so educators know studentsô values, goals, and cultural identities. Bell et al. 

(2017) encourage a redesign of student learning environments to be more ñinclusive, 

expansive, and equitableò for all students (p. 369). These authors highlight how 

studentsô lived experiences can drastically influence their development and learning 

(Bell et al., 2017). Schools should engage all students in ways that help them develop 

identities as learners and generate new interests. Moreover, educators must design 

student learning experiences that students perceive as relevant to their lives (Bell et al., 

2017).  

Lastly, the key affordances of educational technology outlined in How People 

Learn II (National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, 2018) closely 

parallel much of KMSôs PLE Common Language. The KMS PLE initiative moves 

away from an antiquated, classroom-based device allocation model toward a new, 1:1 

model that allows educators to redesign their learning environments to promote 
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choice, encourage pathways, expand access to adaptive learning programs, improve 

feedback, encourage students to explore interests and passions, and provide all 

students access to materials anytime or anywhere. The larger KMS PLE initiative 

reduces the digital divide that exists among students from different socioeconomic 

statuses (Gao & Hayes, 2021).  

The KMS PLE conjecture map (See Appendix E) was completed in May 2020 

as part of EDUC 815ðDesign of Learning Environments with Tamara Rutherford. 

The KMS PLE conjecture map adds value to my ELP because it identifies research 

within the field of learning sciences that support the theory of how student learning 

occurs within a PLE. Furthermore, PLEs vary from school to school and classroom to 

classroom, which creates a challenge as program evaluators seek to evaluate the 

influence of a PLE on a particular group of students or institution (Zhang et al., 2020). 

While researchers have experienced limited success in assessing the overall influence 

of PLEs across various settings, the KMS PLE Conjecture Map is immensely 

important because it demonstrates how the theory of learning within a PLE at KMS is 

backed by learning sciences research from start to finish.  
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KMS PLE CONJECTURE MAP PART ONE AND TWO 
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Appendix F 

ARTIFACT 4ðKMS PLE PILOT , SURVEY DATA ANALYSIS, AND CORE 

3+1 

Introduction  

 During the 2019-2020 school year, Kennett Middle School (KMS) piloted 

personalized learning environments (PLEs) with a team of volunteer educators. This 

artifact represents the KMS PLE research teamôs evaluation of that pilot. The KMS 

PLE pilot team consisted of 16 total educators, 10 of whom were selected as members 

of the program group in this evaluation. A comparison group of 10 educators was also 

assembled to match the program group as closely as possible. A survey was 

administered to two groups of students: those taught by program group educators and 

those taught by comparison group educators. The mean scores of students from both 

groups represented the aggregated experiences of students who learned in a traditional 

classroom (comparison group) compared to those who learned in classrooms where 

PLE strategies were integrated (program group). Results were analyzed and used to 

create KMSôs PLE Core 3+1, which highlights the most influential components of 

PLE at KMS. The data from this evaluation have also informed the design of the KMS 

PLE Framework.  

KMSôs PLE Pilot in 2019-2020 

Based on the increasingly diverse population of KMSôs student population, I 

have become more vocal in support of the integration of PLEs at KMS (PAMLE, 

2018) for several reasons: (a) the consistent disparities in achievement and student 
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conduct data experienced by KMS students of different races; (b) the testimonies of 

the increasingly vocal Hispanic stakeholders as seen on the Black Brown Chester 

County Speak Instagram page; (c) increased accountability for schools; (d) 

advancements in educational technology; and (e) the criteria of the Pennsylvania Don 

Eichhorn Schools To Watch (STW) evaluation rubric. The latterðthe STW evaluation 

rubric for school evaluationðendorses PLEs as an effective instructional strategy to 

reach all learners. Per the STW evaluation rubric (PAMLE, 2018), evidence of 

successful PLEs includes: 

¶ The staff creates a personalized environment that supports each studentôs 

intellectual, ethical, social, and physical development;  

¶ Pedagogy reflects and uses the uniqueness of each learner relative to brain 

research, learning styles/modalities, and temperaments;  

¶ Students are provided with multiple opportunities to explore topics of interest;  

¶ All students have access to interest-based courses, activities, or opportunities; 

and 

¶ Students have multiple opportunities to succeed and receive extra help as 

needed (pp. 1-5).  

 The STW evaluation rubric criteria for PLEs address many areas of concern at 

KMS (e.g., disproportionate achievement among students of different races, changing 

student population, and community concerns about equity). PLEs involve 

differentiated learning opportunities for students based on their interests, choices, and 

abilities (Penuel & Johnson, 2016). As an instructional leader, I am proud of the 
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progress of KMS since I assumed the role of assistant principal in 2015 and principal 

since 2022. At the same time, I recognize the duty to innovate and improve to ensure 

KMS meets the needs of all students. For these reasons, I was drawn to discussions 

regarding the concept of PLEs in the Kennett Consolidated School District (KCSD) 

during the summer of 2018.  

During initial PLE discussions, KCSDôs Director of Technology, Dan 

Maguire, communicated KCSDôs strategic plan to personalize learning to a greater 

degree for all students. Though PLEs are not a technology-first initiative, research 

suggests that technology, such as electronic devices, is a critical tool for personalized 

learning (Bingham et al., 2016). In this artifact, I use the term ñdevice,ò which is 

defined as a computer that allows students to connect to the Internet and use the 

Google Suite, such as a laptop or Chromebook.  

Before launching the KMS PLE initiative, KCSDôs device allocation model 

tied devices to classrooms. Over 1,400 devices were dedicated to classrooms serving 

fewer than 1,000 KMS students, yet many classrooms did not have enough devices for 

all students or any devices at all. Educators also lost valuable time for instruction, as 

students had to routinely obtain and store devices in classroom device carts with each 

use. KMSôs antiquated device allocation model continued under the direction of 

district-level administrators that consistently recognized the negative influence of 

educational technology on teaching and learning over any potential added value. There 

was a general reluctance to entertain a one student to one device allocation model (1:1 

model).  
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For many KMS students, the antiquated classroom-based device allocation 

model fueled disparities in access to learning opportunities and achievement. For 

example, the Kennett Consolidated School District (KCSD) previously endorsed a 

supplemental online math program called Assessment and Learning in Knowledge 

Spaces (ALEKS). ALEKS assignments were primarily assigned to be completed at 

home. Students were evaluated on their performance within ALEKS despite many 

students not having access to a device and reliable Internet outside of the school day. 

This use of ALEKS created considerable inequities among KMS families, resulting in 

many economically disadvantaged families not having the necessary resources for 

their children to complete the required ALEKS learning. Students were then penalized 

for not completing their work outside of school by a school system that, for some 

individuals, inadvertently created barriers to learning. The antiquated classroom-based 

device allocation model disadvantaged many KMS students relative to their peers, 

who were fortunate to have access to a device and Internet outside of school hours.  

To begin, KCSD needed a solution to organize various learning programs, 

resources, communications, calendars, and events into a single, comprehensive 

platform. KCSD ultimately piloted several learning management systems (LMS) and 

selected Schoology based on usability and organizational design. With an LMS 

selected, the next step for the KMS PLE initiative was to pilot PLEs. Based on 

growing evidence endorsing PLEs as an effective means to reach and engage all 

learners (See Artifact 1, Appendix B), KMS piloted PLEs with 16 volunteer educators 
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during the 2019-2020 school year, which was called the ñKMS PLE pilot team,ò and 

which I refer to hereafter as the pilot team.  

To coordinate the KMS PLE initiative at KMS, a KMS PLE research team was 

created, consisting of KMSôs Principal, Assistant Principals, the KCSD Director of 

Technology, the KCSD Assistant Superintendent, and an expert from Advanced 

Learning Partnerships who specializes in learner design models. In subsequent 

sections of this artifact, I refer to the KMS PLE research team as the research team or 

ñweò since I was a research team member. The research team worked with the pilot 

team throughout the 2019-2020 school year to learn as much as possible about the 

influence of PLEs at KMS. The pilot team trialed a variety of PLE strategies to narrow 

in on which PLE strategies educators believed to be the most influential within the 

classroom, and the research team worked to determine how to measure the influence 

of the overall KMS PLE initiative.  

The pilot team employed a new 1:1 model that provided devices to all pilot 

team members and their students. The 1:1 model differed from the rest of KMS, which 

still used the antiquated, classroom-based device allocation model. These devices were 

intended to support the provision of PLEs. To reiterate, the KMS PLE initiative was 

an instructional initiative involving increased student access to devices and integrating 

technology into learning experiences. Though PLEs are not a technology-first 

initiative, the pilotôs success could encourage a transition from the antiquated device 

allocation model that tied specific devices to classrooms to a 1:1 model that tied 

devices to students.  
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 The pilot team members integrated PLE strategies to positively influence 

studentsô interest levels, engagement, satisfaction, agency, and learning. Professional 

learning occurred monthly, and the pilot team experimented with various PLE 

strategies from existing PLE models or frameworks. One strategy was the iterative 

process of assembling the KMS PLE Common Language among pilot team members 

(See Appendix F1). Though no concise definition of a PLE at KMS existed at the 

onset of the PLE pilot, this Common Language was representative of the type of 

teaching and learning that the team believed should exist within a PLE based on their 

experience as educators, literature about personalized learning, and existing PLE 

models, frameworks, and definitions (Kallick & Zmuda, 2017; Rickabaugh, 2016; 

Office of Educational Technology, 2018). The Common Language around PLEs that 

exists at KMS today is a direct result of extensive collaborative undertakings and the 

iterative work of the pilot team. In addition to this Common Language, the team 

synthesized existing PLE literature, models, and frameworks to craft the KMS PLE 

Framework uniquely designed for KMS students.  

Hypothesis and Research Questions 

Given the allocation of KMS resources to the PLE pilot, it was essential for the 

research team to ñassess the hypothesized causal effects of a program,ò which is the 

provision of a PLE (Fraenkel et al., 2015, p. 14). The research team evaluated whether 

students enrolled in courses taught by educators from the pilot team (i.e., program 

group) reported higher levels of interest, engagement, and satisfaction from their 
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learning experiences compared to students in a comparison group that did not 

experience PLEs during the pilot.  

The research team chose student interest, engagement, and satisfaction as 

outcomes because the team believed PLEs would positively influence these three 

outcomes. For the KMS PLE initiative, interest was defined as something a student 

likes to do or something about which a student wants to learn more. Engagement was 

defined as ñthe degree of attention, curiosity, interest, optimism, and passion that 

students show when they are learning or being taught, which extends to the level of 

motivation they have to learn and progress in their educationò (Great Schools 

Partnership, 2014, para. 1). Engagement also encompasses the degree to which 

educators value and engage students as stakeholders and decision-makers (Great 

Schools Partnership, 2014). Satisfaction was defined as the amount of enjoyment and 

value a student draws from a particular learning experience.  

The research teamôs research questions were: 

1. To what extent do students in the pilot teamôs courses report increased levels 

of interest in learning compared to students in the comparison group? 

2. To what extent do students in the pilot teamôs courses report increased levels 

of engagement in learning compared to students in the comparison group? 

3. To what extent do students in the pilot teamôs courses report increased levels 

of satisfaction with learning compared to students in the comparison group? 
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Research Evaluation Design 

Because I am a member of the research team, I will refer to this team as ñweò 

throughout this section. We created and administered a survey to KMS students to 

investigate the three research questions (Fraenkel et al., 2015; Zeiser et al., 2018). 

With data from both student sub-groups, we examined the extent to which students 

self-reported that PLEs positively influenced their interest, engagement, and 

satisfaction. We first established a null hypothesis that no relationship existed between 

PLE and student interest, engagement, and satisfaction. Next, we used survey data to 

create mean scores for each item. We used an independent sample t-test to determine 

if the difference between the mean scores of the program group and the comparison 

group was statistically significant. Suppose mean scores in the program group of 

students were statistically significant (have a p-value < .05), then we could reject the 

null hypothesis (Fraenkel et al., 2015). The research team calculated p-values for each 

survey item. A p-value is a commonly accepted measure used to determine statistical 

significance in a hypothesis test, and we used the commonly accepted level of .05 to 

determine statistical significance. When p < .05, evidence suggests the null hypothesis 

should be rejected. The resulting p-values, based on the independent samples t-test, 

provide evidence to suggest that the difference between the two means is or is not 

statistically significant.  

We used Cohenôs d to calculate effect sizes. Cohen defined d as the difference 

between the means (M1 ï M2) divided by both groupsô pooled standard deviation(s). 

The pooled standard deviation is commonly used, so we used it for our analysis here 
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(Fraenkel et al., 2015). Effect size is a measure of the magnitude of effects, and the 

larger the effect size, the greater the magnitude of effects (Fraenkel et al., 2015). The 

survey items with the largest effect sizes inspired the KMS Core 3+1 (See Appendix 

F7).  

The team concluded that if our analyses of student survey data yielded 

statistically significant differences between the program group and the comparison 

group, results would be triangulated with student achievement data to ultimately 

inform the decision of whether to plan for the expansion of PLEs across all of KMS 

during subsequent school years. In addition to using data to examine the influence of 

the PLE pilot, results would be used to improve the PLE program in preparation for 

potential KMS-wide implementation.  

Research Evaluation Participants 

The research team assembled a group of students who worked within PLEs 

(the program group) and a group of students who did not work within PLEs (the 

comparison group). Of the 16 pilot team members, 10 were selected for the program 

group (See Appendix F2). The dynamics of pilot team members, such as years of 

experience, grade levels, and content areas, were considered during this evaluation. As 

much as practicable with our current staff, we constructed a comparison group of 10 

educators to match the program group educators in various characteristics, such as 

years of experience, grade levels, and content areas. Educators of program group 

students had an average of 11.9 years of experience at KMS, and educators of 

comparison group students had an average of 12.2 years of experience.  
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Students in the program and comparison groups made up a representative sub-

group of the entire KMS student population based on age, race, home language, 

special education, and English language development services. There was no pre-

existing data regarding each sub-groupôs levels of interest, engagement, and 

satisfaction. Each student group had just under 200 participants. Though students were 

not randomly assigned to either group, both groups have strong population 

generalizability, as they represent KMSôs larger student population based on the 

previously mentioned characteristics. This aspect strengthened this evaluationôs 

external validity (Fraenkel et al., 2015).  

Although much work went into selecting the program and comparison groups 

of educators, the two student groups were the primary focus of this evaluation. We 

were most concerned about studentsô reported experiences in the program group 

compared to the experiences of students in the comparison group. We collected these 

reports of studentsô experiences through a survey.  

Threats to Validity and Bias 

Although surveys can be highly informative in research, they present 

challenges such as ñ(a) ensuring that the items are clear and not misleading; (b) getting 

respondents to answer items thoughtfully and honestly; and (c) getting a sufficient 

number of the surveys completed and returnedò (Fraenkel et al., 2015, p. 36). For 

these reasons, the research team created survey items that were short, simple, and free 

of ambiguous language. The research team acknowledged that threats to internal 

validity existed, as students from the comparison group may still report high levels of 
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interest, engagement, and satisfaction even though their educators were not part of the 

pilot group. Controlling for extraneous variables becomes difficult, as the provision of 

a PLE consists of many different strategies, and the integration of PLE strategies can 

vary from educator to educator and across content areas. To reiterate, the research 

team did not have any comparative data that showed studentsô reported levels of 

interest, engagement, and satisfaction before participating in the PLE pilot. Mortality 

may have been a threat to this evaluation due to students withdrawing from KMS or 

experiencing schedule changes, thus leaving the courses taught by educators in the 

pilot group.  

In addition, selection bias was another limitation of using a volunteer sample. 

To help mitigate selection bias, the comparison group of educators and students was 

selected to be highly similar to the program group regarding years of experience, 

content areas, and grade levels. As a result, both sub-groups of students had educators 

who taught similar courses with similar experience levels. Hence, the similarity of the 

two groups of educators helped mitigate some selection bias as best as it could.  

Finally, the PLE research team members formulated the hypothesis that the 

provision of a PLE would have a positive relationship with student interest, 

engagement, and satisfaction. Fraenkel et al. (2015) believe that ñstating a hypothesis 

may lead to a bias, either conscious or unconscious, on the part of the researcherò (p. 

84). As such, the KMS PLE research team was more interested in the results of a 

student survey than the opinions of the pilot team members.  
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Research Evaluation Instrumentation  

PLE surveys were administered to students of educators in the program group 

and the comparison group. Educators in the program and comparison groups were 

notified of the student survey on Thursday, February 13, 2020 (See Appendix F3). 

Surveys were offered online in English and Spanish to meet the needs of KMSôs 

diverse student population and yield a high response rate (See Appendix F5). The 

research team randomly selected one section per educator to take the survey. The 

research team used a student survey to assess the relationship between PLEs and 

student interest, engagement, and satisfaction within the course in which students were 

enrolled. The research team believed an appropriate strategy to measure the influence 

of the KMS PLE pilot was to design a survey to measure studentsô reported 

experiences in the program group compared to studentsô experiences in the 

comparison group. The research team also needed to ensure the survey language 

would be appropriate for all learners to capture, as much as possible, accurate and 

honest responses from participants. Table 19 offers a visual representation of the 

design of the PLE pilot evaluation.  
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Table 19 KMS PLE Pilot Evaluation Design 

 

 KMS PLE Posttest Only Comparison Group Design 
 

O = Observation          NR = Nonrandom          X = Independent Variable 
 

Program Group (10 volunteer PLE educators 

+ sub-group of students. See Appendix F2) 
NR X (PLE) O 

Comparison Group (10 Non-PLE educators 

selected to closely match the program group in 

subject area, grade level, and years of teaching 

experience + sub-group of students. See 

Appendix F2)  

NR  O 

 

Research Evaluation Data Analysis and Findings 

 With data from both student sub-groups, we tested the hypothesis that the 

provision of PLEs would have a positive relationship with interest, engagement, and 

satisfaction. We used an independent samples t-test to compare the mean scores of 

survey responses of the two different groups of students. We aimed to determine if the 

difference between the mean scores of the program group and the comparison group 

was statistically significant. We set our statistical significance level at .05, meaning 

that resulting p-values at or below .05 represented statistically significant mean 

differences between the two student sub-groups. In comparison, p-values at or above 

.05 represented no statistically significant mean differences between the two student 

sub-groups. P-values below .05 would provide evidence to support rejecting the null 

hypothesis that there was no statistically significant difference in studentsô levels of 

interest, engagement, and satisfaction as a result of participating in PLEs (Fraenkel et 

al., 2015).  
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The independent sample t-test showed that mean differences for 12 of 14 items 

were statistically significant (p < .05). Items one and two were omitted from the t-test 

because they were based on studentsô grades and first language. A complete 

explanation of the data analysis is available in Appendix F. The research team 

concluded that PLEs had a positive relationship with student interest, engagement, and 

satisfaction. The survey items with the three largest effect sizes were used to create the 

KMS PLE Core 3+1, featured in Appendix F.  

Triangulation of Survey Results with Achievement Scores 

The research team was optimistic that student survey data from the sub-groups 

of students in the program group would triangulate with student academic 

achievement outcomes and observations. In other words, higher student achievement 

may predict positive relationships on other measures (e.g., survey items measuring 

student interest, engagement, and satisfaction). The unfortunate closing of schools due 

to the COVID-19 pandemic resulted in the cancelation of the spring 2020 

Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA), preventing the triangulation of 

PLE pilot student survey data and student academic achievement data.  

Implications for Future  

This survey was administered before the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic in 

March of 2020. At that time, KCSD endorsed a device allocation model that dedicated 

devices to classrooms, not students. Data from the PLE student survey administered in 

the spring of 2020 suggested that PLEs positively influenced studentsô reported levels 

of interest, engagement, and satisfaction. This survey data substantiated efforts to 
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continue the expansion of PLEs and encouraged a shift away from an antiquated 

device allocation model that tied specific devices to classrooms towards a 1:1 model 

that tied devices to students.  

When this survey was administered to students, it was impossible to predict the 

influence that the COVID-19 pandemic would have on schools and society. Fast-

forwarding to 2022, KCSDôs device allocation model has benefited from new district-

level leaders and efforts to endure the COVID-19 pandemic. As of the 2022-2023 

school year, both KMS and Kennett High School (KHS) endorse a 1:1 model, a 

foundational component for expanding PLEs.  
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Appendix F1 

KMS PLE Common Language. What is PLE?  What is not PLE?  

 

Personalized Learning IS: 

 A students first initiative.  

 Rigorous, realistic (according to student ability levels), and aligned to 

standards-based learning objectives.  

 Building relationships with students.  

 A variety of learning paths, pace, choice, and ways to illustrate mastery.  

 Students take responsibility for their learning, take the initiative, and play a 

more significant role in the learning process.  

 Based upon data from formative assessments via the Northwest Evaluation 

Association Measure of Assessment Progress (NWEA MAP).  

 Relevant to students.  

 Planned based upon, or at the least considers, student feedback and acute 

social, emotional, and learning needs.  

 Clear directions and routines that foster independence and trust.  

 

Personalized Learning IS NOT: 

 A technology-first initiative.  

 Not every moment or even every day.  

 Not a recipe. Base instruction is like the root of a tree, allowing the branches to 

grow in different directions.  

 

Personalized Learning CAN ALSO BE (BUT DOES NOT HAVE TO 

INCLUDE) :  

 Designed based on student interests, motivation, and educator-student 

collaboration.  

 Paced differently based on student needs.  

 Deep understanding of ñWhyò for students.  

 Inclusion of adaptive, relevant software (ALEKS, IXL, and Accelerated 

Reader).  

 Student choice of what, how, when, and where they learn.  

 Anytime, anywhere learning and access to resources.  

 Including students in the planning process.  

 ñParallelò curriculum/activities ï Applying concepts to real-world situations.  

  A culture of ñYes!ò  Structure with flexibility and opportunities for creativity.  
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Appendix F2 

Program Group (PLE Pilot) and Comparison Group (Non-Pilot) 

PLE Group (Program)   Non-PLE Group (Comparison)  

Grade  Course Period Years Exp.  Course/Section  Grade  Course Period Years Exp.  Course/Section 

6 SS 6 9 20 651/05  6 SS 6 9 21 651/09 

7 SS 7 3 22 750/10  7 SS 7 3 13 750/07 

8 SS 8 3 4 850/03  8 SS 8 3 5 850/09 

6 Math 6 8&9 26 611/13  6 Math 6 8&9 24 611/06 

7 Math 7 1&2 10 711/11  7 Math 7 1&2 22 711/07 

8 Math 8 1&2 4 815/09  8 Math 8 2&3 14 815/10 

8 ELA 8 3&4 5 841/07  8 ELA 8 4&5 2 841/12 

8 ELA 8 H  2/3 19 840/03  8 ELA 8 H  4&5 11 840/04 

7 STEM 4 4 948/06  7 STEM 4 6 948/02 

8 ELD Int  3&4 5 532/01  7 ELD Int  3&6 4 522/01 

Note. Not all 16 educators who were part of the pilot program are represented in the 

program group because the research team could not create a comparison group within 

the same content area.  
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Appendix F3 

Survey Email to Program and Comparison Group 

Hi all, 

 

Next week, we will be administering the Personalized Learning Environment survey 

to select sections of your classes. The table below shows which sections have been 

selected to take the survey. You will only be asked to administer the PLE survey to 

one (1) section.  

 

Date: Please administer this survey to your students on Thursday, February 20th, 

2020.  

 

Survey Info: This survey will be accessible to students in Schoology in your class. It 

is a google form survey. It should take no more than 15-20 minutes for your students 

to complete.  

 

Setup: Have students log into a laptop and access your course in Schoology. The link 

will be available on the homepage of your course. If you do not have enough devices 

to administer the survey to all of your students at once, please contact Jake and Dan, 

and they will plan.  

 

Consistency: To ensure consistent administration, educators please read the following 

directions once students are logged into Schoology.  

 

¶ Directions: Please use this Google Slides Presentation (See Appendix F4) for 

directions. You may read the English directions aloud. Spanish-speaking 

students may reference the Spanish directions, which are identical to the 

English directions. Educators should review these three slides before 

administering the survey.  

If students need help: Much like PSSAs, you may coach a student if they need help 

navigating the survey.  

 

Thank you, everybody.  

 

-Jake Moore and Dan Maguire 
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Appendix F4 

Student Survey Directions 

Survey Directions Slide 1 

 

 
 

Survey Directions Slide 2 

 

Survey Directions Slide 3 
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Appendix F5 

Student Survey English and Spanish 

Student Survey English 

1. What grade are you in? 

a. 6th-grade 

b. 7th-grade 

c. 8th-grade 

 

2. What languages can you speak? Mark all that apply.  

a. English 

b. Spanish 

c. Other  

 

3. In this class, how enjoyable is learning?  

a. Not very enjoyable.  

b. Somewhat enjoyable.  

c. Very enjoyable.  

 

4. Can you connect what you learn in this course to your life and your future?  

a. I cannot make any connections. This course is not relevant.  

b. I can make some connections. This course is somewhat relevant.  

c. I can always make connections. This course is very relevant.  

 

5. Does Schoology help you learn in this class?  

a. No, Schoology does not help me learn.  

b. Sometimes Schoology helps me learn.  

c. Yes, Schoology helps me learn.  

 

6. How would you rate your confidence as a student in the class?  

a. Low confidence. I do not feel successful in this class.  

b. Average confidence. Sometimes I feel successful in this class.  

c. High confidence. I feel successful in this class.  

 

7. How would you rate your behavior as a student in class?  

a. I behave poorly in class.  

b. Sometimes I behave well, and other times I behave poorly.  

c. I behave well in class.  

 

8. How would you rate your effort in this class?  

a. Low. I do not work hard in this class.  

b. Average. I try to do OK in this class.  
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c. High. I work very hard in this class.  

 

9. How often does your teacher ask you what you like about this class?  

a. Never 

b. Rarely 

c. Sometimes 

d. Often  

e. Always 

 

10. How often does your teacher ask you what you would like to do next in this 

class? 

a. Never 

b. Rarely 

c. Sometimes 

d. Often  

e. Always 

11. In this class, how often does your teacher let you explore something that 

interests you, even though it may be different from what other students do?  

a. Never 

b. Rarely 

c. Sometimes 

d. Often  

e. Always 

 

12. In this class, how often does your teacher allow you to choose how you will 

show what you have learned? For example, are you allowed to choose between 

doing a project, presentation, or a test? 

a. Never 

b. Rarely 

c. Sometimes 

d. Often  

e. Always 

 

13. Read this statement and determine if you agree with it or not: My teacher 

knows how I learn best in this class.  

a. I disagree. My teacher DOES NOT know how I learn best in this class.  

b. I agree. My teacher DOES know how I learn best in this class.  

c. I am NOT SURE if my teacher knows how I learn best or not in this 

class.  
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14. What statement best describes this class on a normal day?  

a. The teacher lectures (talks) most of the time. My job is to pay attention 

in class.  

b. This class is a mixture of teacher lectures (talks) and student-centered 

activities such as discussions, readings, group work, projects, things 

that interest us, and more.  

c. This class mostly does student-centered activities such as discussions, 

readings, group work, projects, things that interest us, and more.  

 

15. To what extent do teachers try and include you in discussions in this class?  

a. Not very much. My job in this class is to just pay attention in class and 

do what teachers ask me to do.  

b. Some. My teacher asks questions and I have opportunities to contribute 

to the lesson in this class.  

c. A lot. Our discussions rely on student participation in this class.  

16. My voice matters in this class.  

a.    I disagree.  

b. I agree.  

c. I am not sure.  

 

Student Survey Spanish 

 

1. ¿En qué grado estás? 

a. Sexto grado (6) 

b. Séptimo grado (7) 

c. Octavo grado (8) 

 

2. ¿Qué idiomas sabes con fluidez? 

a. Inglés sólo 

b. Español sólo 

c. Otros 

 

3. ¿Qué tan agradable es aprender en esta clase? 

a. No es muy agradable.  

b. Algo agradable.  

c. Muy agradable.  

4. ¿Puedes conectar lo que aprendes en esta clase con tu vida y tu futuro? 

a. No puedo hacer ninguna conexión. Esta clase no es relevante.  
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b. Puedo hacer algunas conexiones. Esta clase es algo relevante.  

c. Siempre puedo hacer conexiones. Esta clase es muy relevante.  

5. ¿Schoology te ayuda a aprender en esta clase? 

a. No, Schoology no me ayuda a aprender.  

b. A veces, la escolaridad me ayuda a aprender.  

c. Sí, Schoology me ayuda a aprender.  

 

6. ¿Cómo calificaría su confianza como estudiante en esta clase? 

a. Baja confianza. No me siento exitoso en esta clase.  

b. Confianza media. A veces me siento exitoso en esta clase.  

c. Alta confianza. Me siento exitoso en esta clase.  

7. ¿Cómo calificaría su comportamiento como estudiante en esta clase? 

a. Me comporto mal en esta clase.  

b. A veces me comporto bien y otras veces me comporto mal en esta 

clase.  

c. Me comporto bien en esta clase.  

 

8. ¿Cómo calificaría su esfuerzo en esta clase? 

a. Bajo. No trabajo duro en esta clase.  

b. Promedio. Trato de hacerlo bien en esta clase.  

c. Alto. Trabajo muy duro en esta clase.  

 

9. ¿Con qué frecuencia te pregunta tu maestro qué te gusta de esta clase? 

a. Nunca 

b. Raramente 

c. A veces 

d. A menudo 

e. Siempre 

 

10. ¿Con qué frecuencia te pide tu profesor que te gustaría hacer a continuación de 

esta clase? 

a. Nunca 

b. Raramente 

c. A veces 

d. A menudo 

e. Siempre 

 

11. En esta clase, ¿con qué frecuencia te permite tu maestro explorar algo que te 

interese, aunque sea diferente de lo que hacen otros alumnos? 
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a. Nunca 

b. Raramente 

c. A veces 

d. A menudo 

e. Siempre 

 

12. En esta clase, ¿con qué frecuencia te permite su maestro elegir cómo mostrarás 

lo que has aprendido? Por ejemplo, ¿tu maestro te permite elegir entre hacer un 

proyecto, una presentación o una prueba? 

a. Nunca 

b. Raramente 

c. A veces 

d. A menudo 

e. Siempre 

 

13. Lea esta declaración y determine si estás de acuerdo o no: Mi maestro sabe 

cómo aprendo mejor en esta clase.  

a. No estoy de acuerdo. Mi maestro no sabe cómo aprendo mejor en esta 

clase 

b. Estoy de acuerdo. Mi maestro sabe cómo aprendo mejor en esta clase.  

c. No estoy seguro de si mi maestro sabe cómo aprendo mejor o no en 

esta clase.  

 

14. ¿Qué declaración describe mejor esta clase en un día normal? 

a. El maestro habla durante la mayor parte de la clase. Mi trabajo es 

prestar atención en esta clase.  

b. Esta clase es una mezcla de conferencias de maestros (charlas) y 

actividades centradas en el estudiante, como discusiones, lecturas, 

trabajo en grupo, proyectos, cosas que nos interesan y más.  

c. Esta clase realiza principalmente actividades centradas en el estudiante, 

como discusiones, lecturas, trabajo en grupo, proyectos, cosas que nos 

interesan y más.  

 

15.  ¿En qué medida los maestros tratan de incluirte en conversaciones en esta 

clase? 

a. No mucho. Mi trabajo en esta clase es prestar atención en clase y hacer 

lo que los maestros me piden que haga.  

b. Algunos. Mi maestro hace preguntas y tengo oportunidades de 

contribuir a la lección de esta clase.  
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c. Un montón. Nuestras discusiones se basan en la participación de los 

estudiantes en esta clase.  

 

16. Mi voz importa en esta clase.  

a. No estoy de acuerdo.  

b. Estoy de acuerdo.  

c. No estoy seguro.  

 

  



 

 

 216 

Appendix F6 

PLE Student Survey Data Analysis 

This appendix represents KMSôs PLE survey analysis summary conducted by Dan 

Maguire, Tom Ryan, and Jake Moore on February 25, 2020. The following represents 

the steps taken during data analysis.  

1. (179) PLE responses, (188) Non-PLE responses, (total, English and Spanish)  

 

2. Calculated P values for each survey item. A commonly accepted statistical 

measure used to determine statistical significance in a hypothesis test is a P-

value, (p < .05) = statistically significant. When p < .05, it is reasonable to 

reject the null hypothesis. Figure 18 shows the P-values of each survey item 

(Fraenkel et al., 2015). The resulting p-values, based on the independent 

samples t-test, provide evidence to suggest that the difference between the two 

means is or is not statistically significant.  
 

 

 

Figure 18 P-Value by Survey Item 
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Note. Item #4 (Can you connect what you learn in this course to your life and your 

future?) and #8 (How would you rate your effort in this class?) were not statistically 

significant at the p < .05 level.  

 

3. Applied linear point scale to each itemôs responses, consistent for both groups 

(Program and Comparison). See Figure 19.  

 

 

Figure 19 Linear Point Scale Range 

 

4. Calculate the mean score for each group for each item. See Table 20.  
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Table 20 Mean Scores for Program and Comparison Group 

 

Item 

Number 

Program 

Group 

Comparison 

Group 

#3 2. 43 2. 13 

#4 2. 20 2. 12 

#5 2. 28 2. 15 

#6 2. 41 2. 29 

#7 2. 82 2. 66 

#8 2. 52 2. 43 

#9 2. 8 1. 98 

#10 2. 75 2. 05 

#11 2. 88 2. 39 

#12 2. 63 2. 32 

#13 2. 42 2. 22 

#14 2. 06 1. 87 

#15 2. 37 2. 21 

#16 2. 61 2. 43 

 

5. All mean scores in the PLE group were higher than those in the non-PLE 

group.  

a. Q1-Q2: Demographic (excluded in Table 20) 

b. Q4 and Q8: were not statistically significant at the 0. 5 level.  

c. All other Items (12 total items) were statistically significant at the 0. 5 

level, with most effect sizes being low to medium. 

6. Figure 20 provides a breakdown of effect size by survey item with a legend.  
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Figure 20 Estimate Effect Sizes Ranked Low to High by Survey Item 

Note. Effect size is a quantitative measure of the magnitude of the experimenter effect. 

The larger the effect size, the more significant the difference between the two groups 

(Fraenkel et al., 2015). We used Cohenôs D to calculate effect sizes. Cohen defined d 

as the difference between the means, M1 ï M2, divided by the standard deviation(s) of 

either group. The pooled standard deviation is commonly used in practice and for the 

analysis conducted here (Fraenkel et al., 2015).  

 

7. This list represents the survey items with the highest effect sizes in order.  

a. Q9: Student feedback (Interest)  

b. Q10: Student input in the planning process (Interest)  

c. Q3: Student satisfaction and enjoyment (Satisfaction)  

d. Q11: Student empowered to explore interest (Interest)  

e. Q7: Rate behavior (Engagement)  

f. Q13: Educator knowledge of student (Engagement)  

 

Analysis Explanation 
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¶ The research team conducted an independent samples t-test for each item in the 

survey. The groups were those students in PLE courses (program group) versus 

non-PLE courses (comparison group).  

a. This analysis allows us to determine if the mean scores from different 

groups are statistically different from one another and not likely due to 

any random chance (i.e., 95% chance the difference in means is not 

distinguishable due to randomness).  

¶ Conducted an independent sample t-test for each survey item, with the groups 

being those students with educators using PLEs (i.e., program group) courses 

versus students with educators not using PLEs (i.e., comparison group).  

¶ Analysis allows us to determine if the average scores from different groups are 

statistically different and not likely due to any random chance (i.e., 95% 

chance they are not distinguishable due to randomness).  

 

Analysis Terms 

¶ P-Value: 

a. Commonly accepted statistical measure used to determine statistical 

significance in a hypothesis test (Fraenkel et al., 2015).  

b. Used to identify statistical significance. 

c. We selected a p-value of .05 as the significance threshold. 

d. When p < .05, there is evidence to suggest rejecting the null hypothesis 

(Fraenkel et al., 2015). Just because the p-value might be below .05, 

though, does not automatically mean that the alternative hypothesis is 

correct.  

¶ Null Hypothesis: 

a. With data from both student sub-groups, we tested the hypothesis that 

the provision of PLE would have a positive relationship with student 

interest, engagement, and satisfaction.  

b. To do this, we first established the null hypothesis that no relationship 

exists between PLE and student interest, engagement, and satisfaction. 

Next, we used the standardized survey data to create mean scores for 

each item. We used a t-test to determine if the difference between the 

mean scores of the program group and the comparison group is 

statistically significant. Suppose mean scores in the program group of 

students are statistically significant (have a p-value < .05). We can 

reject the null hypothesis ï thus supporting the research teamôs 

hypothesis (Fraenkel et al., 2015).  

¶ Effect Size and Cohenôs d: 

a. Effect size (ES) is a name given to a family of indices that measure the 

magnitude of a treatment effect (Fraenkel et al., 2015).  



 

 

 221 

b. Cohen defined d as the difference between the means, M1 ï M2, 

divided by the pooled standard deviation of the groups. The pooled 

standard deviation is commonly used in practice and for the analysis 

conducted here (Fraenkel et al., 2015).  
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Appendix F7 

 

KCSD Core 3 +1 

 

 
Note. The survey items with the largest effect sizes inspired this Core 3+1. The blank 

component will be determined by individual educator discretion.  
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Appendix G 

ARTIFACT 5 ðEDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY  

Introduction   

This artifact identifies how educational technology plays a vital role in the 

provision of Personalized Learning Environments (PLEs). Howton (2017) defines 

personalized learning as ñthe purposeful design of blended instruction to combine 

face-to-face teaching, technology-assisted instruction, and student-to-student 

collaboration to leverage each studentôs learning style and interests for deeper 

learningò (para. 3). PLEs are not a technology-first initiative. Still, most school 

systems ensure that students have adequate access to technology (e.g., 1:1 model) to 

support PLEs (Childress et al., 2007).  

This artifact overviews educational technologies that promote the successful 

provision of PLEs (e.g., adaptive programs, student information systems, and data-

analysis tools). I explicitly outline how Kennett Middle School (KMS) and the 

Kennett Consolidated School District (KCSD) have developed, or plan to develop, 

capacity with educators, students, and parents to use educational technology to 

increase the personalization of learning.  

Outline the Challenge: An Educatorôs Time is Invaluable  

It is a typical Tuesday at KMS in Landenberg, Pennsylvania. Students arrive at 

their science course and take their seats to begin the third period. Of the students 

present, four were absent yesterday and need to catch up on the previous dayôs 

material. Two students have indicated that they will be missing tomorrow and have 
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responsibly requested work in advance. Eleven of the students speak Spanish at home, 

four of whom are English language development students and, thus, receive 

instructional accommodations as prescribed by their unique individual language plans. 

According to their gifted individualized education plan, two gifted learners receive 

rigorous instruction and activities beyond the established grade-level curriculum. Six 

students have been assigned a What I Need (WIN) intervention course to address 

needs related to comprehension, decoding/encoding, and/or executive functioning. 

Some students benefit from sixth grade science content modified to a fourth grade 

reading level. Five students have individualized education plans (IEPs) due to learning 

disabilities. Students with IEPs receive individualized support in the classroom based 

on their needs. Per a parent survey, two students have parents employed in a science-

related field and are exposed to more science content than their peers. The educator 

knows that this class of diverse learners learns best when content is represented and 

practiced in various ways. There is no standard preferred learning style among the 

group. The entire group presents varying needs, interests, first languages, reading 

levels, and background knowledge. Ukpokodu (2003) indicates that ñdespite the 

pervasive scholarship on learning styles and the role of culture and contexts, many 

classroom educators still believe that, when it comes to the question of how to teach a 

lesson, one size fits allò (p. 1). Ukpokodu (2003) also emphasizes that ñmany 

educators often aim to meet the needs of the average learner, while those who do not 

learn and achieve have no one to blame but themselvesò (p. 1). While it is never an 
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educatorôs goal to fail to meet the needs of all students, the challenge of doing so is 

sometimes too great for a single educator.  

The educator, who brings over two decades of experience as a sixth-grade 

science instructor, chuckles at the common expression suggesting the educator should 

never work harder than their students. The educator understands that it is a 

responsibility to meet the needs of all students and foster a learning environment 

where all students demonstrate mastery of KCSDôs sixth grade science curriculum. 

How can educators possibly meet all of their studentsô needs? How does any educator 

in any content area manage this task? In addition to meeting individual studentsô 

needs, this educator has yet to personalize learning for students. Within a 

differentiated classroom, the educator may work to create and assign different learning 

tasks to students based on language or learning needs. Hall (2002) states that ñto 

differentiate instruction is to recognize studentsô varying background knowledge, 

readiness, language, preferences in learning, interests, and to react responsivelyò (p. 

1). Differentiated instruction entails educators creating ways to connect all students to 

content in meaningful ways by ensuring that all students are appropriately supported 

and challenged (Hall, 2002). Hall (2002) outlines that differentiated instruction 

engages learners of different abilities through educator-assigned tasks or learning 

experiences.  

A graduated leap beyond differentiation is personalized learning. Howton 

(2017) defines personalized learning as ñthe purposeful design of blended instruction 

to combine face-to-face teaching, technology-assisted instruction, and student-to-
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student collaboration to leverage each studentôs learning style and interests for deeper 

learningò (para. 2). Dan Maguire, KCSDôs Director of Technology, reports that 

personalized learning involves purposeful integration of educational technology to (a) 

allow educators to learn more about our students; (b) promote efficiency and save time 

for educators; (c) promote increased student ownership of their learning through 

increased flexibility; (d) increase student access to a variety of resources that can be 

accessed at any time anywhere in the world; and ú drive learning based on the needs, 

passions, interests, and goals of individual learners.  

Educational Technologyôs Role in the Provision of Personalized Learning 

Environments  

A growing body of evidence suggests that large-scale upgrades to educational 

technology, as described later in this artifact, are essential to the provision of PLEs 

(Hanover Research, 2015). The National Education Technology Plan (Office of 

Educational Technology, 2017) states that PLEs are a means to ñafford historically 

disadvantaged students greater equityò (p. 9). Sufficient access to devices is required 

for students to reap the benefits of educational technology. Some research, however, 

cautions against improper integration of educational technology and the dangers of too 

much screen time. In an experimental study conducted at the United States Military 

Academy, Carter et al. (2017) concluded that ñpermitting computers or laptops in a 

classroom lowers exam scores by 0.18 standard deviationsò (p. 128). They warn that 

ñthere are reasons to believe that permitting computers in traditional lecture-style 

classrooms could have similar or even more harmful effects than this studyò (2016, p. 
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128). Although he highlights that educational technology alone has not been proven to 

enhance learning, Rickabaugh (2016), along with Bingham et al. (2018), stress that 

PLEs cannot be scaled without the effective use of educational technology. Despite the 

risks of improper or excessive technology integration, Hanover Research (2015) 

reports that technological upgrades (e.g., educational programs assist in the 

personalization of learning and learning management systems (LMS) that improve the 

efficiency of educators) are pivotal for districts to maximize the effectiveness of PLEs.  

 Basham et al. (2016) attest that existing research indicates that ña more 

systems-level focus on curriculum, environment, pedagogic, school culture, and 

personnel development is also neededò to effectively personalize learning (p. 135). 

KCSDôs system-level efforts to support the advancement of PLEs include (a) ensuring 

all students have access to a device; (b) expanding efforts to help all families obtain 

affordable high-speed Internet access at home; (c) designing and implementing the 

KMS PLE framework to build educator and student capacities regarding educational 

technology and PLE strategies; (d) integrating adaptive programs that meet students at 

their instructional ability levels; (e) adopting Schoology to make anywhere/anytime 

learning possible; and (f) introducing a data-analysis program. These systems-level 

efforts generally help promote PLEs at KMS specifically. This artifact articulates how 

the aforementioned systems-level efforts and advancements in educational technology 

(e.g., LMSs and programs that adapt automatically based on information received 

from each individual student) play an important role in PLEs within KMS.  
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Part 1 of 5: Ensuring All Students Have Access to a Device 

 At the onset of the 2019-2020 school year, KMS was not ready for the 

integration of PLEs across the school. The Kennett Consolidated School District 

(KCSD) had not yet adopted a one student to one device allocation model (1:1 model), 

nor had KCSD built sufficient capacity with educators and students to promote the 

provision of PLEs. The KMS PLE research team proposed the timeline below to 

increase access to devices for all KCSD students. When KCSDôs initial timeline was 

drafted and proposed, devices were still tied to classroomsðnot individual students. 

Table 21 outlines KCSDôs planned introduction to a 1:1 model prior to the onset of the 

COVID-19 pandemic.  
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Table 21 KCSDôs Planned Introduction of a 1:1 Model 

 

School Year Planned Action to Phase in a 1:1 Model 

2020-2021 ¶ Roll out 1:1 model in fifth grade to allow students a year to 

learn how to navigate devices. Capacity building with PLE 

will occur throughout the school year with all staff.  

2021-2022 ¶ Fifth graders bring their devices to sixth grade. This will be 

the first grade at KMS to participate in the 1:1 model. The 

next batch of fifth graders will also receive devices. Continue 

professional learning with PLE educators. Begin capacity 

building at Kennett High School (KHS).  

2022-2023 ¶ Repeat the previous year. Grades 5-7 will participate in 1:1 

model and PLE.  

2023-2024 ¶ Repeat the previous year. Grades 5-8 will participate in 1:1 

model and PLE.  

2024-2025 ¶ Repeat the previous year. Students in eighth grade will turn 

their devices into KCSD as Chromebooks have a 4-year 

lifespan. Rising ninth graders will receive new Chromebooks 

as they enter KHS.  

2025-2028 ¶ Continue issuing Chromebooks to all fifth grade students and 

collecting/reissuing new Chromebooks to rising ninth 

graders. By 2028, all KCSD students from Grades 5-12 will 

each have their own device, and all educators will have the 

capacity to provide PLEs.  

 

To reiterate, the COVID-19 pandemic forced the district to pivot to a 1:1 

model. To date, all KMS and KHS students receive a district issued device that 

empowers them to learn wherever and whenever they prefer or are best able. Indeed, 

the 1:1 model is foundational for the continued expansion of PLEs at KMS.  

Part 2 of 5: KCSDôs Efforts to Promote Equitable Access to Educational 

Technology and In-Home Internet  Access for All Students  

The National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine (2018) 

recognizes that ñdaily life is increasingly mediated by digital and Internet technologyò, 
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and schools are challenged with integrating technology with formal learning for all 

students (p. 180). Within KCSD, expanding access of educational technology for all 

students is both an instructional and equity-based effort. Classroom-based educational 

technology may be integrated in a manner that enhances learning within the school 

setting, but the devices remain inaccessible to students after school hours. A 1:1 

model, where devices are assigned to and travel with students to and from school, 

represents a large step toward providing more equitable access to educational 

technology and learning opportunities outside of school. One of the criteria for KMSôs 

personalized learning approach is to promote continued access to resources and course 

content to students and families outside normal school hours.  

Childress et al. (2007) emphasize that allocating sufficient financial resources 

is vital to ensuring all students have access to participate in an initiative like PLEs. 

Students cannot reap the benefits of educational technology without sufficient access 

to devices and the Internet. Recognizing the added value of students having access to a 

device at all times, KCSD increased efforts to boost in-home Internet access for all 

students (See Artifact 5, Appendix G). Furthermore, KCSD maintains a help desk with 

support staff readily available to assist families throughout installing Internet at home.  

Part 3 of 5: Designing and Implementing an Educational Technology Framework 

to Build Educator and Student Capacities for PLEs 

 Expanded access to educational technology alone does not promote the 

personalization of learning. Educators and students must develop the capacity to use 

educational technology to enhance learning experiences based on studentôs curiosities, 
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interests, abilities, needs, and voices. Subsequent sections of this artifact describe how 

KMS has expanded capacity and developed the KMS PLE framework to build 

capacity among educators and students.  

Advanced Learning Partnerships 

 From 2018 to 2020, the KMS PLE initiative benefitted greatly from the 

assistance of Dr. Robert Dillon, an expert in the design of learning spaces from 

Advanced Learning Partnerships (ALP). Dr. Dillon visited KMS numerous times 

between 2018 and 2020 to (a) engage in preliminary discussions about PLEs; (b) 

review research with the KMS PLE research team; (c) design and evaluate a KMS 

PLE pilot (See Artifact 5, Appendix G); and (d) collaborate on the design of the KMS 

PLE Framework (See Artifact 7, Appendix I) and the KCSD PLE Implementation 

Plan (See Artifact 8, Appendix J).  

KMS PLE Framework 

The KMS PLE Framework is a comprehensive tool to help teachers integrate 

PLE strategies for students. The KMS PLE Framework (See Artifact 7, Appendix I) 

contains 13 components and provides the necessary support to increase integration of 

PLE strategies, regardless of grade level or content area.  

Influence of ISTE Standards and Professional Learning 

Fortunately, many resources are available beyond the Schoology website to 

help educators integrate educational technology into their classrooms. International 

Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) standards for educators help inspire the 

reimagination and reengineering of learning spaces like classrooms and schools. ISTE 
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(2018) standards serve as a guide to help educators meaningfully integrate educational 

technology to empower learners and positively influence the learning environment. As 

educators design learning opportunities for students through learning management 

systems such as Schoology, ISTE standards can be used to rethink innovative learning 

for students and guide the creative incorporation of educational technology to improve 

learning for students. The provision of PLEs at KMS, as outlined within the ISTE 

standards for educators, is poised to promote more curiosity, independence, digital 

literacy, collaboration, and ownership of learning among KMS students (ISTE, 2018).  

Technology Tuesdays for All Students in Kennett PRIDE 

 KMS students will receive technology tips via Technology Tuesdays during 

their PRIDE period. A KCSD Technology Coach identified the types of technology 

tips from which students would benefit (See Artifact 5, Appendix G). A future 

consideration to drive PLEs is to administer a student survey to collect new ideas from 

students regarding relevant technology topics and questions students may have. The 

PRIDE period, which occurs every day from 2:10 p.m. until 2:35 p.m., is a common 

period that allows students to meet with their PRIDE teacher to learn about KMS 

behavioral expectations and receive academic support. During this common period, 

students receive explicit instruction on (a) Kennett PRIDE; (b) digital safety and 

citizenship; (c) research and study strategies; (d) career readiness; and (e) technology 

tips. Lesson plans are provided to PRIDE educators to be administered school-wide 

every Tuesday (See Artifact 5, Appendix G). KMS has used the PRIDE period as an 

opportunity to help all students develop capacity with educational technology.  
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Part 4 of 5: Integration of Adaptive Programs That Meet Students at Their 

Ability Levels 

PLEs have gained attention over the last decade due to the increasingly diverse 

needs of students, the push for more equitable and culturally responsive practices in 

education, and advancements in educational technology to assist in the personalization 

of learning (Penuel & Johnson, 2016). Today, educators have access to educational 

technology that assist in the personalization of learning for all students. Adaptive 

programs that automatically adjust the content and feedback that students receive 

based on studentsô needs and performances are an example of the types of 

advancements in educational technology that assist with the personalization of 

learning. Jason and Westberg (2018) identify that the effectiveness and economic 

feasibility of adaptive education programs hinge on three criteria, which are ñ1) highly 

prepared educators, 2) specially designed technologies, and 3) sophisticated, 

simulation-based learning experiencesò (p. 829). In the following section, I provide an 

overview of three adaptive programs designed to personalize learning for all students.  

Newsela 

 Newsela brings curricular content to all learners by removing barriers to 

learning, especially language barriers. Newselaôs original publications hold promise to 

interest all students. Publications are available in all core-content subjects, current 

events, sports, and news. Newsela provides targeted support for vocabulary 

instruction, embedded definitions, voice-to-text, and read-aloud features. Students are 

empowered to choose publications at an appropriate Lexile level. Educators can 
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monitor the time students spend reading, view student annotations, and provide 

personalized feedback. Newsela, as a company, features a team of doctorate-holding 

researchers and continuously conducts in-house and third-party evaluations of the 

effectiveness of its publications (Newsela, 2022).  

Renaissance Accelerated Reader  

 Through Renaissance Accelerated Reader (AR) (2022), students drive their 

own learning. This platform encourages students to read what is relevant to them at an 

appropriate level and focuses on individual growth. AR gives students access to over 

two hundred thousand ñjust rightò titles regarding interest and ability (para 1). 

Students work on comprehension, literacy skills, and vocabulary acquisition. 

Educators receive detailed reports on studentsô progress toward goals and state 

standards. As an adaptive program, AR personalizes learning for students by enabling 

them to grow reading skills by reading any text they choose within their recommended 

zones of proximal development. AR promotes the personalization of learning by 

empowering students to select texts of interest at appropriate levels and equips 

educators with data to drive personalized conversations with students.  

IXL 

 IXL i s a personalized learning platform that spans all core content areas. IXL 

features a comprehensive curriculum aligned to state standards that covers all core 

subjects (e.g., math) and targets 8,500 skills. A real-time diagnostic determines each 

studentôs current reading and math proficiency level. Next, IXL provides personalized 

guidance in the form of individual skills recommendations and suggests small groups 
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and target content with which educators can work. IXL offers live monitoring of 

student work and downloadable reports by skill, section, and student to promote data-

informed discussions about learning. IXLôs presentation of content is simple for 

students to access and encourages student engagement and learning. IXLôs 

personalized learning program is designed based on best practices from learning 

science research and, as such, has been recognized with a Research-Based Design 

Product Certification from Digital Promise (IXL, 2022).  

Part 5: Adoption of a Student Learning Management System 

The advancement of educational technologyðexplicitly LMSs that serve to 

manage content better and support the provision of individual learning pathwaysðhas 

made the delivery of PLEs more possible now than ever before. Educators can make 

personalized content accessible anywhere and at any time for students. Prevalent 

LMSs include Schoology, Moodle, Canvas, Blackboard, and Google Classroom. In 

2018, KCSD piloted several LMSs and selected Schoology based on usability and 

organizational design. Schoology, by definition, is a kindergarten through 12th grade 

LMS with assessment management to improve student performance, foster 

collaboration, and personalize learning. In the following section, I present an overview 

of Schoology features that support the provision of PLEs.  

Schoologyôs Interface is Clean, Straightforward, and Intuitive 

Much of what can be done with Schoology will be learned as the educator 

navigates the system. The interface is designed to be user-friendly and the support 

page is easily accessible if needed. While some educators may require training 

https://productcertifications.digitalpromise.org/certified-products/
https://productcertifications.digitalpromise.org/certified-products/
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sessions before integrating, many others will organically integrate Schoology into their 

teaching.  

Schoology is Accessible on a Mobile App   

All of Schoologyôs features are available on Schoologyôs mobile app. 

Whenever access to a school issued device or desktop computer is limited, students 

can continue to navigate Schoology with a smart phone.  

Schoology Assists with the Organization of Resources Online for Students 

Educators across all content areas can structure their Schoology courses in 

different ways. The freedom to structure courses differently empowers educators to 

find what works best for them and their students. An art educator may organize 

courses by type of resource (notes on different artists, quizzes, and projects) or by unit 

(art history unit, pottery unit, and self-portrait unit). A science educator may create 

folders for each science unit and subfolders for each week. All students have access to 

everything that educators upload to each subfolder. Schoology affords educators a 

degree of autonomy regarding the organization of resources based on what students 

indicate works best for them.  

Schoology helps educators keep students up to speed whenever they cannot be 

physically in attendance, and students can check the previous dayôs learning outcomes, 

resources, and tasks when absent and after their absence.  

Schoology Invites Creativity and Use of Multimedia 

Biswas (2013) reports that educators ñcan motivate students to add, create, 

record, and share supportive materials (e.g., audio, video, pages, pictures) for class 
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lessonsò (p. 4). Empowering students as contributors to learning experiences is one 

example of how educators can personalize learning. In discussing the facilitation of 

meaningful learning, Brown and Knowles (2014) stress that ñstudents are as different 

in how they learn as they are in the way they lookò (p. 119). They emphasize that a 

one-size-fits-all approach where all students learn the same content and take the same 

assessment only ensures that some students are unsuccessful. Through Schoology, 

students have different ways of accessing, processing, and applying information. 

Given this diversity, using Schoology can create conditions for more students to be 

successful.  

In addition, educators can integrate PLE strategies by assigning content at 

studentsô individual levels, allowing students to either influence or directly choose 

how content is learned and reviewed (videos, readings, or recorded lectures), and by 

making content accessible in and out of school. Brown and Knowles (2014) conclude 

that once an educator gets to know their students well, they can ñassist students in 

designing learning experiences that capitalize on their strength and build on their 

weaknessesò while being ñsensitive to [studentsô] needs and challengesò (2014, p. 

121).  

Howton (2017) indicates that through Schoology, instructors can enable 

students to choose how they will meet specific learning targets and state standards. 

Although learning targets may remain the same for most students, different pathways 

may be provided for students to arrive at established learning targets. While some 

students may watch a video of the educator lecturing, others may read articles or 
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navigate a Google Slides presentation. The Office of Educational Technology (2017) 

outlines that ñdigital tools such as games, websites, and digital books can be designed 

to meet the needs of a range of learners, from novices to expertsò (p. 25). Learners 

may progress through different levels as they gain proficiency with skills and content 

(Office of Educational Technology, 2017). In summary, Schoology simultaneously 

empowers educators to create ways to meet the needs of all learners and empowers 

students to assume more ownership of learning.  

Schoology Saves Time for Educators and Improves Efficiency 

All assignments, assessments, and resources in Schoology are automatically 

archived from one school year to the next. As educators personalize learning by (a) 

building pathways; (b) adapting materials and assessments to studentsô levels; and (c) 

making resources accessible anywhere and anytime, their work is accessible to use 

again in subsequent years.  

A time-saving feature for educators is Schoologyôs assessment component. 

Schoology assessments can be graded automatically on submission. Educators may 

design and use rubrics to evaluate open-ended items on assessments and provide 

personalized feedback. Assessment results in Schoology sync to other student 

information systems (SIS), and grades do not have to be manually transferred to a 

separate SIS. The Schoology assessment feature saves educators considerable time 

compared to paper-and-pencil assessments. The time that educators have traditionally 

spent on grading assessments can be repurposed towards the integration of strategies 

to personalize learning. 
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Schoology Empowers Educator Collaboration and Increased Communication 

Through Schoology, educators across the world can share resources like never 

before. Schoology serves as a platform for discussions about teaching and learning 

along with bringing educators and their ideas together, resulting in increased sharing 

of resources and instructional strategies (Schoology Learning, 2022).  

Schoology boasts a detailed calendar that posts directly to studentsô individual 

Schoology profiles. Whenever an educator posts an event or a due date in a course 

calendar, that event or due date automatically populates studentsô calendars and is 

displayed on their Schoology news feed. KMS educators post all assessments on 

grade-level calendars to ensure students are not taking too many assessments on the 

same day. With the click of an envelope icon, students can message educators for help 

on Schoology, and KMS educators encourage students to message if they get stuck 

with projects or homework.  

Schoology Facilitates Group Work 

Schoology lets the instructor provide assignments or materials to individual 

students or groups of students without publishing who gets what assignment or 

material (Powerschool, 2021). Students will not know which version of an assignment 

or materials others receive. The ability to publish select work to individuals or groups 

of students facilitates content modifications and assessment accommodations designed 

to meet individual needs. When students log into Schoology, they will only be able to 

see their courses and assigned work.  

Schoology is a Platform for Professional Learning 
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Within KCSD, Schoology has become a platform for promoting professional 

learning to empower educators to work at their convenience. As of this writing, 

feedback regarding the integration of Schoology-based professional learning has been 

positive. KCSD delivered Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) 

professional learning primarily through Schoology (See Appendices G2 and G3). In 

addition, help sessions are provided to educators who prefer additional support with 

Schoology as a learning management system (See Appendix G6). Through Schoology, 

a professional learning group for all KCSD educators has been created (See Appendix 

G7). In this group, educators have access to a plethora of information about 

professional learning, multiple online professional learning resources, and flexible 

learning courses. Schoology has become the central location to house materials for the 

KCSDôs professional learning and even serves as the platform for delivering much of 

the professional learning in online, asynchronous, and/or blended modalities.  

Schoology Helps All Students Get Excited About Learning And School 

Bransford et al. (2000) share that ñone of the challenges of schools is to build 

on childrenôs motivation to explore, succeed, understand, and harness it in the service 

of learningò (p. 102). Unfortunately, Bransford et al. (2000) also identify that schools 

have been better at selecting talent than developing it (p. 5). PLEs promote the notion 

that all students matter, and learning is improved for all students as educators invite 

studentsô curiosities, interests, and voices to influence how and what is learned. 

Marzano (2003) outlines that ñwhen individual growth is the criterion for success, then 

all students can experience successò (p. 149).  
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The integration of Schoology and strategies to personalize learning promotes 

the notion that all students matter. Smink and Reimer (2005) indicate that students are 

more likely to want to come to school when schoolôs use educational technology to 

tailor instruction and learning experiences to individual needs and interests. Schoology 

can help to foster a classroom environment that values hard work, growth, creativity, 

and above all, learning for all students becomes the new priority.  

Schoology Promotes Student Choice and Multi-Literacies 

Through Schoology, educators can provide multiple pathways to the same 

learning objectives and give students the freedom of choice to determine how they will 

arrive at those learning objectives. Biswas (2013) states ñstudents can sign in to 

Schoology with a class code, complete their lessons for the class, create videos or 

compile a food/traveling album for the class, and share their ideas inside the class 

(e.g., group) and outside the classò (p. 8). Schoology empowers educators to create 

ways to meet the needs of all learners through differentiated activities, group activities 

(workshop model), and more.  

Schoology Can Increases Participation In Discussions  

A common strategy that educators use to formatively assess students is to pose 

a question to the whole group and either call on only a few students to answer or call 

on students who do not raise their hand (Lemov, 2010). The aforementioned strategy 

fails to provide any insight into studentsô learning who choose not to participate. 

Schoologyôs discussion boards and blogs increase participation opportunities for 

students who may not prefer to share on a primarily oral basis. While participating in a 
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discussion board, all students are empowered to engage in, and contribute to, relevant 

content-related discussions. Schoology may expand class discussions from a few 

students to all students. Students can also comment on their peersô responses to 

continue the dialogue with thoughts and comments that promote deeper thinking and 

reasoning.  

Schoology Helps Involve Parents and Guardians  

A final feature worth mentioning is that Schoology has parent/guardian 

accounts, which empowers parents and guardians to participate in their childôs 

education. A school district can set parameters to determine exactly what parents 

and/or guardians have access to in Schoology. Standard features provided to parents 

and guardians include access to multiple student accounts through one parent/guardian 

login, school and course calendars, school messaging, and assessment results. Parents 

and guardians can toggle between their children under one account, supervise their 

childôs activities on Schoology, receive messages from the school principal and other 

educators, and view course and building-level calendars. Suppose, for example, a 

school establishes that all educators must post information about homework 

assignments, classwork, and assessment due dates on Schoology. Then, the 

availability of information about homework, classwork, and assignment due dates on 

Schoology can promote transparency between parents/guardians and their children, 

which may strengthen the partnership between the school and home. The percentage 

of parents and guardians within KCSD who use this feature is unknown.  

Schoology Goals for KMS 
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 KMS began integrating Schoology during the 2018-2019 school year and it has 

since been adjusted based on evolving needs and challenges. The following goals 

outlined in Table 22 provide evidence of KMSôs integration of Schoology and PLEs 

before the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, which delayed the proposed full 

implementation during the 2020-2021 school year.  

Table 22 2018-2019 KMS Personalized Learning Environment Schoology Goals 

 

Year Goals 

2018-2019 Basic integration to replace KCSDôs Assignment Wiki 

1. All assignments & assessments posted & maintained on the 

Schoology calendar 

2. Dates & description of assignments, assessments, & projects  

3. By the end of the day Friday, next weekôs calendar should be 

updated  

4. Parent meetings will be logged on grade-level calendars  

2019-2020 Intro to Strategic Integration 

1. Course materials posted; syllabus, curriculum map, course 

resources 

2. Creating actual assignments & assessments within Schoology  

3. Course announcements & daily communication (including 

parents)  

4. Remediation & extension resources and experiences  

5. Establish a Personalized Learning Team to Pilot PLEs 

2020-2021 Full Strategic Integration 

 

As previously mentioned, two major unforeseen variables (a change in district 

level leaders and the COVID-19 pandemic) prompted quick changes to the districtôs 

device allocation model. KCSD shifted to a 1:1 model for virtual instruction and 

inadvertently accelerated some components of KCSDôs device allocation model and 
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KMSôs Schoology goals. When KMS students returned to in-person schooling during 

the 2021-2022 school year, the 1:1 model remained in place. The expanded access to 

technology laid the foundation for the expansion of PLEs beyond the educators who 

participated in KMSôs PLE pilot team.  

Part 5 of 5: Integration of a Data-Analysis Program  

When comparing differentiation and PLEs, a predominant theme is that 

students are included more in the design of learning experiences in PLEs. Shemshack 

and Spector (2020) conclude that ñ(a) adaptive instruction, (b) blended instruction, (c) 

differentiation, (d) customized instruction, (e) individualized learning, (f) adaptive 

learning, (g) proactive supports, and (h) real-world connections are all hallmarks of 

good personalized learningò (p. 6). One could assert that data-driven instruction 

explicitly designed for students based on individual needs is more representative of 

differentiation than a strategy to personalize learning. However, this assertion fails to 

recognize that differentiation, in its original form and practice, ought to be considered 

just one instructional hallmark of good, personalized learning. Kallick and Zmuda 

(2017) encourage educators to consider PLEs as an umbrella under which many 

student-centered practices fit.  

Data-driven instruction remains an integral PLE component. Rickabaugh 

(2016) highlights several strategies for how educational technology lays a foundation 

for PLEs, such as (a) data management; (b) capturing real-time data; (c) progress 

monitoring; and (d) embedded assessments. Student data analytics programs (e.g., 

LinkIT! ), assessment data included in Schoology reports, and programs like IXL, 
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Assessment and Learning and Knowledge Spaces (ALEKS), ClassKick, and Kahoot 

provide educators with instantaneous feedback that can be quickly integrated to drive 

and/or refine instruction based on student needs and interests. The time previously 

dedicated to retrieving and summarizing data can now be shifted to applying those 

data to better personalize learning opportunities and feedback for students (Office of 

Educational Technology, 2017).  

LinkIT!  Data-Analysis Program 

 

 In 2021, KCSD adopted LinkIT!  as a data-analytics program. LinkIT!  provides 

educators with consistent access to actionable student data at the district, building, 

classroom, and student levels to guide conversations, plan professional learning, and 

drive instruction. LinkIT!  provides expanded access to data for common formative and 

summative assessment data. In addition, LinkIT!  integrates all available student data 

and empowers educators to personalized learning based on the available data. 

Educators can also conduct item analysis of assessment questions that are aligned with 

the Pennsylvania Common Core Standards of Learning. In summary, LinkIT!  

consolidates all available student data and information, which equips educators with 

unprecedented insight into each individual student.  

LinkIT! : Curriculum and Instruction  

Table 23 demonstrates How LinkIT!  can influence KCSD curriculum and 

instruction.  
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Table 23 Influence of LinkIT!  on Curriculum and Instruction 

 

Influence of LinkIT!  on Curriculum and Instruction  

Instructional leaders at the building and district levels drive change, implement 

expectations, support educators, and ensure overall effectiveness.  

Instructional leaders have access to formative student assessment data to drive 

student-centered conversations with educators.  

Instructional leaders and educators establish ongoing PLCs to analyze and respond 

to student formative assessment data.  

Instructional leaders study grade level and class data to guide educator discussions 

and drive the design of learning experiences.  

Instructional leaders and educators use the data to progress monitor all students and 

implement intervention strategies.  

 

LinkIT! : Special Education, Student Services, and Multi-Tiered System of Supports 

(MTSS) 

PaTTAN (2018) defines Multi -Tiered System of Supports (MTSS) as a 

ñstandards-aligned, comprehensive school improvement framework for enhancing 

academic, behavioral and social-emotional outcomes for ALL studentsò (para. 1). 

LinkIT!  is an integral tool for implementing a true MTSS across KCSD. LinkIT!  

empowers educators to regularly access, study, and respond to formative data. Table 

24 outlines LinkIT!ôs influence on special education, student services, and the 

development of MTSS.  
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Table 24 Influence of LinkIT!  on Special Education, Student Services, and MTSS 

 

Influence of LinkIT!  on Special Education, Student Services, and MTSS 

Longitudinal data such as local benchmarks and language assessments are available 

beyond state assessment data.  

LinkIT!  provides a universal screener for all students that is readily accessible for 

all systems.  

LinkIT!  tracks attendance and student conduct data to assist building-level and pre-

referral teams.  

LinkIT!  can place students into tiers to allow for more targeted and personalized 

instruction.  

LinkIT!  enables educators to assign and track MTSS academic interventions, 

counseling supports, and behavior supports. This information can be used to 

personalize instruction for students.  

LinkIT!  integrates with IEP writer data.  

 

LinkIT! : Information Systems and Educational Technology 

LinkIT!  integrates existing assessment data such as (a) the Pennsylvania 

System of School Assessment (PSSAs) results; (b) Pennsylvania Keystones Exams 

results; (c) World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA) Screener and 

ACCESS results; (d) Assessment and Learning in Knowledge Spaces (ALEKS) 

benchmark results; (e) DIBELS (Acadience) results; (f) algebra readiness results; (g) 

Advanced Placement (AP) exam results; and (h) other assessments such as SAT, 

PSAT, ACT, and Northwest Evaluation Association Measure of Assessment Progress 

(NWEA MAP) benchmark scores. LinkIT!  also captures attendance and student 

conduct data. KCSD educators and leaders can collaborate to determine what other 

data sets are needed and establish the required timelines for each to review during 

PLCs.  

Challenges 
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One key challenge with implementing PLEs is helping educators realize that 

PLEs do not replace content standards or curriculum. Instead, PLEs aim to integrate 

personalization strategies to positively influence studentsô levels of interest, 

satisfaction, engagement, agency, and overall learning to the highest degree possible 

while working towards mastery of state content standards, such as the Pennsylvania 

Common Core Standards of Learning. Instructional leaders must be careful to not 

overwhelm educators with educational technology without sufficient supportðor 

educators will view educational technology as another obstacle to their instruction 

instead of a tool to promote PLEs.  

An additional challenge with the expansion of PLEs is acknowledging that the 

personalization of learning will occur differently in every classroom based on 

timelines, contexts, resources, adaptive programs, non-negotiable learning standards, 

learning standards, availability of instructional and adaptive programs, and individual 

students. Efforts to monitor the implementation of the KMS PLE Framework (e.g., 

integration of PLE strategies into learning experiences) must allow for flexibility and 

varying levels of personalization.  

Students will also have to learn how to use educational technology and 

function within a PLE. While many students are relatively comfortable with digital 

media, Fadde and Vu (2014) outline several challenges that students may encounter 

when learning online or in blended learning environments. They attest that students 

must be proficient in using the Internet, typing, and navigating learning management 

systems, Microsoft Office, Google Suite, and more to access the content of a course. 



 

 

 249 

Students that lack the necessary educational technology skills may be at a 

disadvantage, so building capacity for these skills among students must be a priority.  

Using Technology to Evaluate PLEs 

At KMS, integration of PLEs will be monitored and measured in three ways: 

(a) use of a walk-through tracker; (b) evidence of planning via the KMS PLE planning 

guide and use of the KMS PLE Framework; and (c) monitoring KMSôs professional 

learning communities (PLCs) and collaborative teams (CTs). The walk-through 

tracker will allow administrative team members to gather data about what instructional 

strategies are used in classrooms to personalize learning. As part of this ELP, I will 

finalize the KMS Instructional and Learning Identity and a walk-through tracker 

(components of the KMS PLE Framework) to empower KMS administrative team 

members to capture valuable data about the types and frequency of personalization 

occurring at KMS. As instructional leaders, we will rely on technology to help monitor 

integration of PLE strategies and evaluate the effectiveness of PLEs.  

Conclusion 

Freeman et al. (2008) attest that ñwhile using technology in isolation has not 

been shown to be effective in improving learning outcomes, technology integrated into 

the core curriculum offers a powerful tool for enhancing learning and differentiating 

instructional content, product, and processò (pp. 155-156). It is our responsibility, as 

educators, to determine how to integrate educational technology to personalize and 

maximize learning for all students (Freeman et al., 2008). The integration of 

educational technology does not imply that educators are no longer pivotal in the 
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educational process (Bray & McClaskey, 2016). Extant research also indicates that 

systems-level curricular, cultural, and technological changes are necessary to promote 

PLEs (Barbour et al., 2017; Basham et al., 2016; Office of Educational Technology, 

2017). Educators cannot dismiss the added value of educational technology and PLEs. 

To reiterate, PLEs are not a technology-first initiative. Instead, PLEs are a student-

centered learning initiative that benefits tremendously from the strategic integration of 

educational technology.  
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Appendix G1 

 

Resources for KCSD Families to Get Internet  at Home 

 

 KCSD has worked to identify a variety of in-home Internet options for students 

and families. Internet essentials costs $10 per family per household for eligible 

families. KCSD has worked to identify affordable options with other carriers such as 

AT&T, Comcast, Verizon, Boost Mobile, T-Mobile, Sprint, and Verizon Wireless.  

 

Features of Internet  Essentials include: 

¶ 6 months of free Internet Essentials service, if you are eligible and are 

approved.  

¶ High-speed Internet service (25/3 Mbps), No term contract 

¶ No credit check 

¶ Free self-installation kit 

 

Steps to getting Internet  Essentials Service: 

1. Email studenttechhelp@kcsd. org or call 610. 444. 2551 

2. Apply at InternetEssentials. com, (contact KCSD Help Desk, 610. 444. 2551, 

for the Promo Code needed on page 4 of the application) 

¶ For those not eligible, or looking for other options, visit Resources for 

Connecting at Home 

¶ If you do not want to provide or do not have a Social Security number, you can 

submit other forms of identification, like a Driverôs License (domestic or 

foreign), utility bill, Medicaid card, marriage certificate, matricula consular 

card, and passport (domestic or foreign) to name a few. Please 

visit InternetEssentials. com/get-help for a full list of acceptable IDs.  

 

Las Caracter²sticas de Internet  Essentials incluyen: 

¶ 6 meses de servicio gratuito de Internet Essentials, si usted es elegible y está 

aprobado.  

¶ Servicio de Internet de alta velocidad (25/3 Mbps) Sin contrato de plazo fijo 

¶ Sin revisi·n de cr®dito 

¶ Paquete de Autoinstalaci·n gratis 

 

Pasos para obtener el Servicio de Internet  Essentials: 

1. Email studenttechhelp@kcsd. org o llame al 610. 444. 2551 

2. Solicite en es. InternetEssentials. com(póngase en contacto con el 

departamento de tecnologia, 610. 444. 2551, para obtener el código 

promocional necesario en la página 4 de la solicitud) 

https://nam10.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Finternetessentials.com%2F&data=02%7C01%7Cdmaguire%40kcsd.org%7Cbe5d79084ae344ec915208d8506adf57%7C40cc064b1a2342e49d927fc46a8d5a2b%7C0%7C0%7C637347767241669382&sdata=9mcl6xr0gLxSUnVGAJIO%2BRfQRqcNM3HrNFm%2FmFfzR8Y%3D&reserved=0
https://www.kcsd.org/wp/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Resources-for-Connecting-at-Home-.pdf
https://www.kcsd.org/wp/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Resources-for-Connecting-at-Home-.pdf
https://nam10.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Finternetessentials.com%2Fget-help&data=02%7C01%7Cdmaguire%40kcsd.org%7Cbe5d79084ae344ec915208d8506adf57%7C40cc064b1a2342e49d927fc46a8d5a2b%7C0%7C0%7C637347767241669382&sdata=bs3eA456vSKwSciWnUvW8Wsed%2BVWB1to5EZJc6m39NY%3D&reserved=0
https://nam10.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fes.internetessentials.com%2F&data=02%7C01%7Cdmaguire%40kcsd.org%7Cbe5d79084ae344ec915208d8506adf57%7C40cc064b1a2342e49d927fc46a8d5a2b%7C0%7C0%7C637347767241679338&sdata=XuGZfi6v0urfFyxKpuaEjIps%2BkI2OF7Am9lo7l0IsVw%3D&reserved=0
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¶ Para aquellos que no son elegibles o busque otras opciones, visite Recursos 

para conectarse en casa (español) 

¶ Si no desea proporcionar o no tiene un número de Seguro Social puede 

presentar otras formas de identificación, como una Licencia de Conducir 

(nacional o extranjera) factura de servicios públicos, tarjeta de Medicaid, 

certificado de matrimonio, tarjeta consular de matricula, y pasaporte (nacional 

o extranjero) para nombrar algunos. Visite es. InternetEssentials. com/get-

help para obtener una lista completa de identificaciones aceptables.  

 

 
 

 

https://www.kcsd.org/wp/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Resources-for-Connecting-at-Home-Spanish.pdf
https://www.kcsd.org/wp/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Resources-for-Connecting-at-Home-Spanish.pdf
https://nam10.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fes.internetessentials.com%2Fget-help&data=02%7C01%7Cdmaguire%40kcsd.org%7Cbe5d79084ae344ec915208d8506adf57%7C40cc064b1a2342e49d927fc46a8d5a2b%7C0%7C0%7C637347767241679338&sdata=TAqH4%2BiBCc4BXcHTrkew18VnIdS74L%2FyIW%2Bg%2BAON5mI%3D&reserved=0
https://nam10.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fes.internetessentials.com%2Fget-help&data=02%7C01%7Cdmaguire%40kcsd.org%7Cbe5d79084ae344ec915208d8506adf57%7C40cc064b1a2342e49d927fc46a8d5a2b%7C0%7C0%7C637347767241679338&sdata=TAqH4%2BiBCc4BXcHTrkew18VnIdS74L%2FyIW%2Bg%2BAON5mI%3D&reserved=0
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Appendix G2  

 

Schoology Professional Learning Email to staff: 

 

Hi everyone!   

 

As you already know, we will be delivering SIOP Professional Learning this year 

through a course on Schoology. There will be assignments each month and there will 

be time on Mondays after school and during team on Wednesdays to complete the 

assignments. It may be helpful and at times necessary to reference your SIOP 

textbook, Making Content Comprehensible for English Learners while completing the 

assignments.  

 

On Monday, December 3, 2018, from 2:45-3:45 please work on the assignments in 

the December folder that you will see once logged into the course. There will be time 

given on subsequent Wednesdays during team to complete the assignments if you do 

not finish on Monday. All assignments will be due by the end of the month.  

Our hope is that not only will you learn more about SIOP but that you will learn more 

about Schoology by experiencing it through the eyes of a student.  

 

Step 1: Join the course! 

 Log in to Schoology 

 Go to Courses 

 Go to My Courses 

 Click Join a Course (on the right) 

 Enter this code: 27D76-P533R 

 

Step 2: Complete the assignments.  

 Once in the Course, go to Materials on the left and click on the December 

2018 SIOP PD Assignments then click on one of the assignments OR go to 

Upcoming on the right and click on one of the assignments that are due on 

December 31, 2018.  

 Complete all of the December 2018 SIOP PD Assignments in any order by the 

end of the month.  

 

If you have any questions, just ask! 

 

-The KMS Principals  
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Appendix G3  

 

Staff SIOP Professional Learning in Schoology 

 

The following image displays the home page of the staffôs SIOP professional learning.  

 

 
 

The following image displays one professional learning module accessible via 

Schoology.  
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Appendix G4 

 

Staff Survey For Technology Tuesday Topics 

 

Hi everyone,  

 

Click here to see the PRIDE lessons for this upcoming week.  

 

Reminders 

We are continuing to discuss and celebrate Black History Month.  

 

If there are any technology needs you see for your students, please complete this Tech 

Tuesday Topic Survey via Google Forms, with your ideas!  

 

Survey Items: 

1. What grade is your PRIDE class? 

2. Please describe any tutorials you would like to see related to Clever.  

3. Please describe any tutorials you would like to see related to Schoology.  

4. Please describe any tutorials you would like to see related Skyward.  

5. Please describe any tutorials you would like to see related Google Drive.  

6. Please describe any tutorials you would like to see related Student Email.  

7. Please describe any tutorials you would like to see not related to any of the 

programs above.  

8th grade: Please use time this week to show video from Lauren and help student 

choose electives for 9th grade.  

 

2/17 and 2/18 ï students from the HS will be visiting to do a presentation and a Q&A.  

 

Thank you.  
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Appendix G5 

 

Technology Tuesday Lessons for All KMS Students in Kennett PRIDE 

 

The following lesson plans represent technology tips that all students received 

in their Kennett PRIDE classes. Through these brief lesson plans, students build 

capacity that facilitates participation within PLEs. Topics outlined in the lessons 

below include (a) online assessment-taking familiarity and strategies; (b) Internet 

safety; (c) Naviance Strengths Explorer and Entrepreneurship; (d) learning styles 

inventory; and (e) split-screen mode.  

 

TECH TUESDAY  

April 19 , 2022 

TOPIC: PSSA Part 2 

CONTENT OBJECTIVE:  

SWBAT apply math and ELA assessment-taking strategies 

to the online PSSAS.  

LANGUAGE 

OBJECTIVE:  

SWBAT navigate 

the tools needed 

during PSSAs 2022.  

 

Video Link:  PSSA Part0 2 video link 

 

INSTRUCTION/ACTIVITIES:  

1. Play the video above for class (20 minutes).  

2. Have students follow along with the video, pausing as needed.  

3. Answer student questions and assist students, as needed.   

REMINDERS:  

¶ Cycle Day Calendar 2021 

¶ Continue PRIDE Practice tomorrow, Wednesday.  

¶ Talk with students about bringing in their school device AND charger. Will 

be leaving in their PSSA assessment group end of day Wednesday until 

PSSAs begin.  

 

 

 

https://youtu.be/vHlJKeieIiE
https://docs.google.com/presentation/u/0/d/1gyWfQwpZ-PhVZMJjEm6LMhRZ-386EkCGrHiwu86qeMM/edit
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TECH TUESDAY  

February 22, 2022 

TOPIC: Internet  Safety 

CONTENT OBJECTIVE:  

SWBAT state the importance of being safe 

online.  

LANGUAGE 

OBJECTIVE:  

SWBAT share at least one new 

Internet safety tip that they 

learned.  

Website Link: Play Interland - Be Internet Awesome  

INSTRUCTION/ACTIVITIES:  
** Have students choose a different world than they did previously! Directions below are the same 

as when students completed previously.  
 

 

1. Above, please find the link to access an interactive game that you can play 

with students. We recommend having them play in pairs, but it can be 

played individually or as a whole class (you can project on the board).  

2. How to play: 

1. Go to link (post on Schoology page for students).  

2. Go to settings in bottom toggle HD graphics OFF. If you do not do 

this, the game will not load and be extremely slow.  

3. Choose between 4 worlds, and click play. The introduction walks 

you through the directions and how to play.  

4. The game will take you through a series of questions related to the 

topic of the world you choose. To look at choices, use right and 

left arrows. To select an answer, click the spacebar. All text is 

read aloud, and you can pause the game at any time.  

1. The game is self-paced and provides correct answers.  

REMINDERS:  

¶ Cycle Day Calendar 2021 

 

 

 

 

 

https://beinternetawesome.withgoogle.com/en_us/interland/landing/kind-kingdom–
https://docs.google.com/presentation/u/0/d/1gyWfQwpZ-PhVZMJjEm6LMhRZ-386EkCGrHiwu86qeMM/edit
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TECH TUESDAY  

March 8, 2022 

TOPIC:  Naviance Strengths Explorer  

CONTENT OBJECTIVE:  

Use the Strengths Explorer exercise to help uncover personal 

talents and reveal potential strengths to you and the people in 

your world and gain the knowledge and tools you need to 

make the most of your talents.  

LANGUAGE 

OBJECTIVE:  

SWBAT use 

written words to 

interpret and share 

personal talents 

and strengths.  

MATERIALS:  

¶ Electronic device with access to Naviance through Clever.  

INSTRUCTION/ACTIVITIES:  

1. Students will log into Clever and choose Naviance.  

2. Students will scroll down to either Important To-Dos and Tasks OR Whatôs 

New (located on the right side of the screen).  

3. Have students click on the blue link entitled Complete Strengths Explorer.  

4. Click on ñComplete the Strengths Explorer Assessmentò next to the arrow 

highlighted in pink/fuchsia.  

5. Click on ñTake Assessment. ñ or ñContinue Assessment.ò 

6. Check the 3 boxes of things to know and then click ñI got it.ò 

7. Click the Start box. 

8. Begin the assessment and answer all questions on likes/dislikes or items 

most/least like you. Work until the end of the period, completing as much 

as time allows.  

9. Once finished, read your results. If it is easier, you may print and/or save 

this written report to your Google Drive. You will need it for future 

Naviance activities and references. However, your Strength Explorer 

results will always remain in your Naviance Portfolio. One may re-access 

this information by going to the Self-Discovery Tab.  

10. Results can and should be re-accessed. They can be found by going to the 

Self-Discovery Tab and clicking on the Strengths Explorer tab to view top 

personal themes.  

** There is only one day dedicated to this exercise**   

Please make sure to complete the task by the end of this week.  
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TECH TUESDAY  

March 1, 2022 

TOPIC:  Naviance Entrepreneurship 

CONTENT OBJECTIVE:  

SWBAT learn about entrepreneurship 

through the exploration of entrepreneurs.  

LANGUAGE OBJECTIVE:  

SWBAT identify and communicate 

what an entrepreneur is as well as 

share their various careers through 

written and oral expression.  

MATERIALS:  

¶ Electronic device with access to Naviance through Clever.  

INSTRUCTION/ACTIVITIES:  

1. Students will log into Clever and choose Navianceò  

2. Choose the tab ñCareers,ò then choose Explore Road Trip Nation Videos. 

Click ñInterests,ò then click the circle topic that says ñEntrepreneurshipò.  

3. Scroll through ALL 189 Entrepreneurs before choosing the one that 

interests you the most.  

4. Click on the Entrepreneur of your choice to learn more about that 

individual. 

5. Open another tab of Naviance to have the entrepreneurship reflection open 

to respond to the questions immediately after reading the biography and 

viewing the associated videos. It will be easier to complete the activity if 

students toggle between the Entrepreneurship biography/videos and the 

reflection. PLEASE REMIND STUDENTS TO hit SAVE AND COME 

BACK often as the program logs off with 20 minutes of inactivity.  

6. Open the Entrepreneurship Reflection by going to the About Me tab, Click 

on Surveys from Your School, and choosing the Entrepreneurship 

Reflection to complete.  

7. Re-Read the Biography bullet points and re-listen to the videos listed from 

your chosen entrepreneur.  

8. Make sure to watch the accompanying highlight video and interview 

video in their entirety and toggle to and from biography and reflection to 

provide thoughtful and complete responses.  

9. Answer each of the 5 questions in the Entrepreneurship reflection before 

hitting submit. You may save and come back to the task if you run out of 

time.  

** There is only one day dedicated to this exercise**   

Please make sure to complete it by the end of this week.  
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TECH TUESDAY  

March 15, 2022 

TOPIC: Learning Styles Inventory and Reflection 

CONTENT OBJECTIVE:  
To identify different learning styles and determine oneôs 

personal style by answering questions on how one learns 

best.  

LANGUAGE 

OBJECTIVE:  
SWBAT discuss and share, both in oral 

and written format how they learn best 

and strategies to use in each class to 

maximize learning potential.  

MATERIALS:  

¶ Electronic device with access to Naviance through Clever.  

INSTRUCTION/ACTIVITIES:  

1. Students will log into Clever and choose Naviance.  

2. Students will scroll down to Important To-Dos and Tasks.  

3. Choose the Learning Styles Inventory Task assigned by Jennifer 

Reinheimer.  

4. Click on the blue ñhereò link under the Description part of the task 

information to be directed to the Education Planner Learning Style 

Inventory.  

5. Begin the Inventory assessment and answer all 20 questions.  

6. Once finished, read the results.  

7. Make sure to save this written report to your Google Drive. Take a 

screenshot or copy and paste the information into a new Google Doc and 

save it as Learning Styles Results. You will need it for future Naviance 

activities and references.  

8. Return to the Naviance site through Clever after printing/saving personal 

Learning Style results. 

9. Make sure to re-enter the Learning Styles Inventory Task and manually 

check the blue Mark as Done button. *** Students MUST click the YES 

button when prompted, ñAre you sure you want to mark this task as doneò 

before starting the 2nd half of the assignment [which is the reflection].  

10. Once the Inventory is marked as done, return to the Naviance Home page. 

Scroll down to Important To-Dos and Tasks and click on the Learning 

Style Reflection Task.  

11. Click on the ñTake this surveyò in blue next to the arrow highlighted in 

pink/fuchsia.  
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12. Answer all 7 of the questions using the printout of your Learning Styles 

results.  

13. Hit save and finish only when done. Hit save and come back if you still 

have more to complete on the task.  

** There is only one day dedicated to this exercise and reflection 

task**   
Please make sure to complete it by the end of this week.  

 

 

 

 

 

TECH TUESDAY  

February 15 

TOPIC: Split Screen Mode 

CONTENT OBJECTIVE:  

SWBAT use split screen mode on their 

Chromebook.  

LANGUAGE 

OBJECTIVE:  

SWBAT show a peer how to use 

split screen mode on their 

Chromebook.  

Video Link:  https://youtu. be/IIcp19WHj2Y (5:34) 

INSTRUCTION/ACTIVITIES:  

1. Play video above for class.  

2. Have students follow along with the video, pausing as needed.  

3. Answer student questions and assist students, as needed.  

 

 

 

  

https://youtu.be/IIcp19WHj2Y
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Appendix G6  

 

Help Session for Staff: Emails #1 and #2 

 

Email #1 

 

Hello everyone!  

 

First off, I want to thank you for your timely responses. This allowed me to get an 

estimated headcount for our first session. After receiving input from everyone, I think 

our best bet to host a Schoology Help Session is going to be a Wednesday morning.  

I am going to send an email to team leaders so they can advertise to everyone but letôs 

put Wednesday, September 26th on our calendars. Weôll meet from 6:45am-7:15am in 

my room, A105.  

 

You will sign in so I can send Dan the sheet for you to earn FLEX time. Come 

prepared to work on your Schoology pages and I will be happy to assist you all with 

the questions you have and help you need! 

See you next Wednesday.  

 

-Building Technology Integration Specialist  

 

Email #2 

Good morning, 

 

I hope everyone had a great Thanksgiving! I wanted to let everyone know that I will 

be hosting Schoology Help Sessions this Wednesday (11/28) and Thursday (11/29) 

morning from 6:45-7:15am in my room, A105. Please come and join me so that I can 

help you with any and all Schoology and technology related questions you may have! 

I will have a sign-in sheet to log your flex time.  

Hope to see you later this week! 

 

-Building Technology Integration Specialist  
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Appendix G7 

 

KCSD Staff Training and In-Services Course in Schoology 
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Appendix H 

ARTIFACT 6ðPLE FOCUS GROUPS 

Introduction  

The improvement goals of this Education Leadership Portfolio (ELP) were to 

(a) better inform the design of the Kennett Middle School (KMS) Personalized 

Learning Environment (PLE) Framework; (b) increase PLE learning opportunities for 

Kennett Consolidated School District (KCSD) educators; and (c) enhance the 

integration of PLE strategies in the design of lessons, units, and student learning 

experiences across all of KCSD. To achieve my improvement goals, I implemented 

four improvement strategies which were to (a) design the KMS PLE Framework with 

input from the KCSD Design Team, KMS Instructional Leadership Team (ILT), and 

focus groups; (b) better understand stakeholder perspectives of the KMS PLE 

initiative; (c) create increased learning opportunities for PLEs; and (d) create the 

KCSD PLE Implementation Plan. This artifact ties to the first and second 

improvement strategy. 

As a reminder, stakeholder perspectives regarding the KMS PLE initiative 

were collected in multiple ways before conducting the focus groups in this artifact. In 

addition to years of dialogue between the KMS research team and the KMS PLE pilot 

team, the KMS PLE research team also administered a survey to evaluate whether 

students enrolled in courses taught by educators from the KMS PLE pilot team 

reported higher levels of interest, engagement, and satisfaction from their learning 
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experiences compared to students in a comparison group that did not experience PLEs 

during the pilot (See Artifact 4, Appendix F).  

The next step in advancing PLEs at KMS was to conduct focus groups to better 

understand ñthe hypothesized [é] effects of a programò (Fraenkel et al., 2015, p. 14). 

Conducting focus groups allowed me to gather student, educator, and parent/guardian 

perceptions of PLEs, the KMS Personalized Learning initiative, and the influence of 

PLEs on student learning. The primary purpose of these focus groups was to collect 

participant thoughts and opinions about PLEs and use those data to inform the design 

of KMSôs PLE Framework and the KCSD PLE Implementation Plan. 

I conducted four focus groups: one with students, one with educators, and two 

with parents/guardians. I created and used focus group protocols with semi-structured 

questions for all four focus groups, and the focus groups began with an overview of 

PLEs, the KMS PLE timeline, and examples of how PLEs may influence studentsô 

levels of interest, engagement, and satisfaction. Next, each focus group transitioned 

into semi-structured questions. 

Key Question 

 Consistent with Artifact 4, I again chose student interest, engagement, and 

satisfaction as outcomes because I hypothesized that PLEs would positively influence 

these three outcomes: 

¶ Interest was defined as something a student likes to do or something about 

which a student wants to learn more (Great Schools Partnership, 2014). 
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¶ Engagement was defined as ñthe degree of attention, curiosity, interest, 

optimism, and passion that students show when they are learning or being 

taught, which extends to the level of motivation they have to learn and 

progress in their educationò (Great Schools Partnership, 2014, para. 1). 

Engagement also encompasses the degree to which educators value and engage 

students as stakeholders and decision-makers (Great Schools Partnership, 

2014). 

¶ Satisfaction was defined as the amount of enjoyment and value a student draws 

from a particular learning experience.  

The overarching key question for all focus group protocols was: How, if at all, do 

students, educators, and parents/guardians describe the value of PLEs with respect to 

student interest, engagement, and satisfaction? Complete focus group protocols for 

students, educators, and parents/guardians are available in Appendices H1, H2, and 

H3.  

Methodology 

Overview 

All focus groups began with a brief overview of PLEs and the KMS PLE 

timeline. This overview included high-level details to orient participants to PLEs 

generally and in KCSD specifically, but intentionally lacked more depth of detail to 

avoid priming participants with information that they may have referenced later in the 
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focus group. See Appendix H4 for the slides I presented as part of this informational 

overview. 

After an overview of PLEs, I transitioned to focus group protocols for students, 

educators, and parents/guardians, which are available in Appendices H1, H2, and H3. 

Protocols consisted of semi-structured questions with six primary questions and a 

series of probing questions are available in Appendix H4.  

Sample of Participants 

Students. To assemble the single student focus group, I used a stratified 

sampling strategy, stratifying on student race/ethnicity and student gender. To 

assemble the possible sample, I used reported ethnicities and genders within the 

KCSDôs internal student information system. First, I contacted parents/guardians for 

consent for their child to participate. Once consent was obtained from 

parents/guardians, I invited students to grant assent and, if granted, participate in the 

focus group. I continued seeking consent from parents/guardians and assent from 

students until three Hispanic students, three Non-Hispanic students, and an equal 

number of male and female students were confirmed to participate. The final sample 

of participants consisted of six students, one of whom was a Hispanic male student, 

two of whom were Hispanic female students, one of whom was a Non-Hispanic male 

student, and two of whom were Non-Hispanic female students. 

Educators. To assemble the focus group of educators, I used a stratified 

sampling strategy, stratifying on KMSôs three grade levels and educatorsô experience 

with the PLE pilot and the KMS PLE committee. For three participants, I selected one 
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educator from each grade level with previous PLE experience from the PLE pilot and 

the KMS PLE committee. For the remaining three participants, I randomly selected 

from the KMS faculty without prior experience with PLEs. I aimed to represent at 

least two grade levels and the cycles educators (e.g., non-core subject areas educators 

like physical education, music, or art). The three participants without previous PLE 

experience helped expand the view of PLEs by sharing their thoughts and opinions as 

educators with little to no experience with PLEs (Palinkas et al., 2015). Ultimately, a 

total of six educators participated in the educator focus group. 

Parents/Guardians. Two parent/guardian focus groups were conducted. One 

parent/guardian focus group was for Hispanic parents/guardians, and the second 

parent/guardian focus group was for Non-Hispanic parents/guardians. Representation 

from Hispanic parents in a separate focus group was necessary, as Hispanic students 

comprise about half of KMSôs student population. Each parent/guardian focus group 

had three participants selected from the KMS parent/guardian list. To increase the 

representativeness, I used a stratified random sampling strategy to select two 

parents/guardians (one Hispanic, one Non-Hispanic) from each of KMSôs three grade 

levels (Fraenkel et al., 2015). The KCSD student information system contained the 

necessary information to ensure participants met the abovementioned criteria. I sent 

invitations until I secured three participants for each parent/guardian focus group. 

Data Sources and Data Collection Procedures 

As noted previously, four focus groups were facilitated. I facilitated the 

educator focus group and both parent focus groups. To avoid influencing student 
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responses based on my role as a KMS administrator, I solicited the help of a volunteer 

trained in collecting data from human subjects to facilitate the student focus group. I 

utilized the website Temi, an online transcription service, to record and ultimately 

transcribe focus groups. 

Data Analysis  

 I employed integrated coding (Bradley et al., 2007) to make sense of data from 

my focus groups. I developed a list of initial deductive codes based on a literature 

review on PLEs, such as (a) participant identifies clear and specific added value; or (b) 

participant identifies a cause for reservation and/or negative influence. I also 

intentionally inductively coded interview transcripts to preserve participant voice. 

Participant responses were analyzed and coded using this integrated coding scheme, 

which combined deductive and inductive coding (Bradley et al., 2007). The final 

codebook was created from two primary sources. First, I created an original codebook 

version based on literature based PLE elements that related to my ELPôs problem and 

improvement goals and strategies. Next, I allowed new ideas, thoughts, and views 

shared by focus group participants to further shape the codebook. After finalizing the 

codebook and coding all the interview transcripts, I engaged in the data reduction 

process to create discrete categories and, ultimately, develop five themes rooted the 

data. Table 25 highlights the deductive codes that arose from a literature review on 

PLEs.  
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Table 25 Deductive Codes for Focus Group Interviews 

Code # Description 

Code 1 Non-response or off topic response 

Code 2 Participant identifies a cause for reservation and/or negative influence 

Code 3 No added value and/or no negative value 

Code 4 Participant identifies partial or some degree of added value 

Code 5 Participant identifies clear and specific added value 

 

Ultimately, I used these focus group data to inform the design of the KMS PLE 

Framework (see Artifact 7, Appendix I) and KCSD PLE Implementation Plan (see 

Artifact 8, Appendix J), which are integral resources intended to increase the 

integration of PLE strategies into the design of lessons, units, and student learning 

experiences across KCSD. 

Methodological Limitations 

There are four limitations to this methodology. First, focus group participants 

may have interpreted the questions differently. Some participants provided personal 

stories while some spoke in general terms and others passed on questions or elected to 

agree with others without sharing further details. Second, all Hispanic students and 

parents that were randomly selected were bilingual. There was no need to conduct any 

focus group work in Spanish. It is possible that the perspectives of newcomer students 

and parents (i.e., those with extremely limited or no English proficiency) were not 

represented in the data provided by bilingual Hispanic students and parents. Third, one 

participant from the student group and one from the Hispanic parent group could not 

participate. As such, there were challenges to quantifying data from focus groups with 

only five total participants in each group. Fourth and finally, PLEs were likely still a 
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relatively unknown idea for many focus group participants. Although three educators 

had experiences with PLEs, three other educators, all parents, and all students may 

have required more time to be initially introduced to PLEs before being able to discuss 

their potential with respect to student learning. 

Findings  

 I developed five themes based on analyzing focus group data. I organized the 

findings around these five themes, which align closely to what the literature says about 

Personalized Learning Environments (PLEs). 

Theme #1ðInterest and Relevancy Matter 

 Educators may incorporate student interest and other student feedback into the 

design of pathways or facilitate student-led projects and discussions (Zhang et al., 

2020). Participants from all four focus groups offered evidence to suggest that 

capitalizing on student interest and making learning experiences more relevant were 

highly important. One Hispanic parent, for instance, said since seventh grade students 

have the chance to select cycle courses that interested them most would ñapply 

themselves more.ò A Non-Hispanic parent indicated that students would ñtotally buy 

in when itôs something theyôre interested in,ò and expanded on their thought by adding 

that ñinstead of scratching the surfaceé[students] will probably be willing to take a 

deeper dive.ò A KMS educator with PLE experience reported seeing students ñhave 

more interest in what they were learning,ò and also stated that ñwe [KMS educators] 

actually saw, I think, more on-task behavior in the math classroomò in which PLE 

strategies were being integrated. Lastly, all students who responded offered some 



 

 

 279 

degree of approval for being encouraged to pursue their interests in learning. One 

student offered: 

Youôre gonna have a lot more interest because if, like, for example, in ELA, if 

they just throw a book at you and like tell you tô read it, and youôre not 

necessarily interested in that topic, itôs gonna be completely boring and youôre 

gonna dread doing it. 

 

These findings suggest that an added layer of personalization of learning can occur 

when educators invite students to explore their interests, curiosities, and passions 

through the lens of course content (Zhang et al., 2020). Focus group students, 

educators, and parents/guardians all offered responses to suggest incorporating student 

interests, curiosities, and passions into the learning process would improve student 

learning. The KMS PLE research team had the same findings in the KMS PLE Pilot 

Data Analysis (See Artifact 4, Appendix F6).  

Theme #2ðStudent Input and Feedback Matter  

In leading the development of the KCSD PLE Implementation Plan, Dr. Robert 

Dillon emphasized the importance of being intentional about soliciting student 

feedback. He encouraged KCSD teachers to consider the following: 

¶ Finding a way to see patterns in the feedback across the building.  

¶ Asking teachers to reflect on what they are hearing from students with 

colleagues. 

¶ Provide some solution resources to teachers to show students that their 

feedback supports change.  
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To further support the idea of student input, the data from KMS PLE student surveys 

revealed that student input (e.g., having a say in what is learned or how learning 

occurs) and student feedback (e.g., asking students what they liked/disliked) produced 

the largest effects. These data indicate the importance of involving students in the 

learning process. 

All non-student focus group participants indicated the positive influence of 

student input and feedback on student learning. One Hispanic parent, for instance, 

noted, ñI think getting feedback mainly from kids, theyôre the ones in it, getting that 

feedback is how [educators] canéadjust learning for [students].ò A Non-Hispanic 

parent commented that educators could use technology (e.g., Google Forms) to learn 

more about student experiences and use that information to shape future learning. A 

KMS educator offered a complimentary response, stating that they liked asking 

students to write advice for future students. The KMS educator also noted routinely 

asking students for ideas about how to keep class positive and focused on learning. No 

students, though, offered responses that indicated PLEs explicitly added value to 

student learning or regarding soliciting feedback from students.  

Theme #3ðStudent Choice and Empowerment Matters 

 A key finding from a literature review on PLEs came from The National 

Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine (2018), which suggests that 

educators who provide opportunities for meaningful choice support learner autonomy, 

motivation, and achievement. As cited in the literature review, PLEs show all students 
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that their interests, voices, cultures, goals, and perspectives legitimately matter (e.g., 

Rickabaugh, 2016). 

A theme of student choice and empowerment was consistent across all four 

focus groups. One KMS teacher, for example, said that students have ñgrown from 

what theyôve [learned] from their choice[s].ò A Hispanic parent added that it is a 

privilege for students to attend a school that empowers students and emphasizes PLEs. 

One Non-Hispanic parent suggested interest surveys helped empower students while 

another Non-Hispanic parent suggested that educational technology (e.g., Schoology 

and IXLða personalized online math program) empowered students to work at their 

own pace and at their own ability level. Lastly, a student suggested that schools 

consider offering different field trips and allowing students to attend or opt out based 

on their interests. This theme of student choice and empowerment from focus group 

participants was also present in the surveys of students (see Artifact 4, Appendix F5) 

and the literature review (see Artifact 1, Appendix B). 

Theme #4 ï Teacher Autonomy Matters 

 Because the KMS PLE Common Language (see Artifact 4, Appendix F1) 

suggests PLEs will not look the same in each classroom, it is important to 

acknowledge that there is no standard way to personalize learning. The KMS PLE 

Common Language represents the type of teaching and learning that the KMS PLE 

research team believed should exist within a PLE based on their experience as 

educators, literature about personalized learning, and existing PLE models, 
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frameworks, and definitions (see Kallick & Zmuda, 2017; Rickabaugh, 2016; Office 

of Educational Technology, 2018). 

Students and parents in focus groups generally offered respect for educator 

discretion about how and when to appropriately personalize learning. Educators 

emphasized the need to draw on their knowledge of instructional strategies and 

relationships with students to promote student learning. The overarching takeaway 

with respect to this theme is that educators personalize learning at different times, in 

different ways, and to different degrees based on student input, the context of their 

content, and their professional judgment. 

Theme #5ðReasons for Caution 

 The literature review suggested that students and educators must develop the 

capacity for PLEs to see success. Rickabaugh (2016), for example, highlighted that the 

creators of the Honeycomb Model (see Artifact 1, Appendix B) urge educators to 

build capacity with personalized learning one component at a time, beginning with the 

three core components of learner profiles, customized learning paths, and proficiency-

based progress (Rickabaugh, 2016). In addition, excessive screen time remains a 

concern associated with PLEs because technology is a critical component of PLEs 

(Carter et al., 2017). 

Consistent with this extant research, students, educators, and parents from the 

focus groups urged caution with respect to PLEs. Students, for instance, asserted that 

the personalization of learning should only occur after students have a basic 

understanding of necessary content. To a degree, studentsô responses indicated that 
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they viewed PLEs as a way to extend learning beyond ñbasic facts.ò One educator 

identified that, sometimes, students feel safer in a structured classroom and do best 

when they are told exactly what to do as opposed to having more choice and 

empowerment. Another educator offered a personal story, sharing that their daughter 

struggled with a choice board because she was overwhelmed and thought she had to 

do every learning activity listed. Per this educator (speaking now as a parent), the 

choice board was a source of stress for their child because they were not ready to 

make choices at such a young age. The educator concluded that students need 

instruction, practice with choices generally, and how to make choices specifically.  

Finally, Hispanic and Non-Hispanic parents identified concerns about how much work 

it would be for educators to personalize learning. They questioned whether PLEs 

could indeed be achievable given educatorsô other demands, such as meeting language 

needs of English Language Learners (ELLs) and accommodations for students who 

receive special education. A Non-Hispanic parent said, for instance, that ñsome kids 

maybe need more structure, more regimen, and need to be told what exactly to do,ò 

and expanded their thought by saying, ñsome children might not be able to handle 

[PLEs].ò 

Discussion of Findings and Application to ELP 

These focus groups allowed me to collect insightful feedback from students, 

educators, and parents regarding PLEs. Many responses from focus group participants 

aligned with extant literature on PLEs (e.g., Kallick & Zmuda, 2017; Office of 

Educational Technology, 2017). Personalization can occur by allowing students to 



 

 

 284 

choose learning pathways or influence the design of learning pathways (Kallick & 

Zmuda, 2017; Office of Educational Technology, 2017). PLEs reexamine how schools 

use instructional time, employ instructional space, and value student input, interests, 

and roles to make student learning more engaging and relevant (Bray & McClaskey, 

2016; Office of Educational Technology, 2017).  

Moreover, the first four themes from focus groups aligned with the findings 

from student surveys, which are explained in detail in Artifact 4 (Appendix F5). Using 

survey data from students who learned within a PLE and those who did not, we (the 

KMS PLE Research Team) tested the hypothesis that the provision of PLEs would 

have a positive relationship with interest, engagement, and satisfaction. The 

independent sample t-test showed that mean differences for 12 of 14 items were 

statistically significant (p < .05). We concluded that PLEs had a positive relationship 

with student interest, engagement, and satisfaction. The survey items with the three 

largest effect sizes were used to create the KMS PLE Core 3+1, featured in Appendix 

F7. The responses from participants in the focus groups were in alignment with the 

three parts of the KMS PLE Core 3+1 which are (a) student interest (i.e., relevancy); 

(b) student input; and (c) student choice and empowerment.  

It is evident that students, educators, and Hispanic and Non-Hispanic parents 

support PLEs, albeit with some concerns regarding implementation. Regarding those 

concerns, I learned that educators need to know that PLEs do not need to occur daily 

or even weekly. Additional resources to help educators could also hold promise to 
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lighten educatorsô workloads, so I have started to develop and will provide a KMS 

PLE Unit Planner to help educators identify opportunities to personalize learning. 

Overall, findings from the focus groups aligned with findings from the KMS 

PLE Pilot student surveys (see Artifact 4, Appendix F5) and the literature review (See 

Artifact 1, Appendix B). At no point did the findings from the focus groups diverge 

from the findings of either Artifact 1 or 4 (see Appendix B and F). KMS students, 

educators, and parents were however, able to add more nuanced examples of how 

PLEs could positively influence studentsô learning experiences at KMS. The focus 

groups bridged the concept of PLEs in the world of academia to KMSôs students and 

classrooms.  

While measuring the precise influence of PLEs is likely difficult, PLEs do 

align with KCSDôs vision, which asserts that all studentsô journeys matter. Given that 

KMS educators work with an increasingly diverse student population, PLEs present 

one way of achieving this vision. These focus groups have reinforced that PLEs 

effectively show all students that their interests, voices, cultures, goals, and 

perspectives legitimately matter (Bolman & Deal, 2008; Kallick & Zmuda, 2017). 

 The findings from the focus groups primarily helped realize ELP Improvement 

Strategy 2, which was to better understand stakeholder perspectives of the KMS PLE 

initiative. Coincidently, the findings from the focus groups also informed the design of 

the KMS PLE Framework (ELP Improvement Strategy 1) and the KCSD PLE 

Implementation Plan (ELP Improvement Strategy 4).  
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Appendix H1  

Focus Group Protocol for Students 

 

Hi students. This group that you all are in is called a focus group. A focus group is a 

collection of individuals who give their thoughts about some questions. You are here 

because I need your help. At KMS, we are exploring Personalized Learning 

Environments that can influence how and what educators teach and how and what 

students learn. 

 

Your opinions about Personalized Learning Environments will help me learn more 

about this initiative. My goal is to better understand the initiative and use what you 

think of it to make improvements. I could not do it without your help, so thank you for 

participating. 

 

Since this is a formal research study, I want to review something called ethics, which 

you can think of as rules for me to follow. You do not have to answer the questions 

and may pass on any question that makes you feel uncomfortable. There are no right 

or wrong answers. You can quit the focus group at any time. There is no penalty. 

 

As a reminder, this focus group will be audio recorded. All of your names and answers 

will be anonymous, meaning no one will connect your responses to your name. If 

something is confidential, that means it is secret and safe. While I will keep your 

information confidential, since weôre in a focus group setting, I canôt fully guarantee 

that other students will keep your information confidential. While every effort will be 

made to protect your confidentiality, a loss of confidentiality is unlikely to put you at 

risk. This means that even if the world learns about your responses, you are not at risk 

for harm. 

 

After this focus group, I will not share your responses with anyone except a 

professional transcription service that puts your spoken answers into text for me to 

read and analyze. Professional transcription services follow the highest standards of 

ethics. Do you have any questions before we begin? 

 

1. In your own words, how would you describe the valueðif anyðin 

personalizing learning for children?  

2. Iôd like to get a little more specific. What strategies do you think KMS 

educators could use to personalize learning for you as a student? 

3. To what extent do you think personalized learning strategies could increase, or 

have increased, your 

a. Interest in learning? 
b. Engagement with learning? 
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c. Satisfaction with your learning? 

d. Ownership over your learning? 

4. To what extent do you think personalized learning strategies may negatively 

influence, or may have negatively influenced, your 

a. Interest in learning? 

b. Engagement with learning? 

c. Satisfaction with your learning? 

d. Ownership of your learning? 

5. To what extent do you think personalized learning strategies would work better 

for some students compared to other students? 

a. If  so, why do you think that is? Can you give me an example? 

b. If not, why do you believe this is so? 

6. My brief presentation introduced KMSôs Personalized Learning Environment 

initiative, which started in the fall of 2018. What do you think might be some 

benefits of this initiative? 

a. What might be some drawbacks? 

7. One of the main goals of KMSôs Personalized Learning Environment initiative 

is to better personalize learning for all students. The PLE initiative is one-way 

KMS has tried to meet this goal, but we always wonder what else we could do 

to personalize learning. What suggestions do you have for us to better 

accomplish our goal of personalizing student learning at KMS? 

8. Iôve asked you all a lot of questions today. Is there anything else youôd like to 

share that I didnôt ask you directly? 
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Appendix H2 

 

Focus Group Protocol for Educators 

 

Thank you for participating in this focus group to help me learn more about your 

opinions of and potential experiences with the KMS Personalized Learning 

Environment initiative. My goal is to better understand the initiative and use what you 

think of it to make improvements. 

 

Since this is a formal research study, I want to review ethics. You are not required to 

answer the questions and may pass on any question that makes you feel 

uncomfortable. There is no penalty for discontinuing participation. As a reminder, this 

focus group will be audio recorded. Any names of people and/or places will be 

anonymized. While I will keep your information confidential, since weôre in a focus 

group setting, I canôt fully guarantee that others will keep your information 

confidential. While every effort will be made to protect your confidentiality, a loss of 

confidentiality is unlikely to put you at risk. 

 

After this focus group, I will not share your responses with anyone except a 

professional transcription service, which adheres to the highest standards of ethics. Do 

you have any questions before we begin? 

 

1. In your own words, how would you describe the valueðif anyðin 

personalizing learning for students?  

2. Iôd like to get a little more specific. What strategies, if any, do you think KMS 

educators could use to personalize learning for students? 

3. To what extent do you think personalized learning strategies increase studentsô 

a. Interest in learning? 

b. Engagement with learning? 

c. Satisfaction with their learning? 

d. Ownership of their learning? 

4. To what extent do you think personalized learning strategies may negatively 

influence studentsô 

a. Interest in learning? 

b. Engagement with learning? 

c. Satisfaction with their learning? 

d. Ownership of their learning? 

5. To what extent do you think personalized learning strategies would work better 

for some students compared to other students? 

a. If so, why do you think that is? Can you give me an example? 

b. If not, why do you believe this is so? 
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6. My brief presentation introduced KMSôs Personalized Learning Environment 

initiative, which started in the fall of 2018.  

a. What do you think might be some benefits of this initiative? 

b. What might be some drawbacks? 

7. One of the main goals of KMSôs Personalized Learning Environment initiative 

is to better personalize learning for students. The initiative is one-way KMS 

has tried to meet this goal, but we always wonder what else we could do to 

personalize learning. What suggestions do you have for us to better accomplish 

our goal of personalizing student learning at KMS? 

8. Iôve asked you all a lot of questions today. Is there anything else youôd like to 

share that I didnôt ask you directly? 
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Appendix H3 

 

Focus Group Protocol for Parents/Guardians 

 

Thank you for participating in this focus group to help me learn more about your 

opinions of and potential experiences with the KMS Personalized Learning 

Environment initiative. My goal is to better understand the initiative and use what you 

think of it to make improvements. 

 

Since this is a formal research study, I want to review ethics. You are not required to 

answer the questions and may pass on any question that makes you feel 

uncomfortable. There is no penalty for discontinuing participation. As a reminder, this 

focus group will be audio recorded. Any names of people and/or places will be 

anonymized. While I will keep your information confidential, since weôre in a focus 

group setting, I canôt fully guarantee that others will keep your information 

confidential. While every effort will be made to protect your confidentiality, a loss of 

confidentiality is unlikely to put you at risk.  

 

After this focus group, I will not share your responses with anyone except a 

professional transcription service, which adheres to the highest standards of ethics. Do 

you have any questions before we begin? 

 

1. In your own words, how would you describe the valueðif anyðin 

personalizing learning for children?  

2. Iôd like to get a little more specific. What strategies, if any, do you think KMS 

educators could use to personalize learning for children? 

3. To what extent do you think personalized learning strategies increase studentsô 

a. Interest in learning? 

b. Engagement with learning? 

c. Satisfaction with their learning? 

d. Ownership of their learning? 

4. To what extent do you think personalized learning strategies may negatively 

influence a childôs 

a. Interest in learning? 

b. Engagement with learning? 

c. Satisfaction with their learning? 

d. Ownership of their learning? 

5. To what extent do you think personalized learning strategies would work better 

for some children compared to other children? 

a. If so, why do you think that is? Can you give me an example? 

b. If not, why do you believe this is so? 
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6. My brief presentation introduced KMSôs Personalized Learning Environment 

initiative, which started in the fall of 2018. What do you think might be some 

benefits of this initiative? 

a. What might be some drawbacks? 

7. One of the main goals of KMSôs Personalized Learning Environment initiative 

is to better personalize learning for your children. The PLE initiative is one-

way KMS has tried to meet this goal, but we always wonder what else we 

could do to personalize learning. What suggestions do you have for us to better 

accomplish our goal of personalizing student learning at KMS? 

8. Iôve asked you all a lot of questions today. Is there anything else youôd like to 

share that I didnôt ask you directly? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 294 

Appendix H4 

Recruitment Letter for Student Focus Group Participants 

Dear ____________________________, 

 

I need your help. At KMS, we are exploring Personalized Learning Environments 

(PLEs) that can influence how and what educators teach and how and what 

students learn. I invite you to participate in a research study about Personalized 

Learning Environments. 

  

The goal of this focus group is to help me learn more about your thoughts and 

opinions about PLEs. I will use that information to create some very important 

documents to help educators personalize learning.  

 

If you choose to participate, you would be part of a focus group discussion with a total 

of six KMS students in June of 2022. Here is some basic information about the 

focus group. 

 

Date: Tuesday, June 7, 2022 

Time: 2:45 p.m. to 3:45 p.m.  

 Tip: You can stay after school and have a parent/guardian pick you up at 3:45.  

Location:  KMS Library Classroom    

 

If you choose to participate, your name will not be linked to your responses. I will 

assign you a participant number. The focus group will be audio-recorded and 

transcribed. While every effort will be made to protect your confidentiality, a 

loss of confidentiality is unlikely to put you at risk.  

 

After this focus group, I will not share your responses with anyone except a 

professional transcription service, which adheres to the highest standards of 

ethics.  

 

If you have any questions about this study or feel you were harmed as a result of study 

participation, you may contact the researchers: Mr. Jake Moore is the person in 

charge of this research study and can be reached at 610-268-5870 or 

jmooreud@udel.edu. You can also contact the University of Delaware 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) office at (302) 831-2137.  

 

If you would like documentation about this research study, please email your request 

to Mr. Jake Moore, the principal investigator, at jmooreud@udel.edu. You may 

also email Jake Mooreôs Academic Advisor, Dr. Bryan VanGronigen at 

bvg@udel.edu. If you wish to participate in this study, please reply to this 

mailto:jmooreud@udel.edu
mailto:jmooreud@udel.edu
mailto:bvg@udel.edu
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message to let me know. I will send along further information about 

completing the consent form and assent form to your parent(s)/guardian(s).  

 

Thank you very much for your consideration, and I look forward to hearing from you. 

 

Sincerely,  

 
Jake Moore 

School of Education  

University of Delaware 
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Appendix H5 

Recruitment Letter for Educator Focus Group Participants 

Dear ____________________________,  

 

I invite you to participate in a research study about Personalized Learning 

Environments (PLEs). The goal of this focus group is to help me learn more 

about your thoughts and opinions about PLEs and use those data to inform the 

creation of the Kennett Middle School (KMS) PLE Framework, the design of 

the flexible professional development modules, and influence the potential 

advancement of the PLE initiative. 

 

Your participation would consist of being part of a focus group discussion with a total 

of six KMS educators. Here is some basic information about the focus group. 

 

Date: Thursday, June 9th, 2022 

Time: 2:45 p.m. to 3:45 p.m.  

Location:  KMS Library Classroom   

 

If you choose to participate, you will be assigned a unique participant ID to anonymize 

your identity. The focus group will be audio-recorded and transcribed. The 

names of participants will be anonymized. While every effort will be made to 

protect your confidentiality, a loss of confidentiality is unlikely to put you at 

risk. 

 

When I report the findings of this study, your responses will be aggregated, and any 

individual responses will be anonymized and any identifying information will 

be removed.  

 

After this focus group, I will not share your responses with anyone except a 

professional transcription service, which adheres to the highest standards of 

ethics.  

 

If you have any questions about this study or feel you were harmed as a result of study 

participation, you may contact the researchers: Mr. Jake Moore is the person in 

charge of this research study and can be reached at 610-268-5870 or 

jmooreud@udel.edu. You can also contact the University of Delaware 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) office at (302) 831-2137.  

 

If you would like documentation about this research study, please email your request 

to Mr. Jake Moore, the principal investigator, at jmooreud@udel.edu. You may 

also email Jake Mooreôs Academic Advisor, Dr. Bryan VanGronigen at 

mailto:jmooreud@udel.edu
mailto:jmooreud@udel.edu
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bvg@udel.edu. If you wish to participate in this study, please reply to this 

message, and I will send along further information about completing the 

consent form. 

 

Thank you very much for your consideration, and I look forward to hearing from you.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

Jake Moore 

School of Education  

University of Delaware 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:bvg@udel.edu
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Appendix H6 

Recruitment Letter for Non-Hispanic Parent/Guardian Focus Group 

Participants 

 

Dear ____________________________,  

 

I invite you to participate in a research study about Personalized Learning 

Environments (PLEs). The goal of this focus group is to help me learn more 

about your thoughts and opinions about PLEs and use those data to inform the 

creation of the Kennett Middle School (KMS) PLE Framework, the design of 

the flexible professional development modules, and influence the potential 

advancement of the PLE initiative. 

 

Your participation would consist of being part of a focus group discussion with a total 

of three KMS parents/guardians. Here is some basic information about the 

focus group. 

 

Date: Tuesday, June 7, 2022 

Time: 5:00 p.m. to 5:45 p.m.  

Location:  Jake Mooreôs Office    

 

If you choose to participate, you will be assigned a unique participant ID to anonymize 

your identity. The focus group will be audio-recorded and transcribed. The 

names of participants will be anonymized. While every effort will be made to 

protect your confidentiality, a loss of confidentiality is unlikely to put you at 

risk. 

 

When I report the findings of this study, your responses will be aggregated, and any 

individual responses will be anonymized and any identifying information will 

be removed.  

 

After this focus group, I will not share your responses with anyone except a 

professional transcription service, which adheres to the highest standards of 

ethics.  

 

If you have any questions about this study or feel you were harmed as a result of study 

participation, you may contact the researchers: Mr. Jake Moore is the person in 

charge of this research study and can be reached at 610-268-5870 or 

jmooreud@udel.edu. You can also contact the University of Delaware 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) office at (302) 831-2137.  

 

mailto:jmooreud@udel.edu
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If you would like documentation about this research study, please email your request 

to Mr. Jake Moore, the principal investigator, at jmooreud@udel.edu. You may 

also email Jake Mooreôs Academic Advisor, Dr. Bryan VanGronigen at 

bvg@udel.edu. If you wish to participate in this study, please reply to this 

message, and I will send along further information about completing the 

consent form.  

 

Thank you very much for your consideration, and I look forward to hearing from you.  

 

Sincerely,  

 
Jake Moore 

School of Education  

University of Delaware 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:jmooreud@udel.edu
mailto:bvg@udel.edu
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Appendix H7 

Translated Recruitment Letter for Hispanic Parent/Guardian Focus Group 

Participants 

 

Dear ____________________________,  

 

I invite you to participate in a research study about Personalized Learning 

Environments (PLEs). The goal of this focus group is to help me learn more 

about your thoughts and opinions about PLEs and use those data to inform the 

creation of the Kennett Middle School (KMS) PLE Framework, the design of 

the flexible professional development modules, and influence the potential 

advancement of the PLE initiative. 

 

Your participation would consist of being part of a focus group discussion with a total 

of three KMS parents/guardians. Here is some basic information about the 

focus group. 

 

Date: Tuesday, June 7, 2022 

Time: 4:00 p.m. to 4:45 p.m.  

Location:  Jake Mooreôs Office    

 

If you choose to participate, you will be assigned a unique participant ID to anonymize 

your identity. The focus group will be audio-recorded and transcribed. The 

names of participants will be anonymized. While every effort will be made to 

protect your confidentiality, a loss of confidentiality is unlikely to put you at 

risk. 

 

When I report the findings of this study, your responses will be aggregated, and any 

individual responses will be anonymized and any identifying information will 

be removed.  

 

After this focus group, I will not share your responses with anyone except a 

professional transcription service, which adheres to the highest standards of 

ethics.  

 

If you have any questions about this study or feel you were harmed as a result of study 

participation, you may contact the researchers: Mr. Jake Moore is the person in 

charge of this research study and can be reached at 610-268-5870 or 

jmooreud@udel.edu. You can also contact the University of Delaware 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) office at (302) 831-2137.  

 

mailto:jmooreud@udel.edu
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If you would like documentation about this research study, please email your request 

to Mr. Jake Moore, the principal investigator, at jmooreud@udel.edu. You may 

also email Jake Mooreôs Academic Advisor, Dr. Bryan VanGronigen at 

bvg@udel.edu. If you wish to participate in this study, please reply to this 

message, and I will send along further information about completing the 

consent form.  

 

Thank you very much for your consideration, and I look forward to hearing from you.  

 

Sincerely,  

 
Jake Moore 

School of Education  

University of Delaware 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:jmooreud@udel.edu
mailto:bvg@udel.edu
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Appendix H8 

 PLE Focus Group Presentation for Educators 
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Appendix I 

ARTIFACT 7ðKMS PLE FRAMEWORK  

 

Introduction :  

 

Welcome to Kennett Middle School (KMS) Personalized Learning 

Environment (PLE) Framework. The purpose of the KMS PLE Framework is to 

provide the necessary support for all educators, regardless of grade or content area, to 

promote successful integration of PLE strategies. The work completed within the 

Kennett Consolidated School District (KCSD) since 2018 around PLEs cannot be 

immediately replicated by those who were not involved in the early stages of the PLE 

initiative. As such, the KMS PLE Framework is designed to be used to help educators 

understand why PLEs are important and serve as a guide to inspire them to discover 

ways to personalize learning for students.  

The KMS PLE Framework summarizes what I learned through (a) completing 

numerous PLE planning sessions with Dan Maguire; (b) conducting a KMS PLE Pilot; 

(c) creating a KMS PLE committee; (d) developing a partnership with Dr. Robert 

Dillon from Advanced Learning Partnerships (ALP); (e) conducting focus groups with 

students, educators, and parents/guardians; (f) building capacity with educational 

technology during the COVID-19 pandemic; and (g) completing a review of literature 

on PLEs. I then organized what I had learned about PLEs and KCSD into an educator-

friendly PLE Framework to help educators (a) understand why PLEs are important; 

(b) envision what PLEs may look like in different content areas; (c) learn what 

research supports PLEs; (d) help educators get started with PLEs connect several 
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KCSD or KMS initiatives to the larger KMS PLE initiative (e.g., logic model); and (f) 

highlight the alignment between PLEs and KCSDôs new vision, mission, and core 

values. Most importantly, I did not do this work alone, as the KMS PLE Framework 

was influenced and shaped by many individuals and groups, such as (a) Dr. Robert 

Dillon of Advanced Learning Partnerships (ALP); (b) Dan Maguire; (c) student, 

educator, and parent/guardian focus groups; (d) the KMS PLE Pilot Team and KMS 

PLE Research Team; (e) the Schools to Watch (STW) panel; and (f) the KMS 

Instructional Leadership Team (ILT) . 

The KMS PLE Framework begins by introducing the educator to some of the 

basic information to begin to understand what PLEs look like. The Framework 

anticipates educators wondering how PLEs are unique to differentiation and answers 

this question with clarity. Next, the Framework offers the reader a high-level review of 

literature to support PLEs and introduces the reader to all that has been done within 

KCSD since 2018 to integrate PLEs. The Framework identifies how data can be used 

to personalize learning and marries PLEs with another district initiativeðLinkIT! . The 

KMS PLE Framework concludes with the two most integral parts which are Dr. 

Robert Dillonôs PLE Unit Planning Guide and an explanation of how PLEs are in sync 

with KCSDôs new vision, mission, and core values (See Figure 26). Sinek (2011) 

suggests that great leaders always start with the why. In the case of the KMS PLE 

Framework, I chose to end with the why because I believe this will inspire educators 

to continue to reference the KMS PLE Framework as they personalize learning for 

students. 
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Part 1: Keywords Surrounding PLE   
 

ǒ Student interest, engagement, satisfaction, agency, and ownership of learning 

ǒ Educational Technology, adaptive learning programs, one student to one 

device allocation model 

ǒ Student choice and learner pathways 

ǒ Equity and differentiation 

ǒ Educator and student co-creation of learning 

 

Part 2: Personalization vs. Differentiation:  

 

Bray and McClaskey (2016) directly contrast various personalized learning and 

differentiation components in Table 26.  
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Table 26 Personalization vs. Differentiation 

 

  

Personalization Differentiation  

Starts with the learner Starts with groups of learners 

Connects with interests, passions, and aspirations Adjusts to learning needs of groups of learners 

Learners actively participate in the design of their 

learning 

Explicit instruction based upon the learning needs of 

groups of learners 

Learners have a voice and choice on what they 

learn 

Teachers create or adapt instruction and choose roles 

for learners based on different needs of learners 

Different objectives for each learner Same objectives for groups of learners 

Learner selects appropriate technology and 

resources to support their learning 

Technology and resources are selected to support the 

learning needs of groups or learner 

Learners build a network of peers, experts, 

teachers, and paraprofessionals to guide and 

support their learning 

Learners are reliant on the guidance of teachers to 

support their learning 

Competency-based models where the learner 

demonstrates mastery 

Based on Carnegie unit (seat time) and grade level 

Assessment AS learning Assessment FOR learning 

Teachers develop capacity to create independent 

learners who set goals, monitor progress, and 

reflect on learning and summative assessments 

based on student mastery 

Assessment involves time-based testing and teachers 

provide feedback to advance learning.  
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Part 3: What do Researchers say? 
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Figure 21 What Do Researchers Say? 

Part 4: Definitions of Personalized Learning Environments 

Table 27 consolidates definitions or primary components of personalized 

learning from several researchers or institutions.  

Table 27 Definitions of Personalized Learning Environments 

Author or 

Institution  

Definition or Primary Components of Personalized 

Learning 

United States 

Department of 

Education 

Personalized learning is a student experience where the pace of 

learning and the instructional approach are optimized for the needs 

of each student. Standards-aligned learning objectives, 

instructional approaches, and instructional content (and its 

sequencing) may all vary based on learner needs and interests. 

Learning activities are meaningful and relevant to learners, driven 

by their interests and past performance and are often self-initiated 

or self-selected (Office of Educational Technology, 2018, para. 1).  

LEAP 

Innovations: 

Learning 

Framework 

for 

Personalized 

Learning 

Personalized learning is an approach to learning and teaching built 

upon the idea that, in todayôs day and age, every studentôs learning 

experience can and should be holistic and tailored to fit and 

empower that student as an individual. Centering learnersô 

educational experiences around their specific needs, strengths, and 

interests, personalized learning fundamentally inverts the 

traditional ñone-size-fits allò classroom model (LEAP Innovations, 

2021, p. 3).  
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Aurora 

Institute 

Personalized learning is tailoring learning for each studentôs 

strengths, needs and interests ð including enabling student voice 

and choice in what, how, when and where they learn ð to provide 

flexibility and supports to ensure mastery of the highest standards 

possible. In contrast to one-size-fits-all traditional education 

models, personalized learning empowers and engages both 

teachers and students as they design learning goals and pathways 

for students to meet college- and career-ready standards. 

Personalized learning helps teachers and students build strong 

relationships and provides students with rigorous, customized 

options (Frost et al., 2020, p. 1) 

Gates 

Foundation 

and other 

philanthropies 

and partners 

  

ǒ Competency-based progression 

ǒ Flexible learning environments 

ǒ Personal learning paths 

ǒ Learner profiles (Pane et al., 2015) 

Glossary of Ed 

Reform 

The term personalized learning, or personalization, refers to a 

diverse variety of educational programs, learning experiences, 

instructional approaches, and academic-support strategies that are 

intended to address the distinct learning needs, interests, 

aspirations, or cultural backgrounds of individual students (Great 

Schools Partnership, 2015, para. 1).  

  

 

Part 5: The History of PLEs at KMS/KCSD 
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Figure 22 History of PLEs at KMS/KCSD 

Part 6: The Full PLE Initiative (Logic Model)  

 
 

Figure 23 Full PLE Initiative Logic Model 

Part 7: KMS Student Survey and Core 3 + 1 

 

In the spring of 2020, KMS conducted a student survey with over 300 students. 

About half of the students were learning in classrooms where educators were 

integrating PLE strategies, and the other half were working in traditional classrooms. 



 

 

 322 

The survey data indicated that PLEs had a positive relationship with student interest, 

engagement, and satisfaction. The survey items with the largest effect sizes were used 

to create the KMS PLE Core 3+1 (See Figure 24).  

 

 
 

Figure 24 KMS PLE Core 3+1 
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Part 8: KMS PLE Common Language 

 

Though no concise definition of a PLE at KMS existed at the onset of the PLE 

pilot, the Common Language is representative of the type of teaching and learning that 

the pilot team believed should exist within a PLE based on their experience as 

educators, literature about personalized learning, and existing PLE models, 

frameworks, and definitions (Kallick & Zmuda, 2017; Rickabaugh, 2016; Office of 

Educational Technology, 2018). This Common Language around PLEs is a direct 

result of extensive collaborative undertakings and iterative work of the pilot team.  

 

Personalized Learning IS: 

ǒ A studentôs first initiative.  

ǒ Rigorous, realistic (according to student ability levels), and aligned to 

standards-based learning objectives.  

ǒ Building relationships with students.  

ǒ A variety of learning paths, pace, choices, and ways to illustrate mastery.  

ǒ Students take responsibility for their learning, take the initiative, and play a 

more significant role in the learning process.  

ǒ Based on data from formative assessments Northwest Evaluation Association 

Measure of Assessment Progress (NWEA MAP). 

ǒ Relevant to students.  

ǒ Planned based on, or at the least considers, student feedback and acute social, 

emotional, and learning needs.  

ǒ Clear directions and routines that foster independence and trust.  

 

Personalized Learning IS NOT: 

ǒ A technology-first initiative.  

ǒ Not every moment or even every day.  

ǒ Not a recipe. Base instruction is like the root of a tree, allowing the branches to 

grow in different directions.  

 

Personalized Learning CAN ALSO BE (BUT DOES NOT HAVE TO INCLUDE)  

ǒ Designed based on student interests, motivation, and educator-student 

collaboration.  

ǒ Paced differently based on student needs.  

ǒ Deep understanding of ñWhyò for students.  
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ǒ Inclusion of adaptive, relevant software (IXL, Accelerated Reader).  

ǒ Student choice of what, how, when, and where they learn.  

ǒ Anytime, anywhere learning and access to resources.  

ǒ Including students in the planning process.  

ǒ ñParallelò curriculum/activities - Applying concepts to real-world situations.  

ǒ  A culture of ñYes!ò  Structure with flexibility and opportunities for creativity.  

 

Part 9: PLE in Action  

 

Observable Actions: 

¶ Students weigh in on the design of learning and assessment.  

¶ Students pursue interests and make choices.  

¶ Students take greater ownership of what they learn, how they learn, and how 

they demonstrate their learning.  

¶ Educators are flexible with instruction, learning pathways, and assessments.  

¶ Educators provide personalized feedback and help students create learner 

profiles.  

¶ Educators integrate educational technology (e.g., adaptive learning programs) 

that automatically tailor instruction to studentsô needs. These programs 

supplement learning and do not replace the classroom teacher. Educational 

technology does, however, save time for educators. The time once dedicated to 

retrieving and summarizing data can now be shifted to applying the data to 

personalize learning opportunities and feedback for students (Office of 

Educational Technology, 2017).  

 

Content Specific Examples: 

¶ Math:  Students choose to work on a learning module within Schoology with 

independent work/recorded videos or work in a teacher group. Math content is 

taught in contexts relevant to students.  

¶ Social Studies: As an assessment for a unit, students have input into learning 

goals (what they would like to learn) plus the product to show that learning has 

occurred (presentation, recorded video, writing a report/essay, etc.). The 

educator helps students explore interests and create their own learner profiles.  

¶ ELA:  Students self-select a novel to read or choose a topic for an 

argumentative essay. Pursue a passion. It is the studentôs choice.  

¶ STEM: Students determine how a drone will solve a problem of personal 

relevance in their home/community OR design a tool/machine to improve a 

problem of interest.  

¶ Music: Students express styles of music they would like to learn. Educators 

accommodate studentsô interests and cultural identities.  

¶ Cooking: Students develop learner profiles that include foods they eat at home 

and cultures they are interested in exploring.  



 

 

 325 

 

 

Part 10: The Intersection of PLEs and LinkIT!  

Data-driven instruction remains an integral PLE component. Rickabaugh 

(2016) highlights several strategies for how educational technology lays a foundation 

for PLEs, such as (a) data management; (b) capturing real-time data; (c) progress 

monitoring; and (d) embedded assessments. In 2021, KCSD adopted LinkI t! as a data-

analytics program. LinkIT!  provides educators with consistent access to actionable 

student data at the district, building, classroom, and student levels to guide 

conversations, plan professional learning, and drive instruction. LinkIT!  provides 

expanded access to data for common formative and summative assessments. In 

addition, LinkIT!  integrates all available student data and empowers educators to 

personalized learning based on the available data. Educators can also conduct item 

analysis of assessment questions that are aligned with the Pennsylvania Common Core 

Standards of Learning. In summary, LinkIT!  consolidates all available student data 

and information, which equips educators with unprecedented insight into each 

individual student. The time previously dedicated to retrieving and summarizing data 

can now be shifted to applying those data to better personalize learning opportunities 

and feedback for students (Office of Educational Technology, 2017).  

¶ Influence of LinkIT!  on Curriculum and Instruction. 

¶ Instructional leaders at the building and district levels drive change, implement 

expectations, support educators, and ensure overall effectiveness.  
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¶ Instructional leaders have access to formative student assessment data to drive 

student-centered conversations with educators.  

¶ Instructional Leaders and educators establish ongoing PLCs to analyze and 

respond to student formative assessment data.  

¶ Instructional Leaders study grade level and class data to guide educator 

discussions and drive the design of learning experiences.  

¶ Instructional Leaders and educators use the data to progress monitor all 

students and implement intervention strategies.  

Influence of LinkIT!  on Special Education, Student Services, and MTSS 

  

¶ Longitudinal data such as local benchmarks and language assessments are 

available beyond state assessment data.  

¶ LinkIT!  provides a universal screener for all students that is readily accessible 

for all systems.  

¶ LinkIT!  tracks attendance and student conduct data to assist building-level and 

pre-referral teams.  

¶ LinkIt! can place students into tiers to allow for more targeted and 

personalized instruction.  

¶ LinkIt! enables educators to assign and track MTSS academic interventions, 

counseling supports, and behavior supports. This information can be used to 

personalize instruction for students.  
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¶ LinkIt! integrates with IEP writer data.  

Part 11: The Honeycomb Model (A Look at a Research-Based PLE Model) 

The three core components of the Honeycomb Model (See Figure 25) are 

learner profiles, customized learning paths, and proficiency-based progress. The 

Honeycomb Model encompasses a variety of sub-components of personalized learning 

that connect to the three core components. The creators of the Honeycomb Model urge 

educators to build capacity with personalized learning one component at a time, 

beginning with the three core components (Rickabaugh, 2016).  
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Figure 25 Honeycomb Model 
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Part 12: KMS PLE Unit Planning Guide (Designed by Dr. Robert Dillon)  

Topic of Learning: 

 

Describe in General the series of lessons (timeline, activities, outputs): 

 

Collaborative Team (CT) Question 1: What do we expect our students to learn? 

(DuFour & DuFour, 2013).  

 

What do we want them to KNOW? 

What do we want them to DO? 

What do we want them to UNDERSTAND? 

Questions for Reflection 

Is my plan aligned to standards-based learning objectives? Which standards? Has our 

CT unpacked standards, determined the DOK level of each standard, and identified 

Tier 2 vocabulary for instruction? 
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 Is my plan both rigorous and realistic? Why? 

 

How would students say that this series of lessons and the learning that emerges is 

relevant to them and/or the greater community? 

 

 How do studentsô interests and choices influence what they learn?                         

 

 How do studentsô interests and choices influence how they learn the concept(s)? 

     

How do studentsô interests and choices influence where they learn? (Physical and 

Digital Environment)                                                   
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How do studentsô interests and choices influence the ways of showcasing their 

learning? 

 

What feedback did you, the educator, get from students about this plan? What was 

their reaction? How did it reshape your plans and/or the design of learning 

opportunities? (student voice) 

 

  

CT Question 2: What is the plan when they donôt understand or learn the 

concepts? (DuFour & DuFour, 2013).  

 

What other learner paths or paces can students pursue to grow in their understanding 

of concepts? 
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If any, what social emotional learning (SEL) accommodations could I consider to 

support students through this learning? 

 

What student ownership tactics can be brought to the table to reset the learning for 

students that havenôt found success yet (e.g., student solutions, individual contracts)? 

 

CT: Question 3: How will we know they are learning? (DuFour & DuFour, 2013).  

 

What data points will be considered during this series of lessons to design 

personalized learning opportunities for students? (LinkIT! , MAP Data, educator 

observations, formative assessment, conversations, student work product,) 

 

Questions for reflection 

How will these data points inform your next steps? 
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In what ways will students be able to track their own data and progress on the 

learning?   

 

Are students aware of the expectations for learning? Have they helped create them? 

Have students established learning goals for this unit of study? 

 

How will you communicate beyond the classroom about the progress and growth of 

students before, during, and after this series of lessons? Has content been made 

accessible for students outside of the classroom? 

 

CT Question 4: What if they knew it or know it now? (DuFour & DuFour, 2013).  

 

(How does this series of lessons use personalized learning to accelerate areas of 

advanced readiness?) 

How does it let students go deeper after achieving mastery of primary learning? 
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How does it let students go wider after achieving mastery of primary learning?  

 

How does it let students learn in parallel after achieving mastery of primary learning? 

 

How does it let students forge and own a new path of learning after achieving mastery 

of primary learning?      

 

Premortem Question 

Where are the greatest possibilities that this series of lessons wonôt achieve their 

objectives? 
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Final Questions 

Will these lessons be engaging? 

 

Will these lessons create joy and love of learning? Do these learning experiences 

increase the relevancy of what students are learning? How? 

 

Will these lessons give students more ownership and agency in their learning? 
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Am I spending too much time on this topic? 
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Part 13: The Future of Learning in KCSD: Why PLEs?  

 

 In 2022, KCSD adopted a new vision, mission, and core values which are 

outlined in Figure 26. 

 

Figure 26 KCSDôs New Vision, Mission, and Core Value 

  

Personalized Learning Environments aim to increase studentsô levels of interest, 

engagement, satisfaction, agency, and ownership of learning. Personalized Learning 

Environments areé 

¶ Research-based 

¶ Data Driven (LinkIt! inspired) 

¶ Equity-focused (Access to a device for all students) 

¶ Integrated into the Don Eichhorn PA Schoolôs To Watch evaluation rubric 

¶ Integrated into the National Education Technology Plan 

¶ Our way of showing ALL students that they matter 
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Appendix J 

ARTIFACT 8ðKCSD PLE IMPLEMENTATI ON PLAN 

Introduction  

 In November 2022, the Kennett Consolidated School District (KCSD) Director 

of Teaching and Learning Heather Collins and KCSD Director of Technology Dan 

Maguire determined that KCSD would begin the expansion of personalized learning 

environments (PLEs) across all grade levels. The decision to implement PLEs was 

based on a variety of factors, including the latest research (See Artifact 1, Appendix 

B), the Kennett Middle School (KMS) PLE Pilot and Data Analysis (See Artifact 4, 

Appendix F), and KCSDôs revised vision, mission, and core values outlined in Figure 

27. 

 

 

Figure 27 KCSDôs New Vision, Mission, and Core Value 
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 The KCSD PLE Implementation Plan represents the collaborative efforts of 

KCSD educators, administrators, and Dr. Robert Dillon from Advanced Learning 

Partnerships (ALP) designed to launch PLEs across the district effectively. To 

reiterate, Basham et al. (2016) share that ñcurrent research supports the idea that a 

more systems-level focus on curriculum, environment, pedagogic, school culture, and 

personnel development is [é] neededò (p. 135). The KCSD PLE Implementation Plan 

is designed to be more of a systems-level focus that encourages discussion, reflection, 

risk-taking, flexibility, and creativity. It was also evident in focus groups that teacher 

buy-in is a critical component for the success of the PLE initiative.  

The KCSD PLE Implementation Plan is centered on several critical 

components of systematic change. First, Childress et al. (2007) stress the importance 

of organizational cohesion among educators, students, administrators, and key 

stakeholders. From a systems perspective, Rickabaugh (2016) attests that a district 

should establish a vision and mission supporting personalized learning. The 

establishment of a clear vision provides a rationale for all critical decisions. 

Empowering students to become more influential about what is learned and how it is 

learned is at the heart of both PLEs and the new KCSD vision. A shift towards PLEs 

will challenge our students, educators, and leaders to grow in many ways, but the 

vision will help all involved parties remember what matters most. Second, this KCSD 

PLE Implementation Plan ñworks the why,ò as Drummond (2019) encouraged. 

Drummond (2019) states that ñevery lesson worth teaching [or learning] is worth the 
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whyò (p. 197). As a champion for all students, PLEs encourage educators to rethink 

and redesign learning environments around studentsô needs, interests, and abilities.  

Next, Jim Knight (2021) developed a five-stage model for implementing 

change, as shown in Table 28.  

Table 28 Jim Knightôs Stages of Implementation 

Stage Summary 

1. Non-use For whatever reason, people are not implementing any change.  

2. Awareness People become aware of the change but are caught between 

taking action and not taking action. The more time that passes, 

the more change is discouraged.  

3. Mechanical People begin to take action but doing so feels awkward, 

prescribed, confusing, and messy.  

4. Routine People become accustomed to change and incorporate the new 

action routinely.  

5. Proficient People develop a deep philosophical understanding of a change 

and can modify and adapt as needed to improve the change.  

 

Source: (Knight, 2021, p. 168).  

 

  Regarding the larger PLE initiative, educators will fall naturally into each of 

the five stages in Knightôs model. The KCSD PLE Implementation Plan provides the 

necessary structure and guidance for educators who will fall within the earlier stages 

while empowering more confident educators who have already been involved with 

PLEs since 2018 so that all educators can increase integration of PLE strategies for 

their students. Equally important, the collaborative team (CT) structure within KCSD 

brings educators together to grow collectively (DuFour & DuFour, 2013). CTs are 

grade levels (e.g., seventh grade team), subject areas (e.g., KMS math educators), and 
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grade-level subject areas (e.g., eighth grade ELA educators). CTs foster collaboration 

to support student achievement (DuFour & DuFour, 2013). Generally speaking, 

educators work together to problem-solve, plan curriculum, divide the workload, and 

develop a plan for student success (DuFour & DuFour, 2013). Figure 28 outlines 

educator expectations within CTs.  

 

 

Figure 28 Educator Expectations within Collaborative Teams 

With the current KMS CT structure, every subject area team will likely have 

multiple educators who advocate for increased integration of strategies to personalize 

learning. Focus group responses from students, educators, and parents alike revealed 

consistent support for PLEs across KMS. As educators reflect on achievement data 




















































































