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This action research study explored the impact of a professional development model grounded in talent management to increase teacher effectiveness and capacity in elementary literacy.  Blending the research on effective professional development (Guskey, 2002; Guskey & Suk Yoon, 2009; Darling-Hammond, 2007) and Communities of Practice (Wenger & Snyder, 2000), educators engaged in a model of professional learning that serves to build educator capacity using behavioral change theories (Bandura, 1997) and research.  The intent was to shift behaviors from compliance with purchased program implementation to critical decision-making by teachers equipped with a bank of evidence-based strategies, permission to flexibly choose the best fit for each child, and time to reflect, adjust and collaborate with peers.  The Talent Management Professional Development (TMPD) model designed in this study promoted a growth mindset in teachers and built teacher efficacy and capacity while establishing a culture conducive to significant gains in student achievement.  
School districts are faced with rising accountability measures, forcing a need to meet compliance standards and leaving limited resources to research and understand effective professional development practices.  The tendency to purchase resources that claim to address these challenges is prevalent across the country. This study serves as a preliminary exploration of the impact on student achievement when a district historically dependent on scripted programs implements a TMPD model.  This study contributes primarily to the field of elementary literacy education; however, the theories and design can be applied to any field that depends on human resources to achieve results.  This study also contributes to school district improvement efforts to implement a more cost-effective model to address stagnant or deteriorating student achievement levels.  
Keywords:  talent management, communities of practice, professional development, teacher efficacy, instructional leadership, principal, balanced literacy, literacy achievement
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[bookmark: _Toc15125543]CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
In Up from Slavery, Booker T. Washington (1901/1995) believed that a successful education would provide students with the skills necessary to make a living after they left school by teaching them to study actual things instead of mere books alone (p. 61).  Teaching the knowledge and skills necessary for the jobs available at the time prepared the students of Tuskegee Institute to thrive after graduation.  Enabling students to provide for their families and enrich the community served as the philosophy of Tuskegee Institute.  Mapping the curriculum backward from this desired result meant that the educators of Tuskegee Institute focused on every student meeting the learning outcomes that aligned to post-graduation success.  This meant that teachers worked flexibly to differentiate instruction rather than take a coverage approach to instruction that focused on completing a sequence of lessons or textbook script to “cover the content” (Kirkpatrick, et al., 2015; Tomlinson & McTighe, 2006; Wiggins & McTighe, 2005).  
In contrast to Washington’s vision, shifts in United States education legislation and a rise in school accountability measures has resulted in a national focus on improved test scores.  Increasing scores in reading and math became the desired result of school, rather than results that align to post-graduation success. While the assessments indicate readiness for college or career paths, this push for reading and math achievement on standardized assessments result in scope and sequence format curricula that prioritize coverage of specific skills and content that align with test measurements.   
Simply stated, many schools have prioritized standardized test achievement rather than fully preparing students to secure jobs or succeed in college completion.  While proficiency on the test indicates readiness for career or college pathways, teaching to pass the test shifts the instructional priorities to only reading and math, weakening the relationship between test proficiency and post-school success. This has caused a decrease in instructional time for other contents and disciplines.  For many students, it is the arts and sciences that give a purpose for literacy and math achievement.  However, with accountability for higher test scores, school leaders seek quick options for improved math and reading test scores, despite the extensive research in best practices for content instruction and often at the cost of time for the arts, sciences and social studies.  Excellent instruction in the content areas, blended with strong literacy instruction that focuses on students independently reading with comprehension and the ability to think critically to respond to what they read should be the goal.  Improved test scores should be the consequence of such instruction, rather than the goal that has become paramount due to legislation and school accountability pressures.
A common response to the demand for improved test scores in the U.S. education system has been to implement a program or specific initiative (Cooter, 2003; Pearson, 2007); to place increasing demands and directives on teachers (Dewitz & Jones, 2013; Pearson, 2007), and to reduce teacher decision-making (Cooter, 2003; Dewitz et al., 2009; Howard & Nowak, 2017).  This technocratic approach results in a professional development focus on a single strategy or program to implement the change of practice.  Such efforts seem to be systematic, aligned with a vision for school improvement and rooted in a common language.  However, reducing teacher capacity and control in decision-making equates to a fixed mindset towards the most valuable asset of a school system - the teachers (Dweck, 2009; Guskey, 2002).  This approach also shifts the role of administrators to compliance officer, charged with fidelity management, quality assurance and regulatory compliance.  These terms, typically heard in the business arena, take on new meaning when applied to education.  It means that district and school leaders manage the use of resources based on the directives of the purchased program and verify the compliant 
[bookmark: _Toc15125653]Figure 1: Consequences of Technocratic Approaches to Instruction
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delivery of scripted instructions. However, these terms are not synonymous with educational jargon, as the ‘product’ being developed is not a prototype, nor can the materials involved be regulated for quality and consistency due to the variable nature of students as learners, teachers as practitioners, and learning conditions (see Figure 1).  
For educators, the outcomes need not be consistent, as students are not destined to serve one single purpose, as in product development.  The variability of outcomes in education must acknowledge and adapt to the differences in students’ interests and talents that lead to different life goals.  This study reveals the positive impact on student achievement when leadership shifts from compliance management to talent management.  Extensive research in pedagogical practices dictate what works in education.  For this study, elementary literacy is the focus. Managing the talent of teachers to implement best practices, rather than a program or script, is explored to improve student achievement outcomes. 
According to Education Market Research (as cited in Dewitz et al., 2009), 73.2% of schools surveyed stated that they either closely follow a basal program or use it selectively, reporting the use of a program, or components of a program for instruction (as cited in Dewitz & 
Jones, 2013).  Districts investing in programs and scripted lessons are guided by a desire to raise test scores.  However, higher test scores should be the consequence of excellent instruction, not the goal.  This discrepancy in thought illustrates a contradictory purpose for education.
Educating students to achieve higher test scores, and thus better school ratings, rather than to prepare them for success post-graduation could be a root cause for the stagnant scores throughout the nation.  It is perhaps time to consider returning to the purpose public education was initially designed to achieve: the desire for all children to be prepared to support their families and serve as contributing members of their community.   If the assessment measures are of high quality, then successful students should demonstrate proficiency with ease.  The assessment should serve as a checkpoint in the progression of learning.  In keeping with the business analogy, school systems working to align resources to the mission of the system may benefit from fully evaluating instructional approaches and program implementation to determine whether the return on investment is meeting the school improvement goals of the district.  
[bookmark: _Toc15125544]History
Education reform efforts, such as those suggested in the 1983 report, A Nation at Risk, and the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, unleashed a concerted effort to hold schools accountable for student achievement by mandating research-based approaches to instructional practices and to validate the choices made by educators in resource acquisition and instruction. These government initiatives intended to raise educational achievement and close the racial/ethnic achievement gap (Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2007).  Research-based programs became the default method for general reading instruction, as well as instruction for students who struggled to meet achievement levels, based on the interpretations of federal mandates.  When programs, strategies and specific resources become mandated, the teacher is granted permission to stop making the critical decisions or taking risks in the classroom, elevating compliance as the priority.  This approach contributes to a fixed-mindset culture of compliance.  The fixed mindset of a teacher can be defined as the belief that the instructor is powerless in effecting the outcomes and must trust in and rely on a program or strategy to address student needs (Dweck, 2009; Pearson, 2007).  
[bookmark: _Toc15125545]A Business Metaphor
School systems purchase programs that claim to offer this scope and sequence because they lack local expertise in current research and evidence-based strategies and best practices.  These programs market alignment to the standards and provide evidence-based research reports.  School leaders selecting them usually demand fidelity of implementation by teachers in order to achieve positive results or validate the purchase.  For many districts, the return on investment is never assessed, nor achieved.
In dictating the actions and tools to be used by every teacher and for every student, school districts mimic an approach used to develop a prototype in the business field.  It is as if teachers are developing a common product with identical skills and knowledge.  The school leader in this scenario serves as a compliance officer, expecting regulated actions and fidelity in implementation regardless of variations in conditions.  However, there is not a standardization of skills among teachers, or consistency in characteristics of students as learners, or a single desired outcome. Therefore, a single approach to instruction cannot yield the results desired for every child in every demographic condition.  Investing in strategic talent management, rather than scripted programs, is necessary to build the capacity and efficacy of teachers - the most critical and accessible resource available with potential for greatest impact on student achievement.   Investing in the talent of the district will produce greater returns than the previously described programmatic approaches.  Equipping the teachers with the knowledge and skills necessary for achievement and empowering them with flexibility and support, should result in greater academic gains for students.  Districts that commit to an investment in talent management are positioned to strategically invest in resources that are available to expert staff based on specific needs.
This action research study explored a Talent Management Professional Development (TMPD) model as a structure to build teacher capacity.  By developing the talent of teachers through effective professional development, coupled with an adaptation of Wenger, McDermott, and Snyder’s (2002) Communities of Practice as a collaborative work group tool for sustainability, it was expected that improvements in student achievement would be accelerated (see Figure 2).   The literature surrounding the concepts of effective professional development and communities of practice provides similarities that extend beyond the educational field and serves to drive the research in this study (Darling-Hammond, 2017; Wenger, McDermott, & Snyder, 2002).  While there are some undesirable consequences to approaching education with a business mindset, business has validated approaches to talent management that offer valuable insights to education.   Shared components from both fields provide the structure for a TMPD model.  
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Common elements of effective professional development in education and sustainable communities of practice in business include active and collaborative experiences, sustained duration designed to evolve, with content-focused support through modeling, feedback and reflection (Darling-Hammond, 2017; Wenger, McDermott, & Snyder, 2002).  Blending these models by incorporating the common elements into the TMPD model means providing teachers with experiences that give them the knowledge and skills to be flexible in their practice in order to respond to student needs.  The TMPD model engages teachers in collaborative experiences over time, enabling them to design instructional plans focused on student achievement as the desired outcome, rather than compliance and fidelity of implementation of a scripted program.
[bookmark: _Toc15125546]Building Capacity and Self-efficacy
Research by Albert Bandura (1977) on self-efficacy provides insight into best practice approaches for building teacher capacity and developing accessible talent.  Bandura (1977) found that experiences based on performance accomplishments produced higher, more generalized, and stronger efficacy expectations than did vicarious experience alone (p. 197).  Perceived self-efficacy refers to beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments (Bandura, 1997).  Professional development must involve modeling and instruction in specific content areas paired with opportunities to perform, reflect, and adjust in order to build confidence in a teacher’s ability to impact student learning.  Bandura’s (1997) findings in self-efficacy and social cognitive theory recognize the power of on-going support in the learning process to exert greater influence on changing behavior.  Strategic human resource management in education through ongoing systematic professional development of teaching staff may replicate the positive organizational outcomes from business that result from integration of strategy, practice, and talent (Lewis & Heckman, 2006).
While Bandura (1977) identified modeling with opportunities to perform, reflect and adjust in order to build confidence, it is critical to consider the research in the gradual release of responsibility as a means to build independence for teachers and students (Fisher & Frey, 2013).  Professional learning is dynamic in nature and when it includes a focus on content, active learning, practice, support, feedback and reflection, it yields increased effectiveness (Bates and Morgan, 2018).  Professional development that is based on enhancing teachers’ content knowledge is most likely to lead to improvements in student learning. They understand what they teach and consequently how students acquire specific content knowledge and skills (Guskey & Suk Yoon, 2009).  
By utilizing a professional development model that focuses on leveraging human capital through improved teacher capacity and confidence in responding to student needs during instruction, it is possible to enhance the talent of a district (Bandura, 1977; Guskey, 2002; Lewis & Heckman, 2006).  The literature suggests that an investment in the talent management of teachers, administrators, and district personnel will result in significant performance gains as measured by student achievement test scores and grade level gains by teacher.  
[bookmark: _Toc15125547]Program Purposes and Pitfalls
Companies who provide elementary literacy programs advertise the power of the product to improve student achievement and meet the needs of all students.  Textbook companies provide teachers with resources to maximize effective instruction from program-embedded professional learning to materials of instruction.  They provide research-based strategies identified as essential to comprehensive reading, spelling and handwriting (Hasselbring, et al., 2009; Wilson, 2018).  Such programs provide scripted daily lessons and checklists to assess fidelity of implementation.  Yet, the burden is on the classroom teacher to be the decision-maker in terms of positive practices and differentiated supports each child needs to reach his/her potential and course expectations (Demko, 2010; Howard & Nowak, 2017).  
As with any business, publishing companies are ultimately expected to make a profit, whereas a classroom teacher is expected to deliver student learning.  This discrepancy means that time, effort and money invested in a product does not necessarily result in student achievement levels that investments in talent management of our educators may yield.  This study suggests that by changing the management process to reflect the extensive research in both the fields of education and business, it is predicted that teachers will be equipped to more effectively impact student achievement results (Au, 2012; Dennis, 2017).  
Increased expectations and accountability with diminishing human resources remains a constant challenge in the field of education as evidenced in the reduction in number of teachers and reductions in professional development budgets.  With budget shortfalls and teacher shortages on the horizon, a common reaction by school systems is to invest in programs and instructional resources, align professional development to implement the newly procured resources and monitor fidelity of implementation.  These resources are often supported by research and they align to the mission of the system.  They offer a consistent approach to instruction.  They provide clear direction for professional development.  They are easy to manage.  However, this focus on implementation can shift the desired results from student achievement to successful completion of the program, each of which are measured in very different ways.  Student achievement becomes an anticipated byproduct, rather than the desired result.  If student achievement is not significantly improved, the resource may be at fault or the lack of fidelity in implementation questioned, as was the case in the large district in this study.
These circumstances have led to a fixed mindset in which teachers fail to recognize themselves as the critical resource or be afforded the flexibility to make decisions during instruction that are responsive to individual student needs (Milosovic, 2007).
Prior research has found that master teachers possess a growth mindset in their ability to be flexible and responsive to student needs, recognize the significant impact they may have on student learning outcomes and maintain the intellectual capacity to understand content and processes in order to respond to student learning effectively with clear expectations (Darling-Hammond, 2007; Pearson, 2007; Piasta, et al., 2009).  Research has repeatedly shown that a growth mindset fosters a healthier attitude toward practice and learning, a hunger for feedback, a greater ability to deal with setbacks, and significantly better performance over time (Argyris, 1991; Dobbins, 2016; Dweck, 2009).  The TMPD model encourages a growth mindset in teachers that is conducive to improved student achievement levels.
[bookmark: _Toc15125548]Problem Statement
Despite extensive research in the fields of teacher capacity, self-efficacy and the known impact of professional learning communities on school reform, many districts continue to practice a managerial approach to instructional leadership (Pearson, 2007).  Changing legislation has placed consequential accountability on schools and districts. School districts are compelled to purchase a solution to meet accountability measures imposed on them by legislation, in light of reduced funding for professional development, and the absence of deep content and pedagogical knowledge among school leadership (Cooter, 2003; Dewitz & Jones, 2013).  This study will explore the impact on student learning outcomes when a Talent Management Professional Development (TMPD) model is utilized.  This effort reflects level 5 of Guskey’s (2002) framework for evaluating effective professional development.  TMPD blends the research on effective training for talent management, coupled with effective use of collaborative work groups based on the research in communities of practice for ongoing professional learning and support.  Additionally, this study explores the effectiveness of the TMPD model using levels one through four of Guskey’s (2002) five levels for determining effectiveness.  The five levels include:
Level 1:  Participants’ reactions to the TMPD experience
Level 2:  Participants’ learning with regard to whether participants acquired the intended knowledge and skills
Level 3:  Organization support and change
Level 4:  Participants’ use of new knowledge and skills
Level 5:  Student learning outcomes (p. 48).
[bookmark: _Toc15125549]The TMPD Model
The TMPD model was deployed on a moderately sized mid-Atlantic school district of 22,000 students. This included initial professional development training workshops in evidence-based strategies for elementary balanced literacy instruction, the development of a 30-day action plan for implementation and three opportunities to engage as a community of practitioners (see Figure 3).   
This action research study utilizes the five levels of professional development evaluation to determine impact and effectiveness (Guskey, 2002).  Evaluation levels one, two, and four employ qualitative data analysis to determine participant reactions and learning.  Level three of the evaluation demonstrates the impact on organization change and support.  The advocacy efforts by district leaders and the overall impact on the district of this action research is measured using a collection of evidence over the course of the research. This study incorporates the five progressive levels of evaluation to determine the effectiveness of the professional development (Guskey, 2002). 
Evaluation Level Five addresses student learning outcomes and is considered the bottom line, determining whether the efforts benefitted the students in the study.  At this level, the percentage of students achieving grade level proficiency was analyzed.  For the purposes of this study, level five evaluation utilized quantitative measures to explore the impact of this TMPD model on student achievement.  While exploratory in nature for the first year of the study, teacher effectiveness is identified as the dependent variable, while teacher and/or principal participation in the Talent Management Professional Development model serves as the independent variable.  It was expected that there would be a critical difference in the outcomes for teachers who participated in the ongoing collaborative work groups, compared to those who only participated in the initial professional learning experience, as professional development as a singular training event is common practice.  It was also predicted that managing the talent through professional development as well as ongoing opportunities to collaborate as a community of practitioners would result in higher student achievement scores as measured on the Measures of Academic Performance (MAP) assessment and the Partnership of Assessment for College and Career Readiness (PARCC) assessment.  
When the moderately large, mid-Atlantic school district in this study faced minimum to no gains in student achievement in literacy over ten years, district leaders recognized an over-reliance on programmatic approaches to instruction.  Financial resources and professional development efforts focused on the acquisition of scripted programs, consumable materials and training to secure fidelity of implementation.  These programs offered research-based sequencing for instruction and materials aligned to the curriculum standards.  The potential for impact, coupled with the ease of management for leaders to oversee implementation made these programs appealing.  
After reviewing various programs being used in schools across the nation, Dewitz and Jones (2013) found that programs provided practice and assessment materials, but failed to help the teacher provide explicit instruction into the comprehension process or add to the volume and diversity of the texts read (p. 392).  While new leaders in this study’s district made attempts to provide alternative professional development sessions on best practices in elementary literacy, participation rates were low.  With little flexibility within the scripted programs, the need for additional learning was not apparent to school-based leaders or teachers.  Attempts to intervene in this particular district were halted as teachers frequently expressed the inability to break from the script of the purchased program.
A paradigm shift was necessary to address the disconnect between existing instructional approaches and stagnant student achievement.  Pulling from research on talent management, professional development and communities of practice, a new approach was applied using elementary teachers of literacy.  The goal was to improve teacher efficacy by promoting flexibility, adaptability, and creativity as the most important determinants of teachers’ effectiveness (Darling-Hammond, 1997).  Prior to the development of this TMPD model, district leaders, school-based administrators and teachers collaborated on a literacy philosophy outlining beliefs regarding literacy instruction and subsequently developed action statements.  This philosophy served as the premise for shifting mindsets and instructional practices (see Appendix A).  Teachers need to be equipped with knowledge and skills necessary to bring the philosophy to life.  This led to the talent management initiative in this district.
With the literacy philosophy as the guiding tool, the district focused on building teacher capacity in knowing and using evidence-based best practices for literacy instruction.  Identifying key research articles and texts as the foundational resources to structure the initial professional development, teachers were invited and encouraged to attend a two-day, ten-hour summer workshop.  This initial professional development served as the talent management component of the TMPD with the goal of developing a common language for best practices in the district and creating an environment that challenged traditional approaches to instruction while fostering collaborative action planning between teachers (see Appendix B).
[bookmark: _Toc15125551]Initial Professional Development
Ten hours of initial professional development was provided to all elementary teachers willing to participate in this summer opportunity (see Appendix C).  Staying within contractual allowances for summer work and budget, district leadership determined two five-hour days would support explicit instruction in evidence-based, content-specific strategies with time included to plan instruction in a supportive and collaborative environment.  The content of the two-day professional development workshop focused on specific evidence-based practices for literacy instruction (Pearson & Gallagher, 1983; Duke & Pearson, 2002), utilizing models for effective professional development (Guskey & Suk Yoon, 2009; Darling-Hammond, 2007), and direct application of the experience through the generation of a thirty-day plan for classroom implementation to begin the school year (Garet et al., 2001).  
Each belief statement on the district literacy philosophy was paired with action statements providing evidence of those beliefs in practice.  Beginning with a review of the literacy philosophy, teachers read and discussed the statements, and then reflected on their own beliefs to identify those that strongly aligned to them personally and those that challenged their thinking.  Teachers discussed how their current instructional practices supported or contradicted the shared beliefs.  
The opening portion of the initial professional development served to shift the thinking and mindset of the participants from compliance to a program with its focus on test scores to the importance of developing readers who can think, react, and respond to their reading.  Prior to challenging the norm of instructional practices and resources currently used in the district, several quotes were presented for participants to react to in grade level teams.  Beers and Probst (2017) share that if a reader doesn’t allow text to awaken emotion or inspire thought, then she can barely be said to be reading at all (p. 28).  “We want to disrupt the thinking of these kids.  And we want these kids to welcome the disruption that reading might bring to their thinking” (Beers & Probst, 2017).  As teachers discussed the quotes provided by leading researchers and experts, they were asked to return to their personal beliefs about literacy instruction.  A note-taking tool was provided to capture reflections throughout the workshop and for participants to document their own learning journey as they studied together for two days (see Appendix D).
The first day of training included a short discussion on the reading process.  This process was defined as a balance of both print and meaning-making.  Research was introduced on effective strategies used by successful readers before, during, and after reading to comprehend what is read.  This led to a deep dive into independent reading.  Teachers worked together to identify what it is and what it is not.  Training was provided on conferencing with students during independent reading and formative assessment that can be gathered during this time.  Identifying independent reading as the primary goal of literacy instruction, the training purposefully began with this component of the gradual release model.  In fact, if students simply read more, they would be better readers. (Allington, 2002, Cullinan, 2000; Taylor et al., 1990).  Participants were challenged to consider the benefits and possible consequences of simply allowing students to read during the literacy time of the day.  With the discussion resulting in the realization that students need models of good reading and time to practice more complex thinking with texts, as well as acquire specific skills to grow as readers, the training shifted to the benefits of reading aloud.  With each part of the workshop, teachers were given time to collaboratively plan for the first 30 days of school, first with independent reading, and then to identify what students might need modeled in the first 30 days.  Teachers added planned read alouds to their 30-day plan.
Day two of the workshop targeted shared reading as a powerful practice to engage students in a heavily supported environment to tackle grade level texts.  Guided reading training focused on the teacher as coach, defining this time as the final point of support in the gradual release model before independence (Burkins & Yaris, 2016).  
Participants were told not to follow a particular mandated program or resource and were instead encouraged to collaboratively design plans for the start of the school year using the district curriculum with all programs and resources at their disposal.  The district literacy curriculum had been redesigned two years earlier using the Understanding by Design process and framework (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005). This collaboratively developed curriculum abandoned the traditional scope and sequence format providing teachers with the flexibility to adapt instruction to student interest and needs.  The desired results were identified for each marking period to include transfer goals and enduring understandings aligned to the state standards.  Essential questions were also included that could be used to design learning plans.  The core programs, scripted lessons, and resources were available to the participants to use flexibly and at their discretion, based on the needs of their specific students.  Teachers were asked to use the thirty-day plans created during the workshop.  These collaborative literacy plans were developed with colleagues of like content and level and with support of content experts and district supervisors to be implemented at the start of the school year.  School principals were encouraged to attend and support the teachers through implementation of the plans.  
[bookmark: _Toc15125552]Collaborative Work Groups
The talent management approach requires a tool for sustainability for ongoing support and motivation.  Therefore, the research regarding effective communities of practice served as the foundation to develop sessions to bring participants back together.  The communities of practice concept served as a framework to offer continued support to teachers.  Communities of practice are groups of people informally bound together by shared expertise and passion for a joint enterprise (Wenger & Snyder, 1999).  Different from traditional guided professional learning communities, these sessions were designed to provide opportunities for informal discussion, feedback and reflection on practice.  
These collaborative work sessions were introduced to the teachers 30 days post implementation, inviting participants to return to discuss successes, challenges and plans for continuation.  Each quarterly marking period, participants gathered again as a community of practitioners where they could ask questions, seek support and share learning with colleagues.  Participation rates soared for each session. With 47 initial participants registered for the first summer session, additional workshops were needed throughout the summer, totaling 370 participants by August of 2017.  Each subsequent collaborative session, offered by grade level bands, attracted over 150 participants and included general education classroom teachers, lead teachers, intervention teachers, administrators and special educators.  Providing professional learning with guaranteed opportunities for follow-up collaboration re-energized school teams and teachers.  Each session was designed based on the needs of the participants, but always began with time to reflect on what worked and what continued to be a challenge.  Participants were given time to reflect and then share their thoughts with other grade level teachers from around the district (see Appendix E).  Teachers were asked to set goals for the next couple months, identify partners that would help hold them accountable to achieving the goals, and create plans to address the goals within a supported environment.
Guskey and Yoon (2009) reported that the amount of valid and scientifically defensible evidence demonstrating the relationship between professional development and student achievement is exceptionally modest (p. 499).  Considering this, as well as the potential impact talent management could have on student achievement supports the need for formalizing this model in an exploratory action research study that may provide promising outcomes for teachers and students. This study seeks to identify the effectiveness of the TMPD model at all five levels of Guskey’s (2002) framework by analyzing how one district implemented the model in a multi-year initiative.


[bookmark: _Toc15125655]Figure 3: Talent Management Professional Development Model
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[bookmark: _Toc15125553]Research Questions
This action research study explores the effectiveness of TMPD using Guskey’s (2002) five levels for evaluating professional development. Initially, the study began as a quasi-experimental approach to explore the impact of TMPD on teacher effectiveness as measured by student achievement outcomes.  However, finding significance in the data explored, the study shifted to action research in order to analyze the collected evidence and adjustments to the TMPD model throughout the study.  Additional questions surfaced throughout the study in regards to how participants were responding to the experiences and whether participants were using the skills and knowledge acquired during the professional learning and community of practice sessions.  Using Guskey’s (2002) framework and considering the limited research in the five levels of effectiveness for professional development (Guskey, 2007), the study also included an analysis of the organization’s support and change.
The purpose of this study was to begin exploring whether there could be a significant impact on teacher effectiveness as measured by the average percentage of students achieving grade level proficiency after participating in a Talent Management Professional Development (TMPD) model across four training scenarios:
· Both the teacher and their administrator participated in TMPD training.
· Only the teacher had TMPD training.
· Only the teacher’s administrator had TMPD training.
· Neither the teacher nor their administrator had TMPD training.
Considering all five levels of evaluating effectiveness for professional development, an overarching research question served to drive the study with the additional questions addressing the criteria for each level of evaluation.  
[bookmark: _Toc15125554]Overarching Question  
How does the Talent Management Professional Development model impact a district’s efforts to improve student literacy achievement?
[bookmark: _Toc15125555]Level 1:
How do participants react to a talent management approach to professional development?
[bookmark: _Toc15125556]Level 2:
Do participants acquire the intended knowledge and skills through the TMPD model?
[bookmark: _Toc15125557]Level 3:
How does the TMPD model affect the organization’s climate and procedures?
[bookmark: _Toc15125558]Level 4:
Does the TMPD model affect participants’ instructional practices as they use their new knowledge and skills?
[bookmark: _Toc15125559]Level 5:
Is TMPD significantly related to teachers’ ability to increase the proportion of their students scoring proficient or higher on the PARCC and MAP assessments?
· Is principal participation in TMPD significantly related to teachers’ ability to increase the proportion of their students scoring proficient or higher on the PARCC and MAP assessments?
· Are the number of TMPD collaborative work group sessions attended significantly related to teachers’ ability to increase the proportion of their students scoring proficient or higher on the PARCC and MAP assessments?
[bookmark: _Toc15125560]Significance
It is expected that a Talent Management Professional Development model will improve teacher effectiveness by developing the talent, building capacity and promoting a growth mindset, which will support a culture conducive to significant gains in student achievement.  This study explores the impact on student achievement when the TMPD model is used.  Removing barriers in a district historically dependent on scripted programs by implementing a TMPD model provides support and focuses efforts on the teacher as a practitioner.  The TMPD model provides teachers with 10 hours of initial professional learning on best practices and strategies for elementary literacy instruction further augmented with ongoing collaborative work group sessions (Wenger & Snyder, 2000) to garner significant levels of student achievement.  
Schools are facing rising accountability measures.  The need to meet compliance standards coupled with limited resources to implement effective professional development practices, the tendency to purchase programs prevails.  These resources address immediate district needs with expensive ease, creating prevalence in this practice across the country.  This study contributes primarily to the field of elementary education; however, the theories and design could be applied to any field that depends on human capacity and resources to achieve results.  Investing in the talent of the district through professional development and leadership shifts may be more cost-effective than the rising expense of comprehensive literacy programs resulting in inconsistent, often stagnant student achievement outcomes.  While the student achievement data collected in this study is focused on the first year of implementation, the study also gathers evidence for the first four levels of evaluation and adjustments made during years two and three as outlined in Figure 4.
[bookmark: _Toc15125656]Figure 4: Action Research Outline
	Year 1 (2017)

	Focus:
Excellent Initial Instruction 
Balanced Literacy with Model Lessons 

Initial PD Session Description:
This workshop is designed to develop a deep understanding of effective reading instruction within the readers' workshop components of read aloud, shared reading, guided reading and independent reading with opportunities to collaboratively plan for instruction to begin the year. 

Collaborative Community of Practitioner Session Description:
This session is strategically designed for teachers who engaged in the summer Components of Reader's Workshop sessions to collaborate with other teachers in the same grade level to share successes, discuss challenges, and problem solve so that students read and comprehend independently, reacting and responding to texts. Of course, multiple "commercial breaks" will be included to share strategies and ideas to support student learning.

District Support:
Read Aloud and Shared Reading Libraries for Every Teacher


	Year 2 (2018)

	Focus:
Striving Readers 
Continue Excellent Initial Instruction – add Writing Collaborative Planning 

Literacy PD Session Description:
Building on the sessions from the summer of 2017 and collaborative work groups throughout the 2017-18 school year, this 10-hour workshop will focus on instructional practices that will support the overarching goal:  Students read and comprehend independently so they can react and respond to increasingly complex texts. The target audience includes all teachers who attended the Components of Reader’s Workshop sessions in 2017-18, as well as teachers who are new to this journey.  Lead Teachers and administrators are also welcome! Come ready to reflect, share challenges, learn best practices, and apply the learning to your first 30 days of literacy plans.  Ongoing collaborative work groups will continue to be offered throughout the year to support efforts, celebrate successes and tackle challenges with colleagues.

Striving Readers PD Session Description:
There is a sense of urgency to move all striving readers to thriving, while challenging students do the work! This workshop will include concepts from Stephanie Harvey’s From Striving to Thriving:  How to Grow Confident, Capable Readers. The target audience is elementary intervention teachers, special education content and case managers, and elementary school teachers who work with striving readers.  Lead teachers and administrators are also welcome and encouraged to attend.  Come ready to disrupt your thinking, learn evidence-based practices, and apply practical solutions to reach ALL learners. 


District Support Added:
Model Teachers Identified
Videos from Classrooms
Visits to Model Classrooms
Literacy Achievement Coordinators
Intervention Classroom Libraries (high interest/low Lexile)



	Year 3 (2019)

	
Focus:
From Planning to Practice Summit 
Strategies for Daily Instruction and Personalized Learning 

Literacy Summit:  From Planning to Practice – Summer PD Session 
Are you ready to choose your own adventure?  This summer, we are inviting you to design your own professional learning experience!  There will be three anchor sessions to choose from as well as additional sessions designed to meet the needs and interests of all!  Hone your skills and nurture your talents with us this summer!  Each session will include opportunities to apply your learning through collaborative planning for the new year. 

Anchor Session 1:  Reader’s Workshop: An Overview
For the novice teacher, or those new to a grade level:   This session will provide an overview for structuring literacy instruction using the gradual release of responsibility model:  Independent Reading, Read Aloud, Shared Reading and Guided Reading
 
Anchor Session 2:  Building Comprehension within Readers Workshop
For practitioners eager to dive into strategies that support metacognition – thinking about your reading in order to react and respond to increasingly complex texts.
 
Anchor Session 3:  From Readers Workshop to Inquiry-based Instruction
For teachers that are ready to take their practice to a new level by fostering literacy instruction that builds a culture for inquiry through establishing a researcher’s workshop approach to thinking and learning across disciplines.

District Support Added:
Leveled Reading Bookrooms
Universal Screening Assessments


[bookmark: _Toc15125561]CHAPTER 2:  LITERATURE REVIEW
[bookmark: _Toc15125562]Introduction
In order to design the talent management professional development model aimed at improving student achievement, the literature review begins with a discussion about teacher capacity.  It includes a review of the conceptual framework research on talent management within the business sector and professional development in public education in order to synthesize the key findings as part of the model design.  This chapter concludes with a look at the research on the principal’s role in professional learning experiences with teachers.  I also include operationalizing the definition of student achievement as it pertains to the desired outcome of the research.  This chapter also includes a review of the literature relating to the evaluation of professional development so that efforts to adjust and adapt the TMPD model throughout the action research can be productively applied. 
[bookmark: _Toc15125563]Building Teacher Capacity
The belief that a person is capable of achieving desired outcomes contributes to the actualization of the desired outcomes (Bandura, 1977; Dobbins, 2016; Dweck, 2009, Dweck, 2014).  This research maintains that personal efficacy can determine whether intended behaviors will be initiated, the effort required, and the sustainability of the behaviors in the face of aversive experiences (Bandura, 1977).  This is essential consideration in the design of the talent management professional development model for teachers in practice and pedagogy aimed at positively impacting student achievement.  
Improving student achievement requires administrators to provide teachers explicit instruction in evidence-based strategies specific to the content they teach in order to build efficacy, rather than training on the use of a program marketed as a means to best practice instruction (Garet et al., 2001; Pearson, 2007).  Building teacher efficacy, however, requires some form of continued reinforcements as suggested by Bandura (1977) and must be supported by the elements of effective professional development through collaborative work groups, such as communities of practice, for sustained duration of instructional practices.  Teachers must engage in reflection and feedback with ongoing support (Bates and Morgan, 2018).
Dewitz and Jones (2013) suggest that following a basal program with fidelity to teach literacy is not the right path.  Schools and teachers must exercise their professional judgment when using instructional materials (p. 391).  Our schools and our society need teachers who can apply their craft with great flexibility (Pearson, 2007).  They must know when to follow suggested lesson plans, delete instructional activities, supplement and modify (Dewitz and Jones, 2013).  Even within the confines of a scripted reading program, knowledgeable teachers make important decisions that enhance their effectiveness; they model, prompt, and encourage their students beyond the program’s script (Piasta, et al., 2009).  Teacher efficacy is critical in bridging the tools and resources available to support student achievement.  Instructional tools and resources are only as valuable as the ability of the teacher to deliver instruction that meets individual student needs.
The seminal work of Albert Bandura (1977) focused on behavioral change supports the creation of the Talent Management Professional Development (TMPD) model to change teachers’ cognitive process from compliant implementers to critical decision makers.  Cognitive processes play a prominent role in the acquisition and retention of new behavior patterns.  From observing others, one forms a conception of how new behavior patterns are performed, and symbolic construction serves to guide action with the consequences of those actions offering feedback and influencing thought.  Motivation, which is primarily concerned with activation and persistence of behavior, is also partly rooted in cognitive activities (pp. 192-193).  Intervening influences of goal setting and self-evaluative reactions serve as second cognitively based sources of motivation according to Bandura (1977) and further supports the belief that ongoing opportunities to reconvene will sustain motivation and persistence of efforts. 
 In this study, these concepts are applied through the TMPD.  Participants share a common goal and experience opportunities to see models of effective practice while planning for their own implementation through the development of a 30-day plan (Bandura, 1977; Darling-Hammond, 2007; Garet, et al., 2001; Guskey, 2002).  The promised opportunities to participate in ongoing collabortive work groups provide the scheduled reinforcements to sustain motivation and effort (Bandura, 1977; Wenger, 1998).
Bandura (1977) states that those who cease efforts prematurely will retain self-debilitating expectations and fears (p. 194).  When applied to instruction, whereby teachers prematurely abandoned new practices following participation in professional development, a return to previous practices and behaviors occurred.  The initial professional development of the TMPD model provided participants with resources and support for effective implementation.  Bandura articulates in his research that “given appropriate skills and adequate incentives, however, efficacy expectations are a major determinant of people’s choice of activities, how much effort they will expend, and of how long they will sustain effort (p.194).”  
The collaborative work group sessions, designed based on the concept of communities of practice (Wenger, McDermott, &Snyder, 2002), allow participants time to articulate their successes in implementation of the strategies and practices presented in the initial workshop.  According to Bandura’s study (Bandura, 1977), the opportunity to share their experiences and accomplishments should produce higher, more generalized, and stronger efficacy expectations than participation in only the initial training, a more vicarious experience.  Bandura (1977) concluded that self-efficacy was a uniformly accurate predictor of performance on tasks varying in difficulty with different threats regardless of whether the changes in self-efficacy were produced through performance accomplishments or by vicarious experience alone, therefore supporting the model that offers both opportunities for teachers (p. 206). 
In reviewing the literature on professional development and self-efficacy, it is important to consider the foundational research in andragogy, or adult learning.  While attention to adult education began just after World War II, the term andragogy, or adult education, was notably studied in the works of Malcolm Knowles, simultaneously with Albert Bandura’s research in self-efficacy.  Andragogy is defined as the art and science of helping adults learn (Knowles, 1980).  Not surprisingly, Knowles identified the learning climate, diagnosis of needs, the planning process, conducting learning experiences, and evaluation of learning as the five characteristics of adult education specific to teachers (pp. 46-49).  Additionally, attention to the experiences of adults was identified as necessary in acknowledging the varied backgrounds that teachers bring to the table when engaging in learning.  If these experiences are not valued in the professional development, teachers may feel rejected and devalue the professional opportunity (Knowles 1980).  
The five characteristics that Knowles (1980) identified, as well as the consideration of adult experiences, further supports the ongoing collaborative sessions offered in conjunction with initial professional development training in this study.  These sessions provide teachers with the environment that honors experience and enables teachers to engage collaboratively in the planning process while periodically evaluating the learning.  The TMPD model creates the learning climate that Knowles (1980) describes in much the same way as Guskey (2002) in his description of participants reactions to learning in Level One of his professional development evaluation framework (p. 46).  Guskey (2002) suggests that professional development organizers attend to the learning environment and verify that participants find the time well spent (p. 48).
[bookmark: _Toc15125564]Competing Perspectives
A caution to consider in this study is an over-reliance on self-efficacy as the primary approach.  When people have too much self-efficacy, it can serve as a barrier to continued learning (Argyris, 1991).  This can cause teachers who believe their practice to be effective to respond to new professional learning opportunities with defensiveness.  Argyris (1991) recommends that the key to any educational experience designed to teach experienced professionals how to reason productively is to connect the program to real business problems (p. 11).  
Teacher self-efficacy is defined as “the extent to which a teacher believes he or she has the capacity to affect student performance” (Berman, et al., 1977, p. 137).  If a defensive teacher believes that the challenges in the classroom are out of his/her control, or that the strategies recommended do not align with their beliefs, enacting change may be difficult.  Unless people believe they can produce desired effects by their actions, they have little incentive to act (Bandura, 1997).  Research in talent management must explore the critical role of district and school leaders considering the varying degrees of teacher motivation and willingness to learn.  Leaders supporting the TMPD model must respect teacher autonomy, value their input, encourage use of evidence-based strategies and practices, and act to create a culture that supports risk-taking in order to attract all teachers, regardless of their initial levels of self-efficacy or perceived effectiveness (Kirby, et al., 1992; Sashkin, 1988).  School leaders must shift from compliance management roles to leadership roles charged with the clear communication of the goals and the vision of the school, allowing the participants to take ownership of the action plan (Kirby, et al., 1992).
In considering the use of scripted programs, rather than developing the talent of teachers, many proponents of scripted curriculum claim that the results can be objectively measured and will show an increase in literacy rates.  However, the studies are often conducted in controlled settings difficult to replicate in every classroom with consistency and therefore fail to meet the stated objectives.  Some school administrators assert that the curriculum has increased favorable results and sound teaching practices, but evidence does not support that claim (Milosovic, 2007).
[bookmark: _Toc15125565]Shifting Roles in Management
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]This study draws from theories of self-efficacy and management theory through the lens of adult learners and practitioners.  Davenport (2005) asserts that the growth of knowledge work is the single most important factor driving the future of management (p. 183).  Instructional leaders who practice a technocratic management approach to leadership believe their role is to think and the teacher’s role is to do.  Shifting from this approach brought on by high accountability and compliance to research-based programs will require specific changes to leadership as outlined by Davenport (2005) which include:
· From overseeing work to doing it too
· From organizing hierarchies to organizing communities
· From hiring and firing workers to recruiting and retaining them
· From building manual skills to building knowledge skills
· From evaluating visible job performance to assessing invisible knowledge achievements
· From ignoring culture to building a knowledge-friendly culture
· From supporting the bureaucracy to fending it off, and
· From relying on internal personnel to considering a variety of sources (p. 191).
Davenport (2005) recognizes that knowledge work managers often spend more time doing work than managing it (p. 193).  This reference to managers doing the work with staff indicates the potential value in school leaders participating in professional learning opportunities with teachers, rather than as coordinators or observers.  While management continues to be a critical component of leadership, this study serves to shift the management of compliance to the management and development of the available and accessible talent.  
[bookmark: _Toc15125566]Shifting the Role of the Principal
For the purpose of this study, the terms principal and administrator are used to define the highest position of authority at the school level.  Principals serve as the senior instructional leader charged with developing a school improvement plan that includes professional development to support teachers in achieving the goals identified in the plan.  In this district, the school improvement plan must align to the district master plan.  For every school, the first goal must address improved literacy rates as measured by the increase in students achieving grade level proficiency by third grade and every year thereafter.  The second goal generally relates to
improved math achievement, with the third and final goal of the school improvement plan addressing school climate and culture.   For each goal, school improvement teams, usually led by the principal, customize the school goals based on an analysis of the data specific to their students and generate reasonable expectations for goals.  Strategies to achieve the goals are identified, and a plan for professional development is included.  The school principal is charged with monitoring the progress of the school toward the goals, however, many delegate that task to the leadership team, or school improvement team, which includes teachers and parents.
“Educators are gradually redefining the role of the principal from instructional leader with a focus on teaching to leader of a professional community with a focus on learning” (Dufour, 2002).   One of the National Association of Elementary School Principals' six standards for what principals should know and be able to do calls on principals to put student and adult learning at the center of their leadership and to serve as the lead learner (2001). 
The Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium, a program of the Council of Chief State School Officers, lists ten professional standards for principals.  Included in those standards is one which calls for the principal to be an educational leader who promotes the success of all students by advocating, nurturing, and sustaining a school culture and instructional program conducive to student learning and staff professional growth (2015). 
“Schools need principal leadership as much as ever. But only those who understand that the essence of their job is promoting student and teacher learning will be able to provide that leadership” (Dufour, 2002).  Even with important statements by national organizations and researchers on the critical role the principal plays in leading the learning, a thorough review of literature reveals that there is limited research on the role of the principal as a participant in professional learning with teachers.  To clarify, participation with the teachers means that the principal is engaged as a partner, learning side-by-side with teachers.  Many studies have been conducted on the leadership style of the principals, but lack direct impact on student achievement.  Additionally, there is a wealth of articles and studies that tackle the topic of what principals can do to improve student achievement, but the results are indirect measures.  
A study as recent as 2018 focused on uncovering effective professional development activities organized by elementary school principals and used to foster and support teachers (Krentz, 2018).  Other studies identified significant relationships between the implementation practices of principals and student achievement.  Much of the research on school leadership focuses not on actual student outcomes, but rather on other peripheral results of principal practices (Herrington & Nettles, 2007).  
Research on school cultures find that there can indeed be consequences of culture on student outcomes, and the role of school leadership in developing and sustaining those cultures should be studied.  However, most studies consist of surveys that depend on naturally occurring variation (Witziers, Bosker, & Kruger, 2003).  Actions taken to better understand and improve the impact of principals on the achievement of students in their schools have the potential for widespread benefit, as individual improvements in principal practice can impact thousands of students (Herrington & Nettles, 2007).   Most subsequent quantitative research has conceptualized the relationship between leadership and student outcomes as indirect (Robinson, Lloyd, and Rowe, 2008).  These outcomes are essentially mediated by teachers.  School leaders may establish the conditions that lead to the more direct impact on student achievement by teachers to include professional learning opportunities and forms of student grouping (Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008).
The review of literature on the principal as a participant in the professional learning resulted in findings that relate to professional learning designed for principals or the perceptions of professional development by principals.  It also included many studies on the role of the principal in identifying and implementing professional development.  Under the right conditions, professional development may help teachers to be more effective and may also result in gains in student achievement, however, more research is needed to explore the role of the principal in professional development efforts (Whitworth & Chiu, 2014).

[bookmark: _Toc15125567]Talent Management
Talent management (TM) is a term used in business, specifically related to human resources.  TM is about improving performance of the talent pool to affect the company's ability to achieve its strategic goals (Lewis & Heckman, 2006).    It is about getting the right people doing the right things while predicting how employees will act in the future and getting them to act differently from the past (Sireesha & Ganapavarapu, 2014).  The effectiveness of talent management refers to the degree in which interventions affect the behaviors (Lewis & Heckman, 2006).  A Talent Management Professional Development Model (TMPD) has been designed to include key components from frameworks in both the educational and business fields with the goal of shifting from the current programmatic approach to instruction.  The theoretical framework for talent management coupled with the criteria for effective professional development and environment conducive to the growth of communities of practice form the TMPD model that trains and supports sustainability of strategies and builds teacher efficacy.  
This study serves to operationalize the definition of talent management as it pertains to the field of education.  In many studies, talent management is considered synonymous with human resources or human resource management (Lewis & Heckman, 2006; Collings & Mellahi, 2009; Sweem, 2009).  Talent management moves beyond acquiring and retaining the best talent and includes the management and development of employees who contribute to the organization’s sustainable competitive advantage, the development of a talent pool of high potential and high performing incumbents to fill future leadership roles, and the development of talent that will  ensure continued commitment to the goals of the organization (Collings & Mellahi, 2009).   Talent management can also provide visibility to school staff into how their individual goals support the school district’s strategic plan (Edwards, 2015).   For the purposes of this study, talent management refers to building the capacity of the most accessible and costly resource in the school district, its teachers.  Talent management recognizes the teacher as the critical decision-maker with the greatest potential impact on student achievement.
The knowledge and findings that have resulted in success for many companies in the business sector are transferable to the education sector.  In business, it is stated that the problem is not the programs, some of which have worked wonders.  The problem is that the whole burden of change typically rests on so few people, those selecting the programs and responsible for implementing the program with fidelity (Pascale, et al., 1997).  Pascale, Millemann and Gioja (1997) indicate that employees that take a greater interest and a more active role in the business care deeply about success.  Real agility is achieved when every function and every office – when every person – is able and eager to rise to every challenge (p. 127-128).  
Three concrete interventions were identified that have the ability to restore companies to vital agility and keep them in good health:  1) incorporating employees fully into the process of dealing with challenges, 2) leading from a different place so as to sharpen and maintain employee involvement and constructive stress, and 3) instilling mental disciplines that will make people behave differently and then help them sustain their new behavior into the future (Pascale, et al., 1997).  The intended outcome of the TMPD model is to shift instructional practices from technocratic and program compliance to equipping the talent of the district with the knowledge and skills necessary to improve student achievement.  
Incorporating teachers into the instructional decision-making process allows them to assume the role of critical decision maker (Darling-Hammond, 2007; Pearson, 2007).  Pascale (1997) clarifies that this is not communicating, motivating, or rolling out plans hatched at the top.  It is resocialization.  It means engaging employees as meaningful contributors (not just doers) in the principal challenges facing the enterprise.  It means seeing employees as volunteers who decide each day whether or not to contribute their discretionary energy in differentiating the enterprise from its rivals (p. 7).  As it applies to education, teachers must master content standards, know how to select instructional activities, and select both formal and informal assessment tasks that embody content standards (Darling-Hammond, 2007).  To build this knowledge base, the talent management professional development model must first offer effective learning structures for teachers to understand the content standards deeply and be skillful in the strategies and practices most conducive for learning (Darling-Hammond, 2007; Guskey, 2002).  Talent management and evidence-based management strategies must include professional learning experiences that consider employees’ sense of job security to enable instructional risk-taking, and their sense of affiliation and collaboration in that they are not alone in making these changes.  Employees’ needs also include having a high opinion of themselves and a desire to be fulfilled in their work (Latham, 2018).  The initial professional development that meets the qualities of effective, evidence-based talent management and professional development, as well as provides ongoing opportunities for self-actualization and efficacy and motivation to persevere, will ultimately result in improved student achievement.  
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A correlating concept for talent management in the field of education is professional development.  Professional development is used as a term that means training for teachers.  However, effective professional development is formally defined as structured professional learning that results in changes in teacher practices and improvements in student learning outcomes (Darling-Hammond, 2017).  Darling-Hammond (2017) reviewed 35 studies of effective professional development as measured by increased student achievement compared to control settings and captured seven consistent elements yielding the following results:
1. They are content focused. 
2. They incorporate active learning strategies. 
3. They engage teachers in collaboration. 
4. They use models and/or modeling. 
5. They provide coaching and expert support. 
6. They include opportunities for feedback and reflection. 
7. They are of sustained duration (p. 58).
As school systems continue to search for the quickest, most cost-effective and manageable means to improve student achievement, the synthesis of over 15 years of research conducted by John Hattie (2012) leads to the conclusion that everything we do works to some degree.  He found that 95 percent of all effect sizes in education are positive, although some result in higher effect sizes than others, meaning some efforts yield more significant and notable results than others (pp. 2-3).  While all efforts by teachers impact student learning, some efforts result in significantly higher gains than others, including teacher credibility, formative evaluation, teacher clarity, feedback and teaching strategies (Hattie, 2012).  This research aligns to the review of literature on positive outcomes related to self-efficacy, building teacher capacity, and talent management.
Successful professional development programs should seek to build the organizational capacity of schools and promote increased knowledge and skill refinement among individual teachers and administrators (Guskey, 2000).  Guskey (2000) also suggests that in addition to an individual teachers’ need for extended knowledge, a group of teachers, and educators at other levels in the district (or school system) need expanded knowledge to implement a shared mission as well as knowledge of where to look for what they need (p. 174).  
Additional research by Gulamhussein (2013) from the Center for Public Education reports that most professional development today is ineffective.  It neither changes teacher practice nor improves student learning.  However, the research by Gulamhussein (2013) suggests that effective professional development abides by similar principles as the work of Darling-Hammond (2017) in that the duration of professional development must be significant and ongoing to allow time for teachers to learn a new strategy and grapple with implementation.  There must be support for a teacher during the implementation stage that addresses specific challenges of changing classroom practice.  The initial exposure of a concept to teachers must be engaging and use varied approaches to ensure active participation.  Modeling has been found to be a highly effective way to build understanding (Darling-Hammond, 2017; Gulamhussein, 2013).  Truesdale (2003) studied the differences between teachers that only attended a workshop and teachers that attended a workshop that included coaching through implementation.  The study found that the coached teachers transferred the newly learned teaching practices, whereas teachers who only had the workshop did not continue to use it in their classrooms (p. 16).  An additional principle identified as a component of effective professional development is the focus on content specific to the discipline or grade level (Darling-Hammond, 2017; Gulamhussein, 2013).  Professional development that addresses discipline-specific concepts and skills has been shown to both improve teacher practice, as well as student learning (as cited in Gulamhussein, 2013).  Teachers themselves report their top priority for professional development is learning more about the content they teach, giving high marks to training that is content specific (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009).
In Doppelt, et al.’s (2009) study, teachers were actively engaged in content specific lessons, just as their students would be, with multiple workshops offered throughout the year to reflect on instructional activities in their classrooms. They shared student work and instructional materials, actively discussed and reflected on instruction.  Students whose teachers participated showed an advantage in achievement over those whose teachers did not. Students whose teachers used the new curriculum and participated in the ongoing professional development (PD) had significantly greater achievement than those students whose teachers used the new curriculum with no professional development (Doppelt, et al., 2009).  So this tells us that sustained support throughout implementation yields more positive outcomes than training alone.
Another study conducted in 2010 by Gersten, et al. used a Teacher Study Group (TSG) professional development model in which 1st-grade teachers participated in focused professional learning for reading comprehension and vocabulary instruction. Teachers in the TSGs met to discuss readings on research and how to implement the strategies into their own teaching. They collaboratively planned lessons using strategies they researched and discussed while actively engaging in facilitator-guided problem-solving discussions. The findings of the study showed positive effects in multiple areas measured (Gersten, et al., 2010).  Both studies demonstrate the power in ongoing opportunities to reflect on practice with content experts and peers in a professional community environment.  
[bookmark: _Toc15125569]Building Communities of Practice
Communities of practice are groups of people informally bound together by shared expertise and passion for a joint enterprise (Wenger & Snyder, 1999).  Different from the more guided professional learning communities, the sessions in this study were designed to provide opportunities for informal discussion, feedback and reflection on practice. Members choose to participate in the community and are driven by passion and commitment.  They identify with the group’s expertise (Wenger & Snyder, 2000).  Most professionals learn about new tools and developments in their field not by reading journals, but by consulting their colleagues.  As communities of practitioners share ideas, they naturally tend to adopt common practices (McDermott, 1999).  
Booker T. Washington (1901/1995) wrote in Up From Slavery, “I am convinced that there is not education which one can get from books and costly apparatus that is equal to that which can be gotten from contact with great men and women” (p.26). Communities of practice offers the opportunity for contact with great men and women seeking to learn and improve.  Communities of practice can add value to organizations in that they can help drive strategy, solve problems quickly, transfer best practices, develop professional skills and help companies recruit and retain talent (Wenger & Snyder, 2000).  While most research on communities of practice resides in the business sector, the function and outcome opportunities of this approach has been applied to the educational sector to improve teacher efficacy.  
Several studies have revealed positive effects when educators engage in communities of practice.  In a study applying the social learning model of communities of practice to novice teachers, Cuddapah and Clayton (2011) found that engaging novice teachers in a community of practice can complement mentoring and induction programs to provide a more multidimensional support experience and provide a purposeful place for peer mentoring, affirming each other, making sense of experiences and shared practices (p. 71).  Communities of practice for district-level leaders focused on strengthening district improvement strategies and resulted in leaders benefiting from the particular structure, arrangement, and routine that fostered shared learning (Cheatham, 2010).  
One of the major themes in Hattie’s (2012) research is the power of teachers learning from and talking to each other about planning – learning intentions, success criteria, what is valuable learning, progression, and what it means to be good at a subject (p. 67).  The concept of communities of practice used in the TMPD model provides the sustained opportunities for teacher collaboration, reflection and coaching - identified as essential elements for effective professional development that leads to improved student learning outcomes (Darling-Hammond, Hyler & Gardner, 2017).
Researchers found that schools need external input and assistance to move significantly beyond current practice.  New ideas broaden the thinking of individuals within the organization and provide insight, inspiration, and alternatives (O’day, 1995).  
McLaughlin (1992) cautioned that strong professional communities, by themselves, are not always a good thing. Shared beliefs can support collective delusions about the merit of instructional orthodoxies or entrenched routines. This collective agreement can generate rigidity about practice and a "one best way" mentality that resists change or serious reflection. Capacity for reflection, feedback and problem-solving was essential to communities of professionals endeavoring to respond effectively to today's students and to the mission of schools (p. 16).  To this degree, consideration for the constant evaluation of the professional learning is critical.  
Guskey (2000) recommends identifying the factors that determine the success in the use of new learning, specifying dimensions of quantity and quality, determine if time provided allowed for sufficient flexibility for contextual adaptions (p. 179).  These recommendations support the use of collaborative work groups to grow communities of practice as the appropriate tool for sustainability as they offer flexibility in the application of learning, the quality of implementation and student response, and the opportunity to gain insights, inspiration and alternatives for continuation of effort.
The growth of communities of practice ignites an organization to involve its critical employees as partners in achieving its goals, and elicits a collaborative passion and effort among teachers and administrators to care deeply about the success of all (Pascale, Millemann & Gioja, 1997; Wenger, McDermott & Snyder, 2002)  Cultivating an environment for growth in knowledge, flexibility and responsiveness through the voluntary nature of these communities can create an inviting, organic desire to fuel motivation and sustainability.  The traditional organizational design focuses on creating structures, systems, and roles that achieve relatively fixed organizational goals and fit well with other structural elements of the organization.  Flexibility and responsiveness are rarely part of the design goals, whereas with a community of practice, they are paramount (Wenger et al., 2002).  When considering the design of the community of practice, Wenger et al. derived seven principles:
· Design for evolution.
· Open a dialogue between inside and outside perspectives.
· Invite different levels of participation.
· Develop both public and private community spaces.
· Focus on value.
· Combine familiarity and excitement.
· Create a rhythm for the community (p.2)
	Leaders must understand that a successful community will evolve over time by responding and adapting to the needs of its participants. Leaders must commit to continual communication of the mission and removal of barriers and mandates to enable these communities to thrive.  Leaders must continually maintain their own knowledge of research, practices and examples of success outside their community (Guskey & Yoon, 2009; Wenger, et al., 2002). Wenger et al. (2002) refer to promising and effective communities as “alive.”  Whether planned or spontaneous, these alive communities have a coordinator who organizes events to connect the community.  In the TMPD model, district leadership shifts from determining the plan to coordinating the community (p. 4).   The regular, scheduled meetings of these communities provide the scheduled reinforcements to maintain motivation, build efficacy, provide ongoing support, and serve to create a rhythm for the community (Bandura, 1977; Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2017; Gulamhussein, 2013, Wenger et al., 2002).  
[bookmark: _Toc15125570]Student Achievement
While teacher efficacy and capacity are targeted in the conceptual framework for the TMPD model, the desired result of this study is to explore the impact of this model on teacher’s effectiveness.  Teacher effectiveness is determined by the teachers’ ability to increase the overall proportion of their students who score ‘proficient’ on either PARCC or as measured by MAP Lexile levels after TMPD. For the purpose of this study, student achievement is defined as the percent of students meeting or exceeding proficiency levels as determined by state standards.  Federal and state policy has dictated the expected outcomes for students at specified points throughout their educational careers, raising the bar with each new legislation.  The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 was designed to help all students meet high academic standards by requiring that states create annual assessments that measure children’s ability in reading and math in grades 3 through 8.  The tests, based on challenging state standards, are meant to allow parents, educators, administrators, policymakers, and the general public to track the performance of every school in the nation (NCLB, 2001).  The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015 maintains the requirement that states administer an annual statewide assessment to all students.  Setting higher standards for student achievement makes sense only if teachers, staff, and education environments are equipped to meet those standards (Fixsen, 2012).
Recent federal and state policy initiatives largely disregard the role of school districts in the change process (Massell, 2000).  The legislative focus on individual school accountability has fueled school district efforts to work in isolation and put teachers at the mercy of school leaders and their decisions regarding instructional methods and resources.  Coordinating professional development activities, making them coherent to reinforce common goals, and ensuring their quality are major issues for districts (Massell, 2000).  
Schools strive to demonstrate consistent growth in student achievement as measured by state assessments.  However, the assessments do not provide formative measures to guide instruction nor timely feedback to teachers.  While ESSA indicates the potential for this design in the future, many districts choose additional assessment tools and methods to better monitor progress real time and inform instructional practices.  One of the most widely used commercially available systems incorporating benchmark assessment and training in differentiated instruction is the Northwest Evaluation Association's (NWEA) Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) program.  The MAP program involves two components: 1) computer-adaptive assessments administered to students three to four times per year, and 2) teacher training and access to MAP resources on how to use data from these assessments to differentiate instruction. The MAP program is currently used in over 20% of school districts nationwide (Cordray, 2013).  
In addition, the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Career (PARCC) assessments are used to determine student achievement in the application of reading skills through more rigorous measures of achievement.  Student scores range from one, not meeting expectations to five, exceeding expectations.  The district in this study uses PARCC assessments in grades three through five and identifies scores of four and five to be meeting and exceeding the expectations for student achievement.  The professional development trainings that were offered during the summer focused on effective literacy instruction that enables students to apply the skills measured on MAP to the comprehensive reading process required of the more rigorous PARCC assessment.  While achievement on MAP indicates ability to read grade level texts, PARCC requires students to read multiple texts to synthesize information, clarify vocabulary and deeply comprehend complex texts.  The ability to be proficient on PARCC indicates that students are on track for college and/or career success.  PARCC achievement is also the measure for which school districts in this state are measured.  Therefore, the training within the TMPD model focuses on the teachers’ knowledge of instructional strategies that garner the student application of skills in order to comprehend increasingly complex texts.  The goal shared during the initial professional development and conveyed as the target for each subsequent community of practice is that students will read and comprehend increasingly complex texts so that they can react and respond in a variety of ways and for a variety of purposes. 
[bookmark: _Toc15125571]The Talent of Teachers
“Teachers make decisions about many things, but sometimes they do not recognize themselves as empowered professionals.  Those who possess a vast knowledge base of reading instruction, and who are able to articulate how that knowledge informs instruction, are the teachers who make the most powerful teaching decisions, both planned and in-the-moment” (Griffith & Lacina, 2018).  The talent of teachers must be nurtured, valued and fed to support the achievement of the rigorous standards required of students.  
In this study, providing research-based and evidence- based professional development, coupled with the ongoing collaborative sessions, is expected to impact teacher effectiveness as ultimately measured by the percent of students achieving proficiency on the PARCC assessment
as compared to teachers that participated in professional development alone, or not at all (see Figure 5).  This study also considers the possible impact on teacher effectiveness as measured by the MAP assessment.  
[bookmark: _Toc15125572]Evaluating Professional Development
Guskey and Yoon (2009) found that the amount of valid and scientifically defensible evidence available on the relationship between professional development and improvements in student learning is exceptionally modest (p. 499).  Questioning whether the investment in professional development yields tangible payoffs, Guskey (2002) recognizes that the costs associated with rigorous measures of effectiveness have led to districts neglecting the responsibility, or turning it over to outside sources, when in fact, the evaluation does not need to
[bookmark: _Toc15125657]Figure 5: Characteristics of Effective PD and CoP
	Develop the Talent:
Effective Professional Development
	Build Self-Efficacy:
Effective Communities of Practice

	Content focused
	Design for evolution.

	Provide active learning strategies
	Open a dialogue between inside and outside perspectives.

	Engage teachers in collaboration
	Invite different levels of participation.

	Use models/modeling
	Develop public and private community spaces.

	Provide coaching and support
	Focus on value.

	Include feedback and reflection
	Combine familiarity and excitement.

	Sustained duration
	Create a rhythm for the community.



be complicated (p. 45-46). While some educators understand the importance of evaluation for event-driven professional development activities, such as workshops and seminars, the less formal, ongoing, job-embedded professional development activities are often without measures of effectiveness (Guskey, 2002, 2014).  
Assessment of professional learning depends on its evaluability, meaning that the program to be evaluated must have evidence that depicts sufficient preparation and planning for professional learning (Killion, 2017).  Guskey (2002, 2014) outlines five levels of evaluation to determine the effectiveness of professional development (Table 1).  Level one addresses participants reactions, while level two measures whether the participants acquired the intended knowledge and skills.  Killion (2017) further describes similar educator outcomes using the KASAB framework intended to build on the interdependent nature of knowledge, beliefs, skills, aspirations, and behaviors (p. 27).  The KASAB framework is summarized on Table 2 to include the educator outcomes and definitions.  This framework aligns with levels one, two, and four of Guskey’s (2002) progressive levels of professional development evaluation addressing participant reactions and learning.

[bookmark: _Toc15125629]Table 1: Five Levels of Professional Development Evaluation (Guskey, 2002)
	Evaluation Level
	Description
	Purpose

	1
	Participants’ Reactions
	To improve program design and delivery

	2
	Participants’ Learning
	To improve program content, format, and organization

	3
	Organization Support and Change
	To document and improve organization support and to inform future change efforts

	4
	Participants’ Use of New Knowledge and Skills
	To document and improve the implementation of program content

	5
	Student Learning Outcomes
	To focus and improve all aspects of program design, implementation, and follow-up; to demonstrate the overall impact of professional development



[bookmark: _Toc15125630]Table 2: KASAB Framework Paired with Levels of Effectiveness
	Educator Outcomes (Killion, 2017)
	Definition
	Levels of Effectiveness (Guskey, 2002)

	Knowledge
	Content, concepts, principles, information, etc., used as a basis for determining and implementing actions.
	Level 2:  
Participants’ Learning

	Attitudes
	Beliefs about the value of particular information, strategies, processes, or actions.
	Level 1:  
Participants’ Reactions

	Skills
	Strategies and processes to apply knowledge; capacity to act.
	Level 2: 
Participants’ Learning

	Aspirations
	Desires, or internal motivation, to engage in a particular practice.
	Level 1:
Participants’ Reactions

	Behaviors
	Consistent application of practices within authentic settings.
	Level 4:
Participants Use of New Knowledge and Skills



While the educator outcomes identified by Killion (2017) fall within levels one, two, and four of Guskey’s (2002) framework, the importance of the organization’s support and change (level 3) and ultimately, the impact to student learning (level 5) must be considered for a full evaluation of the TMPD model.  Therefore, this action research study uses Guskey’s (2002) framework in the evaluation of effectiveness of the TMPD model.
[bookmark: _Toc15125573]Summary
The purpose of this study is not to identify the best practices in literacy instruction, as decades of extensive research confirms what works in teaching young children to read and comprehend independently.  This study uses the literature in talent management, professional development, and self-efficacy to formulate a structure that addresses how schools can achieve positive results by implementing effective practices, rather than scripted programs.  The review of literature suggests that teachers must be given the flexibility in instructional design to be responsive to individual student needs.  Therefore, schools must have a structure for building teacher capacity with ongoing support and collaborative opportunities to reflect, adjust and grow as they apply new knowledge and skills.  Additionally, school leaders must facilitate, organize, and participate in these opportunities with teachers.  The Talent Management Professional Development model provides a structure to shift from compliance to programs and scripts to effective implementation of best practices using the research reviewed.  This model is not unique to elementary literacy; however, this study applies the structure to elementary teachers of literacy in a moderately large district of 26 elementary schools.
[bookmark: _Toc15125574]CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
[bookmark: _Toc15125575]Introduction
This participatory action research study examines the effectiveness of a Talent Management Professional Development (TMPD) model as measured through the five levels of professional development evaluation (Guskey, 2002).  Participatory action research places an emphasis on a movement toward a workable solution that changes the activities or the infrastructure of the unit being studied (Grogan, Donaldson, & Simmons, 2007).  This study encompasses all the phases of problem definition, planning for action, taking action, and evaluating the action characterizing it from the insider perspective as I am the district leader driving the research.  I elected to engage in collaborative inquiry throughout this process by including colleagues and teachers in the design of the research and action planning.  This approach ensured multiple perspectives and opportunities for critical and reflective action research.  Recognizing that the perceived need for change should come from within the setting, this research is appropriately designed in collaboration with others (Herr & Anderson, 2015).
Serving as the Supervisor for English Language Arts in this district, I identified the problem of stagnant student achievement outcomes over ten years.  Despite a custom curriculum redesigned by district teachers and leaders, teachers remained reliant on legacy programmatic resources for instruction and resistant to professional development opportunities.  The initial design of this research was to focus on student learning outcomes and student achievement on measures of literacy proficiency.  I originally expected to conduct a quasi-experimental exploratory study to determine the impact of the Talent Management Professional Development (TMPD) model on teachers’ effectiveness for increasing the percent of students scoring proficient on standardized assessments of literacy.  However, once the research began, it became apparent that framing the study according to the five levels of effectiveness as described by Guskey (2002) would be more applicable and informative to practitioners.  Several adjustments were made to the plan throughout based on participant feedback and regular diagnosis of need.  Therefore, this study is organized by the five levels of professional development evaluation.  This chapter will describe the methods used, while levels one through four qualitative analysis will be discussed in chapter four.  Chapter five will report the exploratory quantitative findings of level five evaluation, specific to student learning outcomes.
Identifying the impact on student learning outcomes, level five is the more rigorous and objective result of professional development evaluation. While levels one through four required qualitative measures to evaluate effectiveness based on participant reactions, participant learning, organization support, and participant use of knowledge and skills, level five employed quantitative methods to address the impact on student achievement.  At this level, the study examined whether teachers who participated in the TMPD model have a greater increase in the proportion of their students attaining proficiency and above than teachers who did not participate. It also explores the impact of principal involvement in TMPD on changes in teachers’ proportion of student proficiency before and after training.  
As noted in prior chapters, the TMPD model provides targeted professional development (PD) that is content-specific and incorporates the components of effective professional development coupled with participation in a series of collaborative work sessions to develop communities of practice (COP) to support the ongoing motivation and application of learning.  Teachers participating in TMPD were encouraged to abandon a dictated scope and sequence-based program and plan for instruction based on the needs of the students and the curriculum standards using evidence-based strategies and practices.  Initial professional development focused on deepening staff knowledge of these strategies and building the capacity to implement the practices.  Participation in the collaborative work groups served to honor staff as practitioners and provide time for reflection, collaboration and adjustments to their plans based on student needs.
[bookmark: _Toc15125576]Implementation Design
All elementary teachers in the district were invited and strongly encouraged to attend 10 hours of professional development during the summer of 2017.  Multiple sessions were offered to accommodate the number of participants enrolling in the workshop sessions.  The professional development focused on effective literacy instruction as defined by a balanced literacy approach through the gradual release of responsibility model and explicit teaching of strategic reading (Allyn and Morrell, 2016; Duke and Pearson, 2002; Fisher and Frey, 2013; Harvey and Goudvis, 2013; Harvey and Goudvis, 2017; Pearson, 1983; Pearson, 2007).  The training sessions addressed curriculum standards in relationship to read aloud, shared reading, guided reading and independent reading (see Figure 6).  These training sessions were considered the initial professional development (PD).
Teachers were also invited to participate in follow-up sessions beginning 30 days after the start of the school year in October 2017.  Additional sessions were offered in December 2017 and February 2018.  The follow-up sessions had less marketing and were announced through the teacher workshop website and curriculum department newsletters.  Each session provided 2 hours after school for participants to gather in common grade level teams to share success and challenges and develop plans for adjustments.  With content experts available for questions and counsel, participants left each session with revised plans for continued efforts in evidence-based effective literacy practices.  Teachers were compensated the district workshop rate of $25.00 per hour for their time.  During monthly leadership meetings, district curriculum supervisors informed principals of the sessions and were provided tools and resources to assist school teams in continuing the efforts between community of practice sessions, keeping the goal of literacy instruction at the heart of each meeting.  The goal continued to be emphasized that students read and comprehend independently so they can react and respond to increasingly complex texts.  “The format and content of professional learning activities are vitally important and must be thoughtfully addressed. But just as you must decide a journey’s destination before you can determine the best route, you must clarify the goals you want to achieve in terms of better educator practice and improved student learning before you can judge the value, worth, and appropriateness of any professional learning activity” (Guskey, 2014).
This chapter is organized by the five levels to outline the methods used for collecting evidence of effectiveness at each progressive level.  The information gathered at each level informs the research and provides feedback for continued modifications of the plan to strengthen the potential to achieve the bottom line - level five - for impacting student learning outcomes in literacy.  “The levels are ordered from simple to more complex.  Because each level builds on those that came before, success at one level is necessary for success at each higher level, and no level should be neglected in the evaluation process” (Guskey, 2014, p. 13).
[bookmark: _Toc15125577]Level One: Participants’ Reactions
In measuring the participants’ reactions to the TMPD model, Guskey (2002) outlines several questions that may drive the evaluation:
· Did they like it?
· Was their time well spent?
· Did the material make sense?
[bookmark: _Toc15125658]Figure 6: Initial Professional Development and Sample Communities of Practice Schedules
	Goal:  Students read and comprehend independently so they can react and respond to increasingly complex texts.

	Day 1:
	Day 2:

	Literacy Philosophy:
Beliefs and Action Statements
	Research to Practice:
Guided Reading
Add to 30-day plan - what to look for and coach in students

	Sharing the Research
	Writing Philosophy
Add opportunities for writing into the 30-day plan

	Research to Practice:
Independent Reading/Conferencing
Develop 30-day plan for independent reading based on curriculum standards
	Differentiated Phonics Instruction
Research, Resources, Assessments and Planning

	Research to Practice:
Read Aloud
Add to 30-day plan to model learning goals
	Fluency
Research, Resources, Assessments and Planning

	Research to Practice:
Shared Reading
Add to 30-day Plan to practice learning goals
	Collaborative Planning 
Complete 30-day Plan



Communities of Practice Sample Schedule 
	Goal:  Students read and comprehend independently so that they can react and respond to increasingly complex texts.

	We are a COMMUNITY of practitioners! 
· Reflect
· Share
	Consider the important aspects of each component… 
· What is going well?
· What is not going so well?
· How have you overcome challenges?

	Model Lesson
	Based on teacher feedback - what teachers wanted to see modeled from the curriculum.

	Goal Setting
	Who can you count on to support you, challenge you and keep you motivated until February?

	Resources
	What is available for planning?

	Collaborative Planning
	School Teams/Grade Level Teams



[bookmark: _Toc15125631]Table 3: Level 1 Evaluation Method
	Question
	Content
	Rating Scale Options

	1
	Instructor’s knowledge and explanation of content and related topics
	Excellent
Good
Fair

	2
	Appropriateness and effectiveness of the teaching/learning experience and attention to a variety of learning modes
	Excellent
Good
Fair

	3
	Structure and culture of the learning environment (within the instructor’s control)
	Excellent
Good
Fair





· Will it be useful?
· Was the leader knowledgeable and helpful?
· Was the room the right temperature?
· Were the chairs comfortable (p. 48)?
Throughout the study, attendance at the initial professional development trainings was collected to capture whether principals participated with their teachers.  Attendance was also analyzed for the collaborative work sessions to determine if participants found value in the experience.  Evaluations administered at the close of each session include anonymous rating scales and questions in support of the level one descriptors for effectiveness as listed in Table 3.  Surveys were administered through the online registration system, asking participants to complete the evaluation survey using the link provided prior to leaving the sessions to secure a strong response rate.
[bookmark: _Toc15125578]Level Two:  Participants’ Learning
In order to determine whether participants acquired the intended knowledge and skills, evaluations given at the end of each session included additional rating scales and open-ended questions to survey participant reflections as described in Table 4.  Results of these surveys were synthesized to determine the average rating for each question.  Each question provided feedback to the planning team to determine if the training and subsequent community of practice sessions were perceived as useful to the participants.  Should ratings for sessions begin to decline, the feedback provided via the level four evaluation helped to guide adjustments.  At this level of evaluation, the study attempted to capture the attitudes and aspirations of the participants, as well 

[bookmark: _Toc15125632]Table 4:  Level 2 Evaluation Method
	Question
	Content
	Rating Scale Options

	4
	The instructor provided ways for me to apply what I learned in the course.
	Very Useful
Somewhat Useful
Not at all Useful

	5
	The instructor provided information based on current research and trends.
	Very Useful
Somewhat Useful
Not at all Useful

	6
	The information provided will allow me to move my practice forward.
	Very Useful
Somewhat Useful
Not at all Useful

	7
	Please rate how helpful the. instructor’s content and materials will be to your work.
	Very Useful
Somewhat Useful
Not at all Useful



as the acquisition of knowledge and skills necessary to implement changes in behaviors that would improve teacher effectiveness for improving the percent of students achieving proficiency.
[bookmark: _Toc15125579]Level Three: Organization Support and Change
In evaluating the action research study for level three criteria, Guskey (2002) recommends collecting evidence pertaining to whether the implementation is advocated, facilitated, and supported by the organization in a public and overt manner (p. 48).  Level three evaluation addresses whether problems are addressed quickly and efficiently, and that sufficient resources are made available to participants.  It includes the recognition of successes and the sharing of such celebrations publicly, as well as evidence of an impact on the organization’s climate and procedures.
As discussed in previous chapters, the district in this study relied heavily on programmatic approaches to instruction.  Concern for the fidelity of implementation was paramount and professional development was provided to ensure that teachers were adhering to the program script.  Instructional funds were primarily spent on consumable materials and resources as part of the program.  The paradigm shift from program implementation to building the capacity of teachers to provide instruction that meets the needs of individual learners as well as the rigors of the standards required a clearly communicated belief by district leaders.  The district literacy philosophy was developed in collaboration with stakeholders throughout the system (see Appendix A).  School leaders communicated the final belief statement to staff that they trust in the teachers, their most valuable asset (see Figure 7).
In order to assess the organization’s advocacy, support, accommodations, facilitation, and recognition, a collection of evidence was gathered to document the existing support and to determine areas that may need additional support throughout the study.  This study is participatory action research (Herr & Anderson, 2015) where the lead researcher is also a district leader, making level three a considerable variable in the overall impact on participant behaviors.  With district leadership driving the action research, there is significant advocacy for supporting the efforts and securing the necessary time, money and resources that yield successful outcomes. 
During the first year of implementation (2017), the district in this study took risks in its application for a federal grant.  Rather than focus the funding requests on programmatic solutions to students reading below proficiency levels, this district secured funding aligned to the efforts of this study.  As part of the level three evaluation of effectiveness, the grant provided state and national support, as well as funding for continued professional development and collaborative sessions to increase teacher knowledge and skills.  Additionally, the grant enabled the district to purchase authentic texts, rather than programs, for classroom teachers,
[bookmark: _Toc15125659]Figure 7:  Literacy Philosophy Final Belief Statement
[image: ]
intervention teams and special educators.  Materials purchased were based on the needs identified by participants in this study and school principals.  The district requested $2 million for the continuation of efforts for three years.
	Beyond grant funding, the local school board and senior leadership maintained continued support of the effort and accept the proposed budgets from the department of English Language Arts, which included additional funds needed to increase school library resources.  The funding requests should remain less than the cost of program implementation, which included comprehensive resources and professional development for previously used scripted programs. 
[bookmark: _Toc15125580]Level Four:  Participants’ Use of New Knowledge and Skills
Evaluating the participants’ effective application of new knowledge and skills is a challenge for districts and is typically done informally through classroom visits and observations.   For the purpose of this study, questions were included in the session evaluations that captured how participants planned to use the knowledge and how they would measure their own impact on the learning.  Participants were asked to describe their plans to continue their learning (see Table 5).  Additionally, each session engaged teachers in collaboratively planning for implementation, while identifying an accountability partner for support between sessions.  Maintaining attendance data for collaborative sessions also served as an indicator that participants found value in the opportunity to reflect and adjust their plans.  District leaders also supported school teams between sessions with classroom walk-throughs and videotapes of ‘best practice’ implementation efforts to share at the collaborative sessions.  Teachers were encouraged to share their successes using social media outlets.  


[bookmark: _Toc15125633]Table 5:  Level 4 Evaluation Methods
	Question
	Content
	Answer Options

	8
	How will you apply your new learning in your practice?
	Narrative anonymous responses

	9
	How will you measure the impact of application on student learning?
	· Analyze student work for evidence of understanding
· Ask colleagues to observe and provide targeted feedback
· Encourage. Students to self-assess with me
· Reflect/discuss/measure and change. Practices with colleagues through CFIP (classroom focused improvement process, PLC)
· Other

	10
	Describe your follow-up plans to continue your learning.
	Narrative anonymous responses



[bookmark: _Toc15125581]Level Five:  Student Learning Outcomes
According to Guskey (2002), level five addresses student learning outcomes typically including cognitive indicators of student performance and achievement (p. 49).  For this level of evaluation, the unit of analysis for this study are teachers.  The dependent variable is the percent of teachers’ students attaining proficiency or higher on two standardized assessments – Measures of Academic Performance (MAP) assessment and Partnership for Assessment of College and Career Readiness (PARCC) assessment.  Teachers and a principal participation in the Talent Management Professional Development model (PD + COP) serves as the independent or causal variable.  It was predicted that managing the talent of educators through professional development as well as ongoing collaborative sessions would result in teachers’ higher student achievement scores. It was also predicted that there would be a significant improvement in teacher effectiveness as measured by student outcomes for teachers that participated in the TMPD model, compared to those that only participated in the initial professional development experience that did not include ongoing sessions, or those that did not participate in the initial professional development.  The results of the statistical analysis cannot confirm a direct causal relationship between participation and student achievement outcomes as there is lower internal validity. Participants could not be randomly assigned as all teachers in the district could self-select to participate.  While principals and school administrators were encouraged to attend, there was also no mandate for engaged participation by school principals.
[bookmark: _Toc15125582]Participants/Sample
All teachers who registered for and attended the initial professional development in the summer of 2017 were included in this study as participants in the TMPD model and were identified as the teacher of record for the class assessed.  Participants represented 27 elementary schools (grade 1 through grade 5) in a moderately sized mid-Atlantic school district.  Of the 27 schools, seven schools are within city limits and identified as Title I schools based on the high poverty status of the population.  The 27 schools range from 30% to 98% poverty.  Participating teachers range from novice, within the first five years of teaching, to veteran teachers with over twenty years of experience.  Also included were teachers from the same schools who did not participate in any TMPD.
The participants were neither randomly selected nor randomly assigned given they self-selected to attend the initial professional development and either none, one, two, or three additional collaborative sessions.  Table 6 identifies the total number of teachers in each of the participation levels.  Most interestingly, the numbers decline over time.  The most intensive professional development experience included the initial training with two or three collaborative sessions; however, 29 teachers began attending the follow-up sessions without having the initial training.  It will be worthwhile to compare patterns in attendance for year 2 of the study.
[bookmark: _Toc15125634]Table 6: Level of TMPD Descriptors for Year 1.
	Code
	Description
	(n)

	No PD
	Number of teachers who did not participate in the initial PD or COPs.
	105

	PD 
	Number of teachers who were in the summer professional development (PD) and attended no additional COPs.
	74

	PD + COP1
	Number of teachers who participated in summer PD and one community of practice (COP) session.
	74

	PD + COP2
	Number of teachers who participated in summer PD and two COP sessions.
	40

	PD + COP3
	Number of teachers who participated in summer PD and three COP sessions.
	47

	COP Only
	Number of teachers who participated in only COP and not the initial PD.
	29



[bookmark: _Toc15125583]Level 5 Research Questions
This study explores the possible and preliminary impact of TMPD related to teachers’ ability to increase the proportion of their students scoring proficient or higher on the PARCC and MAP assessments.  Additionally, it seeks to answer the following two questions:
· Is principal participation in TMPD significantly related to teachers’ ability to increase the proportion of their students scoring proficient or higher on the PARCC and MAP assessments?
· Are the number of TMPD collaborative work sessions attended significantly related to teachers’ ability to increase the proportion of their students scoring proficient or higher on the PARCC and MAP assessments?
It was expected that the student achievement outcomes as measured by the percent of students scoring proficient or above per teacher who participated in TMPD will be greater than for those teachers who had only the initial professional development experience.  In addition, it was predicted that each additional collaborative experience will yield a statistically significant improvement in student achievement outcomes.  It is also expected that school administrator participation in any of the professional development groups will magnify student achievement outcomes [interaction effects].   
[bookmark: _Toc15125584]Measures/Variables
Teacher effectiveness is captured with two separate dependent variables, each of which is continuous: the percentage of students who scored proficient or higher on the Measures of Academic Achievement (MAP) assessment and the changes in percentage of teachers’ students achieving proficiency or higher (score of 4 or 5) on the English Language Arts/Reading component of the PARCC assessment.  This secondary data is collected by the state annually.  Proficiency percentages will be matched to the teacher of record.  An explanation of these standardized exams follows.
MAP.  All participants in the study are required by the district to administer the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) assessment to all students in grades 1 through 5.  The Northwest Evaluation Association’s (NWEA) Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) assessments are computer-adaptive, standardized, norm-referenced test in reading, mathematics, and language usage.  The MAP reading test provides a Lexile level that is associated with grade level proficiency.  Students are tested in the fall and spring according to district guidelines.  Reports provide evidence of reliability and validity for the NWEA assessments, including reliability coefficients derived from the norm sample (1994, 1999, and 2002) for MAP (Brown & Coughlin, 2007).
PARCC.  Schools are required by the state to administer the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Career (PARCC) reading assessment in the spring to all students in grades 3 through 5.  The ELA/L “assessments require close reading, assess writing to sources, research, and inquiry, and emphasize vocabulary and language skills” (Doorey & Polikoff, 2016).  This assessment serves as a more rigorous measure of student achievement as proficiency scores for PARCC signify students are on track for college and career success.  While MAP indicates students’ ability to read grade level texts proficiently, the PARCC assessments measure students’ ability to demonstrate deep comprehension with increasingly complex texts.
Students scoring a 4 or 5 on the PARCC assessment are considered meeting grade level proficiency based on state standards.  Based on the technical report for the PARCC assessment, the median reliability across all grades and modes is .90. The reliability for grades 3 through 5 ranges from .85 to .89.  The reliability estimates indicate that the items within each PARCC assessment are measuring the same construct and provides further evidence of unidimensionality.  In the longitudinal study of external validity, associations between PARCC performance levels and college-readiness benchmarks established by the College Board and ACT were used to study the claim that students who achieve Level 4 have a .75 probability of attaining at least a C in entry-level, credit-bearing, postsecondary coursework (Pearson, 2017).  Data sources are retrieved from the district office of testing and accountability with non-identifying student information and no tracing ability.  
To examine whether teacher and principal involvement in TMPD is associated with increases in teachers’ student proficiency rates, a four-category independent variable has been constructed as follows:  
1. Both the teacher and their administrator had TMPD training.
2. Only the teacher had TMPD training.
3. Only the teacher’s administrator had TMPD training.
4. Neither the teacher nor their administrator had TMPD training.
To examine whether the number of TMPD collaborative work sessions (COP) attended is associated with increases in teachers’ student proficiency rates, a six-category independent variable has been constructed as follows:
0 = No PD or COP
1 = PD only
2 = PD + COP1
3 = PD + CoP2	      TMPD
4 = PD + CoP3
5 = COP only
Finally, changes in teachers’ effectiveness is captured by measuring changes in the percent of students scoring proficient or above on PARCC and MAP for each teacher at two points in time: pre-TMPD training and post-TMPD training.
[bookmark: _Toc15125585]Statistical Analysis
Teachers and their principals self-selected into the various levels of participation (no TMPD to TMPD plus three collaborative work sessions).  The violation of random assignment makes this a quasi-experimental design and limits our ability to make causal references from the data.  In addition, student learning occurs in a classroom and school context which yields challenges in isolating direct effects on student achievement outcomes.  The data does not include the measures needed to conduct a nested analysis, which again decreases our ability to state any associations found between TMPD training and teacher/student outcomes as causal.  That said, a mixed-design analysis of variance (ANOVA) and paired t-tests were employed to highlight significant associations found between TMPD training and teachers’ student proficiency rates to inform possible future studies.
[bookmark: _Toc15125586]Preliminary Bivariate Statistical Analysis
This exploratory research used quasi-experimental methods and preliminary bivariate statistical analyses.  A mixed-design (between-within) ANOVA was used to capture the changes in teachers’ student proficiency levels that might be due to their own or their principals’ participation in TMPD.  With statistical significance occurring, further analysis was conducted to determine which groups are significantly different from the others. A mixed-design (between-within) ANOVA is the most appropriate test to use when the dependent variable is continuous and the independent variable consists of three or more categories and when pre and post measures are used to capture changes in the dependent variable with each group.  Preliminary analyses will be conducted to ensure the assumptions associated with ANOVA (between group) are met. 
The tests were run using data from grades one through five on the MAP assessment and again using data from grades three through five with the PARCC assessment. Data was reviewed for missing components and exported to the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences software program (SPSS).
Preliminary analyses indicate a sample size of 369 teachers between grades one and five with comparable group sizes for each grade.  Descriptive statistics provide detailed information as to the variations in group sizes for teachers who participated in TMPD (n = 161) and those that did not (n = 208).  When analyzing the group sizes for those teachers identified as having their principal participate in TMPD as well, there was also variance in the group with 232 teachers participating without their principal and 137 participating with their principal.  Additionally, the assumptions for homogeneity of variances in groups was not met when comparing group sizes for the number of collaborative work sessions that teachers attended as shown on Table 6 with group sizes ranging from 29 to 105 participants in each group.
[bookmark: _Toc15125587]Validity and Limitations
The exploratory nature of the study makes it difficult to assign causality to any of the findings given that confounding variables or spuriousness will not be addressed through random assignment.  Also, the participants are self-selected making it difficult to infer that any significant differences found in in this study can be expected to occur in a different population.  However, the dependent variables have substantial support for their validity and reliability and the large sample size should increase confidence in the soundness of the statistical output [statistical power].  For this study, participants were neither randomly selected, nor randomly assigned.  Strong marketing for the program, encouragement by district and school leaders, and modest payment for attendance may have influenced initial participation rate.  
[bookmark: _Toc15125588]CHAPTER 4: QUALITATIVE RESULTS, ADJUSTMENTS AND ANALYSIS
[bookmark: _Toc15125589]Introduction
This chapter presents the qualitative results, adjustments, and analysis of levels one through four of Guskey’s (2002) framework for evaluating effective professional development.  This chapter includes the first two years of implementation as well as adjustments planned for year three.  This participatory action research study allowed for real-time adjustments in the program to reflect ongoing data collection (Herr & Anderson, 2015).  The primary focus of the professional development and collaborative work group sessions addressed excellent initial instruction for all students and secondarily adapted for teachers and students based on formative assessment measures collected during implementation.  Additional training needs were identified as participants’ use of new knowledge and skills was analyzed, and were provided as “commercial breaks” during collaborative work group sessions.  
This chapter will report results organized by the first four levels of evaluation using Guskey’s (2002) Five Levels of Professional Development Evaluation framework:
Level 1:  Participants’ Reactions
Level 2:  Participants’ Learning
Level 3:  Organization Support and Change
Level 4:  Participants’ Use of New Knowledge and Skills (p. 48).
Level 5 (Evaluation), which addresses the impact on student learning outcomes, was conducted using quantitative measures which are reported in Chapter Five.
[bookmark: _Toc15125590]Level 1: Participants’ Reactions
The start of the study was marked by the initial professional development opportunity offered in June 2017 with 30 seats available as per the budget.  The district welcomed a new superintendent concerned with low and stagnant achievement levels (see Table 7) and gave school leadership direction to accept any teachers willing to participate.  While this indicates the initial support of the organization, a level 3 evaluation indicator, the permission to open training to all resulted in some immediate adjustments to the budget and organization of the professional development structure to accommodate large numbers. 
[bookmark: _Toc15125635]Table 7: District Rates of Grade Level Proficiency for 2017-2018
	2017-2018 Reading Scores (based on MAP Lexile levels)

	Gr. 1
	Gr. 2
	Gr. 3
	Gr. 4
	Gr. 5
	Gr. 6
	Gr. 7
	Gr. 8

	39.3%
	53.3%
	53.7%
	49.2%
	53.9%
	53.2%
	53.7%
	56.8%



The first session attracted 43 teachers.  An additional session was added bringing in 49 more teachers.  Three more sessions were added throughout the summer, leading to a total of 369 teachers participating in the initial professional development opportunity targeting balanced literacy instruction.  The superintendent made a concerted effort to attend each session and thanked the participants, articulating his support.  Messages from the superintendent to the principals encouraged these school leaders to attend and share the opportunity with their teachers.  While attendance rates may have initially reflected the push by school principals to have teachers from their schools represented, the evaluation results indicate that teachers valued the time and could describe plans to implement their learning.
Attendance was monitored for the paired collaborative work group sessions that were held in October, December and February of the first year.  In a district that previously garnered attendance of 10 to 15 participants for professional development opportunities, attendance for the subsequent sessions reached over 200, requiring modifications to location and technical support to accommodate the numbers.  Additional wireless hubs were added so all teachers could easily connect to the resources shared during the session (level 3).
[bookmark: _Toc15125636]Table 8: Attendance for Year 1 Initial Professional Development Training 
	Date
	June 19 & 20
	June 21 & 22
	July 24 & 25
	Aug 1 & 2
	Aug 7 & 8

	Participant Totals
	43
	49
	73
	90
	114



[bookmark: _Toc15125637]Table 9: Attendance for Year 1 Communities of Practice
	Date
	October CoP
	December CoP
	February CoP

	Participant Totals
	184
	148
	207



[bookmark: _Toc15125591]Year 2 Adjustments for Level 1
Revisions were made to the program based on concern from teachers and administrators regarding student learning outcomes in writing.  Participants were seeking similar support for best practices in writing instruction that was not available in the purchased writing program the district was utilizing.  Considering the reading and writing relationship, year two revisited balanced literacy with a heavy focus on writing in response to texts, for enjoyment, and across disciplines.  Participants were introduced to research on writing instruction and reflected on the implications to their practice.  Once again, participants were asked to develop plans for reading and writing to begin the year.
	An additional adjustment was made during year two to address the needs of students not meeting grade level proficiency.  The district was awarded substantial funding from the federal Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy grant based on the alignment of goals of this action research to the grant’s required comprehensive literacy plan.  Blending the success of the program from year one with the goals of the district’s comprehensive literacy grant, theories of action were developed as shown in Figure 8.  These adjustments were necessary to achieve level one evaluation criteria, which also impacts each subsequent level.

[bookmark: _Toc15125660]Figure 8: Theories of Action - Year 2
If we develop a foundational common knowledge for best practices in literacy instruction, then professional development and feedback can be targeted and sustained.

If we implement effective initial instruction and respond in a coordinated way when any student struggles, then there will be a significant gap reduction among subgroup populations.

If we provide increased access to a variety of text resources, increased time spent engaged in reading strategy instruction, and increased volume of independent reading, then there will be an overall steady improvement on PARCC and other measures of literacy achievement. 



During the first year of the study, the district continued to rely on programmatic resources for addressing the needs of striving readers, that is, those who do not meet grade level proficiency and may suffer barriers that impact their learning, such as poverty, language, or disability.  Students requiring additional support were often placed in a programmatic intervention that demanded fidelity of implementation by teachers with regular professional development to secure scripted delivery of lessons.  Assessments used to monitor progress were those included in the purchased program.  A lack of achievement on classroom measures of progress showed that students rarely transferred learning from the intervention program to classroom success.
	The action research study expanded to include professional development for striving readers, explicit phonics instruction, as well as applying the gradual release of responsibility model of balanced literacy to the intervention setting.  Each of these topics was presented in coordination with classroom instruction.  Customized learning plans were introduced for students that were stagnant in their progress despite participation in intensive programmatic interventions that secured evidence-based practices (see Appendix F). In order to support participants willingness to approach intervention differently, an instructional design model was developed as a tool for participants to outline the process to be followed to meet the needs of all students (see Appendix G).  This model describes a process for tiered support, from the delivery of initial instruction, which considers the adjustments to the learning environment for all students, to additional and inclusive scaffolds and supports, to targeted and increasingly intensive interventions available to students at any level of achievement and need.  
	Staggering attendance at the striving readers summer training and equally impressive numbers for general balanced literacy training reflected continued positive reactions of participants (see Table 11). One major addition to the plan included the identification of model teachers who shared lessons during community of practice sessions for each grade level.  Participants received the books featured in the lessons so they could apply their learning immediately.  Incorporating characteristics of effective professional development, the district offered models to support teachers as they navigated new instructional landscapes.  
In a community of practice, both inside and outside perspectives must be considered as the community evolves (Wenger, McDermott, & Snyder, 2002).  For the second year of this study, a keynote address by a leading literacy expert was introduced to open the professional learning workshop and provide an external perspective to the work.  This keynote speaker attracted 292 teachers to a singular professional development event.  Additionally, secondary teachers and community members were invited to attend resulting in over 400 participants.  While year one celebrated a combined total of 369 elementary teachers, year two garnered 555 elementary teachers (excluding community attendance) as participants in what was considered the initial professional development summer sessions of the Talent Management Professional Development model.  Preliminary attendance for the summer professional development in year three of implementation based on pre-registration enrollment totals is at 603 with two months remaining to register.  This indicates a powerful response by teachers regarding the usefulness and value in these opportunities.  
[bookmark: _Toc15125638]Table 10:  Attendance for Year 2 Summer Professional Development
	Date
	Striving Readers
July 9 & 10
	Balanced Literacy
July 11 & 12
	Balanced Literacy
July 16 & 17
	Balanced Literacy
Aug 6 & 7

	Participation Totals
	292
	139
	63
	61



During the second year, collaborative work sessions were held in October, December, February, and April.  An April session was added in year two providing an additional opportunity for the participants to reflect and collaborate.  Responding to the request to adjust times to accommodate staff from schools on early dismissal schedules, the April session shifted from grade level specific sessions to all grades welcome at each session, with each date beginning at a different time.  Participants could select the sessions that best met their scheduling needs.  The collaborative sessions evolved from the need to schedule them according to grade level to having plenty of each grade level represented to support collaborative planning.  Year one brought 539 participants in the sessions, developing as a community of practitioners, while year two attracted 733 participants (583 excluding the additional April session).  The attendance numbers indicate that attitudes, motivation, and support were sustained into the second year.  
[bookmark: _Toc15125639]Table 11: Attendance for Year 2 Collaborative Sessions
	Date
	October
	December
	February
	April

	Participation Totals
	192
	161
	230
	150



As part of effectively evaluating professional development in the first level, participants’ reactions, three questions on the evaluation survey provided necessary feedback on the design and delivery of the professional development.  These questions monitored initial satisfaction with the training and the appropriateness of the adjustments made throughout the study.  High levels of satisfaction indicate that participants found the time spent valuable and applicable to 
[bookmark: _Toc15125640]Table 12:  Evaluation Responses for Evaluation Level One Year 1
Question 1 - Instructor's knowledge and explanation of content and related topics 
	
	Initial Professional Development
	    Communities of Practice
	Average

	
	June 
	June
	July
	Aug
	Aug
	Oct
	Dec
	Feb
	

	Excellent
	97.1
	100
	100
	97.4
	100
	88.9
	95.8
	93.1
	96.5

	Good 
	2.9
	0
	0
	2.6
	0
	11.1
	4.2
	6.9
	

	Fair
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	


Question 2 – Appropriateness and effectiveness of the teaching/learning experience and attention to a variety of learning modes
	
	Initial Professional Development
	    Communities of Practice
	Average

	
	June 
	June
	July
	Aug
	Aug
	Oct
	Dec
	Feb
	

	Excellent
	94.3
	100
	87.3
	89.7
	90.5
	82.5
	91.2
	86.2
	90.2

	Good 
	5.7
	0
	11.1
	10.3
	8.3
	17.5
	8.8
	13.8
	

	Fair
	0
	0
	1.6
	0
	1.2
	0
	0
	0
	


Question 3 – Structure and culture of the learning environment (within the instructor’s control)
	
	Initial Professional Development
	    Communities of Practice
	Average

	
	June 
	June
	July
	Aug
	Aug
	Oct
	Dec
	Feb
	

	Excellent
	94.3
	100
	93.7
	92.3
	94.1
	84.1
	89.2
	87.9
	92

	Good 
	5.7
	0
	6.3
	6.4
	5.9
	15.9
	10.8
	12.1
	

	Fair
	0
	0
	0
	1.3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	


					Average rating of excellent for level 1 in year 1:	       92.9%
[bookmark: _Toc15125641]Table 13: Evaluation Responses for Level One Year 2
Question 1 - Instructor's knowledge and explanation of content and related topics 
	
	Initial Professional Development
	 Communities of Practice
	Average

	
	Striving Readers 
	July
	July
	Aug
	Oct
	Dec
	Feb
	April
	

	Excellent
	93
	97.6
	100
	89.6
	93.3
	96.7
	92.3
	96
	94.8

	Good 
	6.6
	2.4
	0
	10.4
	6.7
	3.3
	7.7
	4
	

	Fair
	0.4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	


Question 2 – Appropriateness and effectiveness of the learning experience, attention to a variety of learning modes
	
	Initial Professional Development
	 Communities of Practice
	Average

	
	Striving Readers 
	July
	July
	Aug
	Oct
	Dec
	Feb
	April
	

	Excellent
	85.2
	89.7
	96
	77.1
	90.2
	93.3
	79.5
	87.4
	87.3

	Good 
	13.1
	9.5
	4
	18.8
	9.8
	6.7
	20.5
	11.7
	

	Fair
	1.7
	.8
	0
	4.1
	0
	0
	0
	.9
	


Question 3 – Structure and culture of the learning environment (within the instructor’s control)
	
	Initial Professional Development
	 Communities of Practice
	Average

	
	Striving Readers 
	July
	July
	Aug
	Oct
	Dec
	Feb
	April
	

	Excellent
	85.7
	87.3
	98
	75
	92.2
	93.3
	87.1
	88.5
	88.4

	Good 
	13.9
	11.9
	2
	22.9
	7.8
	6.7
	12.9
	11.5
	

	Fair
	0.4
	.8
	0
	2.1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	


					Average rating of excellent for level 1 in year 2:	90.2%
their work (see Table 12).  Response rates for the evaluation survey ranged from 52% to 80%.  Participant responses during year two of implementation, in which the initial professional development prioritized writing instruction within a balanced literacy classroom, as well as strategies to meet the needs of striving readers, is outlined in Table 13.  During year one of implementation, 92.9% of participants rated the professional development experience as excellent with 90.2% of participants agreeing during the second year of participation.
[bookmark: _Toc15125592]Level 2:   Participants’ Learning
The expectation for evaluating the effectiveness of professional development for level 2, is that participants gain new knowledge and skills.  Measuring the learning entails evaluation of how participants describe the crucial attributes of mastery learning and of how these might be applied in their classroom situations (Guskey, 2002). Guskey’s scale measures attainment of specific learning goals and can be used as a basis for improving the content, format, and organization of the program or activities (p. 47).  
For this study, the goal in the first year of implementation was for participants to understand the components of balanced literacy using the gradual release of responsibility and formative assessment measures to adjust instruction for the students in the classroom.  Achievement of this goal was determined through four questions addressing level 2 included in the survey given at the conclusion of the initial professional development. The feedback provided helped to improve the content, format, and organization of the subsequent communities of practice sessions.  While the first three questions pertained to level 1, participants’ reactions, the next four questions required participants to rate usefulness on a scale of ‘very useful', ‘somewhat useful’ to ‘not at all useful’:
Question 4:  The instructor provided ways for me to apply what I learned in the course.
Question 5:  The instructor provided information based on current research and trends.
Question 6: The information provided will allow me to move my practice forward.
Question 7:  Please rate how helpful the instructor’s content and materials will be to your work.
Response rates to the initial survey were 80%, and since time was provided at the close of the session, this volume of feedback is considered a reliable measure of participants’ learning.  Table 14 contains the percentage of participants’ responses for each rating scale for the initial professional development in the first year and an average for each collaborative work session
[bookmark: _Toc15125642]Table 14:  Evaluation Responses for Evaluation Level Two Year 1
Question 4 – The instructor provided ways for me to apply what I learned in the course.
	
	Initial Professional Development
	    Communities of Practice
	Average

	
	June 
	June
	July
	Aug
	Aug
	Oct
	Dec
	Feb
	

	Very Useful
	97.1
	92.7
	93.7
	92.3
	89.3
	90.5
	94.5
	93.1
	91.7

	Somewhat Useful 
	2.9
	7.3
	6.3
	7.7
	10.7
	9.5
	5.3
	6.9
	

	Not at all Useful
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	


Question 5 – The instructor provided information based on current research and trends.
	
	Initial Professional Development
	    Communities of Practice
	Average

	
	June 
	June
	July
	Aug
	Aug
	Oct
	Dec
	Feb
	

	Very Useful
	97.1
	100
	98.4
	97.4
	100
	90.5
	95.1
	89.7
	96

	Somewhat Useful 
	2.9
	0
	1.6
	2.6
	0
	9.5
	4.9
	10.3
	

	Not at all Useful
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	


Question 6 – The information provided will allow me to move my practice forward.
	
	Initial Professional Development
	    Communities of Practice
	Average

	
	June 
	June
	July
	Aug
	Aug
	Oct
	Dec
	Feb
	

	Very Useful
	97.1
	100
	93.7
	94.9
	95.2
	90.5
	95.1
	91.4
	94.7

	Somewhat Useful 
	2.9
	0
	6.3
	5.1
	4.8
	9.5
	4.9
	8.6
	

	Not at all Useful
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	


Question 7 – Please rate how helpful the instructor’s content and materials will be to your work.
	
	Initial Professional Development
	    Communities of Practice
	Average

	
	June 
	June
	July
	Aug
	Aug
	Oct
	Dec
	Feb
	

	Very Useful
	97.1
	97.6
	100
	92.3
	95.2
	92.1
	95.1
	93.1
	95.3

	Somewhat Useful 
	2.9
	2.4
	0
	7.7
	4.8
	7.9
	4.9
	6.9
	

	Not at all Useful
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	


				Average rating of “very useful” for level 2 in year 1:	      		94.4%
held during year 1 of implementation.  Collaborative sessions, referred to as our local Communities of Practice, were offered in grade level bands, pre-kindergarten to grade 1, grades 2 and 3, and grades 4 and 5.  An average response rating for each month is recorded in Tables 14 and 15.   Table 15 includes the responses during the second year of implementation, which was adjusted to include a focus on writing in the balanced literacy classroom and meeting the needs of striving readers.  In the first year of implementation, 94.4% of participants found the sessions very useful, with 92.5% agreeing in the second year.
[bookmark: _Toc15125643]Table 15: Evaluation Responses for Level Two Year 2
Question 4:  The instructor provided ways for me to apply what I learned in the course.
	Initial Professional Development
	 Communities of Practice
	Average

	
	Striving Readers 
	July
	July
	Aug
	Oct
	Dec
	Feb
	April
	

	Very Useful
	88.2
	92.1
	96
	89.6
	91.3
	80
	88.9
	82.7
	88.6

	Somewhat Useful
	11.8
	7.1
	4
	10.4
	8.7
	20
	11.1
	17.3
	

	Not at all Useful
	0
	.8
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	


Question 5 – The instructor provided information based on current research and trends.
	Initial Professional Development
	 Communities of Practice
	Average

	
	Striving Readers 
	July
	July
	Aug
	Oct
	Dec
	Feb
	April
	

	Very Useful
	95.6
	96.8
	100
	93.8
	92.7
	100
	94
	92.9
	95.7

	Somewhat Useful
	4.4
	3.2
	0
	6.3
	7.3
	0
	6
	7.1
	

	Not at all Useful
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	


Question 6 – The information provided will allow me to move my practice forward.
	Initial Professional Development
	 Communities of Practice
	Average

	
	Striving Readers 
	July
	July
	Aug
	Oct
	Dec
	Feb
	April
	

	Very Useful
	95.6
	94.4
	96
	93.8
	92.6
	100
	86.2
	88.8
	93.4

	Somewhat Useful
	3.9
	5.6
	4
	6.3
	7.4
	0
	13.8
	11.2
	

	Not at all Useful
	0.4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	


Question 7 – Please rate how helpful the instructor’s content and materials will be to your work.
	Initial Professional Development
	 Communities of Practice
	Average

	
	Striving Readers 
	July
	July
	Aug
	Oct
	Dec
	Feb
	April
	

	Very Useful
	95.2
	95.2
	96
	91.7
	90.7
	96.7
	84.6
	88.3
	92.3

	Somewhat Useful
	4.4
	4.8
	4
	8.3
	9.3
	3.3
	15.4
	11.7
	

	Not at all Useful
	0.4
	0
	0sad
	0
	
	0
	0
	0
	


				Average rating of “very useful” for level 2 in year 2:	      		92.5%
[bookmark: _Toc15125593]Level 3:  Organization Support and Change
“Lack of organization support and change can sabotage any professional development effort, even when all the individual aspects of professional development are done right” (Guskey, 2002, p. 47).  A concerted effort to garner support from the principals was initiated by the study district superintendent and office of English Language Arts.  Prior to every initial professional development in the first year, the superintendent communicated to all principals via email the urgency of having as many teachers as possible participate to secure success of the implementation and personally thanked all participating principals and teachers, at every session.  The superintendent empowered the study leadership team to include everyone willing to attend, regardless of the initial budget which was allocated for only 30 attendees.  Additionally, the supported supervisor decision to discontinue the district-wide purchase of consumable materials for previously used programs was a catalyst for school teams to attend.  For example, funds from a single grade level phonics program that cost the district $350,000 were able to be reallocated to professional development to support this initiative.  The Associate Superintendent of Curriculum worked to shift funds and coordinate grants in order to accommodate the growing number of participants.  She communicated a commitment to the efforts to multiple stakeholder groups to include union representatives and board members.  This support from the most executive positions was critical in confronting competing perspectives and addressing challenges, which included a resistance to abandoning program scripts and mandates for compliance in fidelity of program implementation by school-based leaders.
Attendance of 100% of principals for the initial professional development provided teachers with the support required to instill the necessary trust for the efforts and implement their first 30-day plan.  The sessions for our community of practitioners continue to attract teachers and served as the tool for sustainability.  The increased attendance required the district to add wireless hubs to the location, permanent screens and a new sound system. Appearances by the superintendent continued to demonstrate district support for the changes in practice.  
A decline in principal participation in the community of practice and professional development sessions was observed over the course of the year and into the following summer.  As study leadership conducted the monthly leadership meetings and regular school walk-throughs, it was evident that some schools were resisting the new efforts and continued to rely heavily on previous programmatic resources.  Teachers were reporting conflicting messages between district beliefs and school-based actions and expectations.  
It was also predicted that if the efforts to shift from programmatic instructional practices to balanced literacy instruction were successful, teachers would request more books for use in read aloud, shared reading and independent reading, rather than programs’ consumable materials.  In the spring of 2018, teachers and union representatives expressed concern regarding the time being spent researching appropriate books for read aloud and shared reading.  In response, the superintendent called upon the school board to support the purchase of read aloud and shared reading books that aligned to grade level curriculum goals and were selected by a team of district lead teachers.  At a cost less than the programmatic resources for one grade level, $275,000 was provided to purchase over 100 grade level books, matched to essential questions of the curriculum for every teacher, kindergarten through grade five in the district.  The excitement of this purchase ignited enthusiasm for efforts and demonstrated the continued alignment between district leaders and professional development efforts.  Collaborative sessions shifted to support teachers in using the authentic texts during read aloud and shared reading to collaboratively plan.  Groups of teachers met to further identify library resources, digital texts, and available science and social studies resources for grade level, as well as guided reading texts.  While momentum was building, there were still just over a third of teachers and principals participating, warranting a close look at the impact of the principal as instructional leader supporting the shift.  It became apparent that changes at the individual level needed to be encouraged and supported by school-based leaders.  During the first year, only 36% of principals attended at least one community of practice session.
[bookmark: _Toc15125594]Year 2 Organizational Supports
During the second year of implementation, the district embraced leaders in the field of literacy and continued to rely heavily on research to support the professional learning experience for teachers.  Educational leaders were brought in as keynote speakers for both teachers and administrators.  Recognizing the power of both inside perspectives and outside perspectives to a community of practitioners, outside experts validated the work being done and encouraged continued efforts (Wenger, 2002).  
District leadership also aligned beliefs and actions specific to students reading below grade level proficiency to the beliefs and actions of the district literacy philosophy (see Appendix H).  Initial professional development at the district level included training on how to plan for the striving reader in a balanced literacy environment.  An essential component for success in these efforts was the collaboration between general education teachers and those that supported students in special education and intervention settings.  Tools and resources to support this collaboration were developed at the district level and an effort made to include special education, intervention, English Language teachers and support personnel in the second year of training (see Appendix I).  The goal of these trainings was to equip school teams to respond when programmatic approaches to intervention did not work for specific students.
Year two also resulted in administrative adjustments at school buildings to secure instructional leaders at the helm of each school.  A focus on principals and school-based leaders as coaches began in this second year.  Monthly leadership meetings addressed coaching strategies as well as continued support for balanced literacy and action planning to address the needs of the striving readers.  Grant funding also enabled the district to purchase home libraries for every child enrolled in prekindergarten, and intervention libraries for special educators and intervention staff willing to include independent reading time within the intervention session.  Additional staff were hired through the grant that would support school teams in making the shift from programmatic dependency for striving readers to balanced literacy instruction based on formative assessment and frequent progress monitoring.  The shifts in school leadership positions resulted in principal participation in the second year growing from 36% to 68% of principals attending initial professional development as well as at least one community of practice session.
[bookmark: _Toc15125595]Level 4:  Participants’ Use of New Knowledge and Skills
 	This study used qualitative methods for evaluating the participants’ use of new knowledge and skills gained throughout the Talent Management Professional Development model.  Participants were surveyed at the conclusion of each session for both the first and second year as to how they intended to apply their learning to their practice.  The narrative responses were coded into three categories:  planning and preparation, action-oriented, and theoretical/emotional reactions (see Table 17).  Responses from the first year to the second year were compared in order to analyze growth in the ability to apply new learning to practice (see Table 18), which would determine if gains in action-oriented responses are likely to cause a change in practice, rather than purely theoretical/emotional reflections or planning practices alone.  Additionally, observations from school walk-throughs and teacher reflections were used to collect evidence of changes in practice resulting from the professional development sessions.  Each community of practice session began with participants celebrating successes and reflecting on continued challenges.  The findings demonstrate that there was a decrease in the amount of planning and theoretical/emotional responses in the second year, while participants provided more substantive descriptions of how they would apply their learning in year two with 73.1% of responses identifying specific actions to apply learning.  This is a growth of 46.4% from year one to year two of implementation.  These action responses may increase the likelihood that there would be a change in practice which would impact student achievement outcomes.
[bookmark: _Toc15125644]Table 16: Comparison of Responses from Year 1 to Year 2 in Level 4 Evaluation
	Coding Category
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Change

	Planning/Prep
	33.6%
	5.3%
	(28.3)

	
Action-oriented
	
26.7%
	
73.1%
	
46.4

	
Theoretical/Emotional
	
39.8%
	
21.6%
	
(18.2)



Response rates for each evaluation survey ranged from 50% to 80% as time was provided for participants to describe how they would use and apply their learning to their practice. Participants were also asked to identify how they will measure the impact of application on student learning.  This question provided the following response options:
· Analyze student work for evidence of understanding
· Ask colleagues to observe and provide targeted feedback
· Encourage students to self-assess with me
· Reflect/discuss/measure and change practices with colleagues throughout CFIP (classroom-focused improvement process, or PLC)
· Other (specify)
[bookmark: _Toc15125645]Table 17: Response Rates for Measuring the Application of Learning
	How will you measure the impact of application on student learning?
	Responses

	Analyze student work for evidence of understanding
	57.1%

	Ask colleagues to observe and provide targeted feedback
	3.8%

	Encourage students to self-assess with me
	11.2%

	Reflect/discuss/measure and change practices with colleagues throughout classroom-focused improvement process (CFIP) or PLC
	24.8%

	Other
	2.8


According to the evaluations given at the end of each session, 57.1% of all responses throughout years one and two indicated that participants would analyze student work for evidence of understanding.  This aligned to the professional development training that asked for participants to formatively assess student progress to verify students were making gains in their literacy achievement using a collection of evidence.  This also aligned with the second highest response rate of 24.8% indicating they would reflect/discuss/measure and change practices with colleagues throughout the classroom-focused improvement process (CFIP) or professional learning community (PLC).  This, too, aligned with the goals of the professional development and the structures in place at the school level for collaborative planning times.  The remaining choices garnered less than 12% of responses as shown in Table 17.  While those choices are still highly effective forms of reflection on practice, they were not the focus of our efforts at this time.
[bookmark: _Toc15125596]Summary of Findings for Level 4
Throughout this action research study, feedback from participants drove adjustments to the professional development sessions, as well as topics for the subsequent communities of practitioner collaborative meetings.  The increase in the percent of action-oriented responses by participants from 26.7% in year 1 to 73.1% in year two may indicate that the adjustments made provided for direct application to practice.  It is likely that participants in year one were still shifting their mindsets in how they approach literacy instruction from dictated curriculum, resources, and plans to more strategic instruction based on formative assessment measures and student needs.  The adjustments to the professional development sessions in the first year led participants to more eagerly hone their craft and seek further strategies to enhance instructional routines and practices.  With over half of participants stating that they would analyze student work for evidence of understanding, participants utilized the community of practice sessions to share concerns with how to address students that were not making the desired progress based on student work samples.  The second year of professional development focused on the areas identified as concerns and the responses by participants included quotes similar to the following:

Great discussions around ideas that I have tried this year and it helped me solidify that they do have power with students!  I am going to continue providing my students opportunities to talk about their reading and writing, model with texts and have discussions around purpose and continue providing students with meaningful feedback (Survey Respondant #22, 2018).

I am really excited to go back and reorganize my library.  I loved the idea of using the interest inventory differently.  I will be using it for students to engage more.  I will be using Strategy or Genre Groups, Book Clubs, or Lit Circles, Read, Write, Talk, Inquiry Circles, Partner Reading and Readers Workshop Guided Reading as described in the book.  Those paragraphs made me rethink how I was doing this.  Making sure that reading is joyful, collaborative, strategic, responsive, engaging.  In order for this to happen, I will be using “look fors” and taking time to share their thinking when reading.  Having others challenge their thinking in a respectful way (Survey Respondent #234, 2018).

It is clearly evident that honoring the teacher as the critical decision maker in the classroom has the ability to reshape the role of organization leaders and remotivate staff to work collaboratively to address student learning needs.  The trend in attendance showing steadily increasing numbers indicates that participants valued the opportunities and thrived in a collaborative environment.  Positive qualitative findings within levels one through four of this study led to the ultimate analysis of impact on student achievement.  This study utilized the percent of students achieving grade level proficiency for each teacher as a qualitative measure to evaluate effectiveness of the TMPD model.  Those findings are detailed in Chapter 5.
[bookmark: _Toc15125597]CHAPTER 5:  QUANTITATIVE LEVEL 5 FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS
[bookmark: _Toc15125598]Level 5:  Student Learning Outcomes
According to Guskey (2002), level five addresses student learning outcomes typically including cognitive indicators of student performance and achievement (p. 49).  This level of the evaluation uses quantitative analysis to examine the possible influences of TMPD for teachers and principals on two standardized measures of student learning – PARCC and MAP.  The Northwest Evaluation Association's (NWEA) Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) assessment is a computer-adaptive assessment administered to students three to four times per year.  The MAP assessment provides reliable data to determine the reading level for each student from fall to spring.   The Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Career (PARCC) assessments are administered each year in the spring.  PARCC is used to determine student achievement in the application of reading skills through more rigorous measures of achievement.  Student scores range from one, not meeting expectations to five, exceeding expectations.  
More precisely, this exploratory analysis examines if teachers with TMPD training have significantly greater increases in the proportion of their students who score proficient or higher on their PARCC and MAP assessments compared to teachers who had no TMPD training.  TMPD training describes teachers who participated in an initial professional development and subsequent collaborative work group sessions. The analysis also considers the role of principals’ participation in TMPD training and different levels of exposure to collaborative work group session experiences on these same student learning outcome measures.
 The purpose of this project was to shift the district approach to addressing stagnant student achievement scores on multiple measures.  Prior to the onset of this study, the district relied heavily on programmatic approaches to instruction and professional development.  This study shifted that approach to a talent management model focusing on building the knowledge and skills of the teachers and supporting teachers as the critical decision makers in the classroom.  This meant that teachers would be granted the freedom and flexibility to determine most appropriate practices and strategies to meet the needs of the students they serve.  
[bookmark: _Toc15125599]Quantitative Introduction
Mixed between-within subjects analysis of variance and paired-samples t-tests were conducted to explore the impact of teachers’ and their principals’ participation in TMPD training on teachers’ effectiveness as measured by the percent of their students scoring proficient on PARCC and MAP.
This section presents the preliminary quantitative results to compare the percent of students scoring proficient prior to participation in the Talent Management Professional Development Model (TMPD) and the scores following the TMPD.  The results are intended to address the following research questions:
Is TMPD significantly related to teachers’ ability to increase the proportion of their students scoring proficient or higher on the PARCC and MAP assessments?
Is principal participation in TMPD related to teachers’ ability to increase the proportion of their students scoring proficient or higher on the PARCC and MAP assessments?
Are the number of TMPD collaborative work group sessions attended related to teachers’ ability to increase the proportion of their students scoring proficient or higher on the PARCC and MAP assessments?
The Talent Management Professional Development model is designed to incorporate the characteristics of effective professional development, coupled with collaborative work groups to develop communities of practice (COP) in order to sustain motivation and application of the training.  
This is an exploratory examination of whether there is a change in the percent of students scoring proficient on two measures is greater for teachers who have participated in a Talent Management Professional Development (TMPD) program compared to those who have not.  Additionally, the analysis examines whether participation by the principal in TMPD influences student achievement outcomes as measured by proficiency rates on the PARCC and MAP assessments.
This study identified changes in the teacher’s percent of students attaining proficiency or higher on two standardized assessments – Measures of Academic Performance (MAP) assessment and Partnership for Assessment of College and Career Readiness (PARCC) assessment as the dependent variables capturing student achievement outcomes, while participation in the Talent Management Professional Development model (PD + COP) serves as the independent or causal variable.  Data was collected on student achievement outcomes at Time 1, which was spring of the previous year for PARCC and fall of the current year for MAP.  Students were assessed again at Time 2, which was spring of the current year following participation in TMPD.  The percent of students attaining proficiency for each teacher was recorded as the dependent variable.  
It was expected that any kind of exposure to TMPD training for either teachers or their principals would have a positive influence on teacher effectiveness as measured by the growth in percentage of students achieving proficiency from Time 1 of testing to Time 2.  We also expected that administrator participation in TMPD would have a positive influence on teacher effectiveness even if the teacher has not had the training.
Using a mixed design ANOVA, I explored whether there is a significant change in teacher student proficiency percentages before and after TMPD training across four TMPD training scenarios:
Both the teacher and their administrator had TMPD training.
Only the teacher had TMPD training.
Only the teacher’s administrator had TMPD training.
Neither the teacher nor their administrator had TMPD training.
I expected the greatest impact on teacher effectiveness would be when both teachers and their administrators have had TMPD training which we examined with tests for effect size (eta squared) and pre and post means comparisons.
Characteristics of Participants
Participating teachers and their principals represent 27 elementary schools (grade 1 through grade 5) in a moderately sized mid-Atlantic school district.  Of the 27 schools, seven schools are within city limits and identified as Title I schools based on the high poverty status of the population.  The 27 schools range from 30% to 98% poverty.  Participating teachers range from novice, within the first five years of teaching, to veteran for a total of 369 participants.  All teachers who registered for and attended the initial professional development in the summer of 2017 and attended at least one subsequent community of practice session are identified as having participated in the TMPD model.  The study did not include teachers that changed grade level or were new to the district between assessment points.  

Table 18: Participant Characteristics
Groups	N	Percent	Total
Grade 1	78	21.1	369
Grade 2 	77	20.9	
Grade 3	72	19.5	
Grade 4	71	19.2	
Grade 5	71	19.2	
	Teachers from Title I Schools (urban)	Teachers from non-Title I Schools (suburban/rural)		Teachers with TMPD	Teachers with no TMPD		Teachers with No Principal TMPD		156	213		161	208		232		42.3	57.7		43.6	56.4		62.9		369			369			369


The participants were neither randomly selected nor randomly assigned given they self-selected to attend the initial professional development and either none, one, two, or three additional collaborative work group sessions.  Participant descriptors are found in Table 18. 
Descriptive Statistics
The student achievement scores for each participant were recorded as the average percent of students achieving grade level proficiency as measured by scores of 4 or 5 on the PARCC reading assessment for students in grades 3 through 5 at Time 1 (pre) and Time 2 (post).  The same tests were run using student proficiency rates for each teacher based on percent meeting or exceeding the grade level Lexile score calculated on the MAP assessment for students in grades 1 through 5 at Time 1 (pre) and Time 2 (post).  Additionally, teachers were identified as whether their administrator participated in the TMPD training or not.
For the variable of PARCC, 214 out of 369 teachers were included in the pretest with the average percentage of students scoring proficient ranging from 0% to 100%, with a mean of 36.25% and standard deviation of 23.29% (see Table 19).  
For the variable of PARCC at the time of the post-test, 214 out of 369 teachers had recorded percentages, between 0% and 100% of students achieving proficiency.  The mean percentage of students scoring proficient on PARCC at time 2 was 39.76% also with scores clustered in the lower percentages and peakness in the distribution (see Table 19).
The variable for MAP identifies the percentage of students achieving grade level proficiency on the pre-test, time 1 and includes 369 teachers.  With a range from 0% to 100%, the mean was 39.52% with a standard deviation of 23.88%.  The positive skewness (.450) suggests that the scores are clustered at the low end of the percentages, however with the MAP pre-test, the negative kurtosis (-.135) indicates a distribution that is relatively flat.
The variable for the MAP post-test, time 2, includes 369 teachers with a mean average of students scoring proficiency of 47.02% and a standard deviation of 22% (see Table 19).  A review of skewness and kurtosis for both pre and post tests revealed distributions for both variables meet the assumptions of normality (not shown).  The analysis for each assessment, PARCC for grades three through five and MAP for grades one through 5 will be separated as the results differ and warrant targeted analysis. 
Table 19: Descriptive Statistics for the Variables
Training Scenarios	N	Mean	Standard Deviation
		Pre	Post	Change	Pre	Post
PARCC Scores	214	36.25	39.76	3.51	23.29	22.13
TMPD and Principal	37	30.69	43.11	12.42	28.02	25.16
No TMPD No Principal	67	36.43	38.58	2.15	19.92	19.17
TMPD No Principal	39	34.83	36.9	2.07	15.22	12.87
No TMPD Principal	32	44.03	47.97	3.94	30.04	27.40
						
MAP Scores	369	39.52	47.02	7.50	23.88	22.00
TMPD and Principal	74	43.23	50.74	7.51	26.77	25.95
No TMPD No Principal	145	35.38	42.11	6.73	20.75	18.46
TMPD No Principal	87	35.79	45.01	9.22	17.98	16.58
No TMPD Principal	63	49.86	56.74	6.88	30.11	27.06
						

Preliminary Data Eligibility Testing for PARCC
For the mixed between-within ANOVA, it is assumed that there is homogeneity of variances for each combination of the groups.  The Levene’s Test of Equality of Variances for each group was p < .05, meaning the variances for the groups were not the same.  Therefore, the data violated the assumptions of equal variance. There are also concerns regarding variations in the sample sizes and standard deviation percentages when looking at the descriptive statistics for the four categories of TMPD for the PARCC assessment administration (see Table 19).  Therefore, care should be taken when interpreting the ANOVA results.  Given the ANOVA violations, paired sample t-tests were used to assist with examining possible relationships between the four categories.
Preliminary Exploratory Analysis Using PARCC
The mixed between-within subjects analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to assess the impact of four categories of TMPD training (teachers with and without TMPD, and teachers with and without administrator participation) on the teacher’s percentage of students achieving grade level proficiency from the first administration of PARCC to the second administration.   The mixed between-within ANOVA shows a significant interaction between teachers’ pre/post percent student proficiency values on PARCC and the four TMPD 
teacher/administrator training scenarios, Wilks’ Lambda = .95, F (3, 171) = 13.48, p = .030, partial eta squared = .051.  The .051 partial eta squared indicates a small, approaching moderate effect of training scenarios on the change in the percent of students scoring proficient per teacher.   Figure 9 illustrates the differing slopes of change for each of the scenarios with teachers and principals participating in TMPD having the greatest increases.  Hence, there seems to be some support for our expectation that variations in teacher/principal TMPD training scenarios is of consequence for teacher effectiveness.  Due to unequal variances concerns, we employed paired-sample t-tests for each of the TMPD training scenarios.
The results of the paired samples t-tests are provided in Table 21.  Of the four TMPD scenarios, it is only when both teachers and their principals have some training that we see a statistically significant increase in the mean percent of teachers’ students scoring proficient on the PARCC.  There was a statistically significant increase in the teachers’ percentage of students scoring proficient on PARCC from the first administration (pre PARCC scores) (M = 30.689%, SD = 28.02) to the second administration of PARCC following TMPD training (post PARCC scores) (M = 43.108%, SD = 25.16), t (36) = -3.766, p = .001 (two-tailed).  The mean increase in
Figure 9:  Change in Mean Scores from Pre and Post PARCC

Note:  p < .01; n.s. not significant
teachers’ percentage of students scoring proficient was 12.419%. The eta squared statistic (.283) indicated a large effect size.
There was an expectation that there would be no change in the mean percentage of students scoring proficient when neither teachers nor their administrators receive training is also supported.  The small improvement in mean percentage of students scoring proficient (M diff = 2.14%) was not statistically significant from the first administration of PARCC (M = 36.436%, SD = 19.924) to the administration following TMPD training, (M = 38.582%, SD = 19.175), t (66) = -.992, p = .325 (two-tailed).  The mean increase in the teacher’s percentage of students achieving proficiency was 2.146%.  The eta squared statistic (.015) indicates a small effect size.  There was no support found that teachers’ student proficiency percentages would increase if either teachers or their principal experienced TMPD training using this measure (see Table 20).  A more nuanced explanation of the effects of TMPD training for teachers only is found when level of training is examined in the next section.  
Table 20: Paired Sample T-test for TMPD Categories using PARCC
Category	Means	(standard deviation)	Mean 	Difference	t	df	Sig	Eta squared
	Pre	Post					
TMPD for Teacher 	and Principal	(n = 37)	30.689%	(28.016)	43.108%	(26.162)	12.419	-3.766	36	.001	.283
No TMPD for Teacher 	or Principal	(n = 67)	36.436%	(19.924)	38.582%	(19.175)	2.146	-.992	66	.325	.015
TMPD for Teacher 	not Principal	(n = 39)	34.839%	(15.244)	36.923%	(12.869)	2.085	-.757	38	.454	.015
TMPD for Principal 	not Teacher	(n = 32)	44.031%	(30.045)	47.969%	(27.403)	3.938	-1.386	31	.176	.058


Figure 10 provides yet another visual of the mean differences reported in Table 20 for each of the four TMPD categories between the administration of the PARCC prior to TMPD training and after the TMPD training.   A paired-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate the impact of teachers with principal participation and teachers without principal participation using the PARCC assessment outcomes as shown on Table 21.  There was a statistically significant increase in the percent of students achieving grade level proficiency on PARCC for the teachers who participated with their principals in TMPD from Time 1 (M = 36.88%, SD = 29.53) to Time 2 (M = 45.36%, SD = 26.14%), t (68) = 3.77, p = 000 (two-tailed).  The mean increase in the percentage of students’ achieving proficiency on the PARCC assessment was 8.49%.  The eta squared statistic (.17) indicated a large effect size and seems to indicate principal participation is an important influence on teacher effectiveness in improving student outcomes.

Figure 10:  Average Growth by TMPD Category for PARCC



Table 21: Paired-samples T-test with Admin Participation for PARCC
Condition	N	Pair	Mean Growth	SD	t	Sig	Eta squared
No Principal 	106	PARCC 1-	2.12%	17.43%	1.254	.325	.015
TMPD		PARCC 2					
							
Principal 	69	PARCC 1-	8.49%	18.68%	3.773	.000	.173
TMPD		PARCC 2					


Level of Participation Analysis with PARCC
Recognizing the potential significance of the Talent Management Professional Development model on teachers’ student proficiency outcomes, this analysis is also designed to explore the question of whether student achievement outcomes are related to how many TMPD collaborative work groups to develop communities of practice (CoP) sessions teachers participate in over the course of the year.  In order to determine potential impact, the teachers were identified by the level of participation in TMPD as indicated in Table 22.  Teachers were labeled with the level of participation from 0 
to 5.  
Table 22: Paired-samples T-Test for PARCC from Pre to Post Testing (Grades 3-5)
Level of Participation	Means	(standard deviation)	Mean Growth	t	df	Sig	Eta squared
	Pre	Post					
No PD or COP 	(n = 44)	36.375%	(22.22)	38.864%	(22.81)	2.439%	-1.019	43	.314	.024
							
PD only (TMPD)	(n = 45)	41.260%	(24.76)	45.956%	(22.41)	4.696%	-1.797	44	.079	.068
							
PD + 1 CoP (TMPD)	(n = 39)	32.721%	(21.98)	38.000%	(19.03)	5.2795%	-1.985	38	.054	.086
							
PD + 2 CoP (TMPD)	(n = 22)	24.909%	(18.78)	36.091%	(12.37)	11.182%	-2.398	21	.026	.215
							
PD + 3 CoP (TMPD)	(n = 15)	44.673%	(24.13)	50.600%	(27.60)	5.927%	-1.049	14	.312	.070
							
CoP Only	(n = 10)	39.300%	(27.25)	34.200%	(19.06)	5.100%	.861	9	.411	.076


As the data in Table 22 show, increase in the average percent of students scoring proficient for teachers who did not receive initial professional development and did not participate any subsequent collaborative work group sessions as found using a paired-samples t-test add details to the analysis.  Teachers, which include those that received initial professional development only and those that participated in the initial professional development and one session were approaching significance.  There was also no statistical significance for teachers who participated in the initial professional development and all three collaborative sessions.
There was a statistically significant increase in the percentage of students achieving grade level proficiency on PARCC for teachers who had the initial professional development and participated in two sessions from Time 1 (pre) (M = 24.91%, SD = 18.77%) to Time 2 (post) (M = 36.09%, SD = 12.36%), t (21) = 2.398, p = .026 (two-tailed).  The mean increase in PARCC scores was 11.82%.  The eta squared statistic (.215) indicated a large effect size as shown in Table 22.
Summary of PARCC Results
In sum, the data suggest the most substantial influence on teachers’ effectiveness in terms of their ability to increase the proportion of students scoring proficient on PARCC, occurs when both teachers and their administrators participate in TMPD training.  Also noted is the significant change in the teacher percent of students scoring proficient when initial professional development is coupled with two subsequent collaborative work group sessions.  This finding is in alignment with current theory and studies which argue the school principal/administrator should put student and adult learning at the center of their leadership and to serve as the lead learner (NAESP, 2001).   Shifting from the managerial approach brought on by high accountability and compliance to research-based programs to engaged leadership through participation aligns with the specific changes in the duties of a manager outlined by Davenport (2005) which include:
From overseeing work to doing it too
From organizing hierarchies to organizing communities
From building manual skills to building knowledge skills
From ignoring culture to building a knowledge-friendly culture (p. 191).
Davenport (2005) recognizes that knowledge work managers often spend more time doing work than managing it (p. 193).  While management continues to be a critical component of leadership, the results of this study support the theory that school leaders must shift their focus from the management of resources and compliance to the leadership of the available and accessible talent.  When administrators serve as instructional leaders at the center of learning with the teachers, there is a positive impact on student achievement.
Further analysis addressed the second research question as to whether the degree of participation in follow-up collaborative work group sessions made a difference.  Not only did the TMPD make a difference, but there was a significant growth on average proficiency rates using PARCC scores for teachers that participated in the initial professional development and two collaborative work group sessions.  
Data Eligibility Testing for MAP
For the mixed-between within ANOVA, it is assumed there is homogeneity of variances for each combination of the groups.  The Levene’s Test of Equality of Variances for each group was P < .05, meaning the variances for the groups were not the same.  Therefore, data violated the assumptions of equal variance.  The paired sample t-tests were used in addition to the mixed between-within ANOVA.  There are also concerns regarding variations in the sample sizes and standard deviation percentages when looking at the descriptive statistics for the four categories of TMPD for the MAP assessment administration.
Exploratory Analysis Using MAP
A mixed between-within subjects analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to assess the impact of four categories of TMPD training (teachers with and without TMPD, and teachers with and without administrator participation) on the teacher’s percentage of students achieving grade level proficiency from the first administration of MAP to the second administration.   The mixed between-within ANOVA showed no significant interaction between teachers’ pre/post percent student proficiency values on MAP and the four TMPD teacher/administrator training scenarios, Wilks’ Lambda = .995, F (3, 365) = 93.22, p = .620, partial eta squared = .203 (not shown).   The .203 partial eta squared indicates a large effect on the percent of students scoring proficient per teacher.  However, the significance in all categories of TMPD indicate no support for our expectation that variations in teacher/principal TMPD training scenarios is of consequence for teacher effectiveness in increasing student proficiency when analyzing data from the MAP assessment.  Due to unequal variances concerns, we employed paired-sample t-tests for each of the TMPD training scenarios.  
The paired-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate the impact of administrator participation on the percent of students achieving grade level proficiency on the MAP assessment, as determined by achievement of grade level Lexile scores (see Table 23).  The paired t-tests show all groups had significant increase in the percent of students scoring proficient on MAP regardless of whether they or their principal participated in TMPD.  The MAP assessment is taken as a pre-test in the fall (Time 1) with the same students retaking the MAP assessment in the spring (Time 2).  
Hence, we find no support that teachers’ student proficiency percentages on MAP increase at a more significant rate if either teachers or their principal experienced TMPD training as the mean differences in pre and post mean percentages.  
A paired-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate the impact of teachers with principal participation and teachers without principal participation using the MAP assessment outcomes as shown on Table 24.  There was a statistically significant increase in the percent of students achieving grade level proficiency on MAP for all teachers whether the teacher did or did not participate with or without their principals in TMPD from Time 1 to Time 2.  The mean increase in the percentage of students achieving proficiency on the MAP assessment was similar across all categories of TMPD.  When exploring the findings using the MAP assessment measure, all teacher groups saw significant increases in the percent of students who scored proficient on MAP as measured by achievement of the grade level Lexile (reading level) target.  
Summary of MAP Results
It is important to revisit the purpose of the assessment as a measure of growth from fall to spring in reading achievement.  It should be expected that students increase their reading level over time.  While it was expected that teachers that participated in TMPD would have a significantly higher increase in achievement than those that did not participate, the professional development and focus of the subsequent collaborative work groups did not address raising the reading level alone, but served to build teacher effectiveness in what students were asked to do with the reading to demonstrate comprehension of more complex texts.  This discrepancy may impact that findings in this study.
Table 23: Paired-samples T-test for TMPD Categories using MAP
Category	N	Means	(standard deviation)	Mean	Difference	t	df	Sig	Eta squared
		Pre	Post					
TMPD for Teacher 	and Principal		74	43.23	(25.96)	50.74	(25.96)	7.51	4.214	73	.000	.196
No TMPD for Teacher 	or Principal		145	35.38	(20.75)	42.11	(18.47)	6.73	5.527	144	.000	.175
TMPD for Teacher 	not Principal		87	35.79	(17.98)	45.01	(16.58)	9.22	6.412	86	.000	.323
TMPD for Principal 	not Teacher	63	49.86	(30.11)	56.74	(27.06)	6.88	3.949	62	.000	.201


Table 24:  Paired-samples T-test for Admin Participation with MAP
Level	N	Pair	Mean	SD	Sig	(2-tailed)	Mean 	Growth
						
No Principal 	232	MAP 1	35.5345%	19.72%	.000	7.6621%
TMPD		MAP 2	43.1966%	17.8%		
						
Principal 	137	MAP 1	46.2774%	28.44%	.000	7.2226%
TMPD		MAP 2	53.5000%	26.54%		


Summary
The results of the data collection Level 5 evaluation answer the research question:  is TMPD participation correlated with significant increases in the proportion of teachers’ students scoring proficient or higher on the PARCC and MAP assessments?  This research question was explored by comparing teachers who participated in the TMPD model and those that did not using the growth in percentage of students achieving grade level proficiency as the indicator.  The results of the paired-samples t-test indicated very strongly that teachers who participated in TMPD had significantly greater growth on the PARCC assessment than those teachers that did not participate in TMPD. This was not evident when analyzing the MAP data.   
Further analysis served to address the question of whether participation of the administrator with the teachers in professional development and collaborative work group sessions is related to teachers’ ability to increase the proportion of their students scoring proficient or higher on the PARCC and MAP assessments.  There was a significant difference in student achievement growth on the PARCC assessment for teachers whose principal participated in both the initial professional development as well as at least collaborative session.  
Finally, the analyses examined whether the number of collaborative work group sessions attended by teachers were correlated with increases in students’ proficiency scores on PARCC and MAP.   There was significant growth on PARCC scores for teachers that participated in the initial professional development and two sessions.  When using the same analysis for the MAP assessment, all teachers showed significant growth.  For teachers that participated in all opportunities or at least the work session components, the mean growth had the largest effect sizes.  An overall summary of the preliminary findings, conclusions garnered from these results, and recommendations for future research are presented in Chapter 6.
CHAPTER 6:  DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS
Introduction
	This action research study explored whether there was a significant relationship between teacher and/or principal participation in a Talent Management Professional Development (TMPD) model. The impact on teacher effectiveness was measured by the increases in proportion of teachers’ students scoring proficient or higher on PARCC and MAP assessments, taking into account four training scenarios:
Both the teacher and their administrator participated in TMPD training.
Only the teacher had TMPD training.
Only the teacher’s administrator had TMPD training.
Neither the teacher nor their administrator had TMPD training.
The Talent Management Professional Development model establishes a structure for delivering professional development developed with research-based characteristics of effective professional development, coupled with ongoing collaborative work group sessions as the tool for sustainability (Darling-Hammond, 2017; Wenger et al., 2002).   
This study further investigated an area with limited documented research, seeking to determine whether an increased level of administrative participation influences student achievement outcomes.  Principals demonstrating a willingness to participate with their teachers go beyond encouraging participation and setting expectations.  Principals as participants create a culture of collaborative learning among their teams.  The collaborative work group sessions served as a place to discuss successes and challenges, allowing principals to engage in these discussions without the need to have answers.  The community established the conditions for action planning and taking risks between sessions.  
While gathering evidence of effectiveness using Guskey’s (2002, 2014) five levels of evaluation, the study served to evaluate whether the efforts of this model used in a district would ultimately impact student achievement outcomes (see Figure 11). 


Literature also describes the evolution of leadership in terms of styles or approaches to leadership.  A leader working to transform the culture in a school toward learning-focused environments may embrace transformational leadership styles.  “Transformational leadership provides the proper focus by helping staff members develop and maintain a collaborative, professional school culture; fostering teacher development; and helping staff solve problems more effectively” (Leithwood, 1992, p. 9).  This study goes one step further in securing some evidence that school leaders must not only help staff members develop, but include themselves as equal partners in professional development and problem solving.  This study may serve to add a component to the characteristics of transformational leadership to include the participation of leaders in the professional development intended to increase teacher effectiveness.  Based on an analysis of results, the active participation by school principals reflects the district’s support and change efforts as identified in level 3 of effective evaluation of professional development (Guskey, 2002).  The attitudes, aspirations, and behaviors of not only the teachers, but the principals leading the teachers must be considered in the evaluation of professional development as this study finds relationships between the role of the principal in effectively impacting level five, student learning outcomes.
Previous chapters discussed the elements of effective professional development.  Of those, providing opportunities for feedback and reflection, as well as having a sustained duration, are often lacking in isolated training scenarios (Darling-Hammond, 2017).  The communities of practice research provided the framework for ongoing opportunities to gather teachers to receive feedback and reflect on practice.  Teachers and principals that participated in TMPD attended the initial professional development session that provided explicit training in effective literacy practices with opportunities to collaborate and develop initial plans.  They also participated in at least one subsequent collaborative work group session to reflect on the success of their implementation and adjust to meet the needs of their individual students.  Teams of teachers and principals tackled challenges and shared successes.  Chapter 3 discussed both qualitative and exploratory quantitative methods used to capture the influence of TMPD on participants’ reactions, learning and use of new knowledge and skills, as well as the average percent of students scoring proficient on both the PARCC assessment and MAP assessment.  Chapter 4 detailed the findings of the methods for levels one through four.  The results of the level five evaluation using a mixed between-within ANOVA and paired sample t-tests were analyzed in chapter 5.  This chapter will further discuss those findings and the implications of this research in practice, as well as considerations for future research.
Discussion
Utilizing Guskey’s (2002, 2014) five levels of evaluating effective professional development, the results of this study suggest that recognizing the teacher as the critical decision maker and equipping them with the knowledge and skills to be responsive to student needs garners over 90% positive feedback in levels one and two of evaluation methods.  Over 90% of participants found the Talent Management Professional Development model excellent and very useful to their practice.  Following the second year of professional development with subsequent collaborative work sessions, 73.1% of participants could describe, with substantive detail, how they would apply their new knowledge and skills, with 57.1% of participants committed to analyzing student work for evidence of understanding.
It was expected that the Talent Management Professional Development model would have a positive influence on the effectiveness of teachers to increase the average percent of students achieving proficiency for teachers that participated. The findings in this study suggest the most significant impact on teacher effectiveness as measured by increased student achievement outcomes occurred when both the administrator and teacher participated in the training opportunities.  That impact appeared evident on measures of teacher effectiveness as determined by proficiency scores on the PARCC assessment.  However, there were no significant differences found for any training scenarios when examining rates of change in teachers’ mean proportion of students proficient on MAP assessments.  Every group showed statistically significant growth from time 1 of testing to time 2.  A collection of evidence using qualitative measures yielded positive results in teachers’ attitudes and a shift in beliefs throughout the district that can only support long-term gains in literacy achievement should the efforts continue. 
An important clarification between the PARCC assessment and MAP assessment is necessary in understanding the difference in findings between the dependent variables.  For the district in this study, the initial professional development provided by teachers focused on effective practices for students to integrate skills and knowledge to react and respond to increasingly complex text.  This focus was designed to align to the rigorous College and Career Readiness Standards and the district transfer goals to read and comprehend independently and to effectively communicate that understanding.  This district shifted the focus so that instructional practices aligned to this shift in expectations.  The MAP assessment is a computer-adaptive assessment used to measure growth for students on skills from the fall administration to the spring.  This difference serves to explain the statistically significant growth for all teachers in effectively increasing the percent of students achieving grade level proficiency on MAP targets from the fall to the spring of the same year.  It was originally expected that the rate of growth would be greater for teachers that participated in TMPD training.  The difference in the purpose of each assessment may have impacted the results.  Prior to the training, the MAP assessment was a tool used to drive instructional practices.  The individual skills and components of the assessment drove instruction to be focused on isolated skills.  The assessment uses a formula to calculate the Lexile score, which indicates student reading levels.  The initial professional development provided as part of the TMPD model encouraged teachers to use the gradual release of responsibility model to engage students in reading increasingly complex texts with fluency in order to react and respond to what is read in a variety of ways.  The training included strategies for teaching phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and word study in small differentiated groups so that the skills taught could be quickly transferred to the shared and guided reading time.  The goal is for students to put all skills together to read independently with comprehension.  The PARCC assessment requires students to read complex texts and demonstrate their understanding through selected and written responses.  
Given that schools and districts are held accountable for the results on the PARCC assessment, the shift in instructional practices was warranted.  While students were showing proficiency on the MAP assessment, progress on the PARCC assessment had remained stagnant, indicating students were not transferring the skills taught to the full process of reading for comprehension.  Initial professional development also addressed the need for comprehension strategy instruction.  
Limitations
This study presents several limitations and considerations when interpreting the findings.  The PARCC assessment is given annually to students in elementary grades 3 through 5 in the spring.  While MAP was given in the fall and spring of the same year for students in grades one through five.  Schools are required by the state to administer the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Career (PARCC) reading assessment in the spring to all students in grades 3 through 5.  The ELA/L “assessments require close reading, assess writing to sources, research, and inquiry, and emphasize vocabulary and language skills” (Doorey & Polikoff, 2016).  
The PARCC scores from time 1 of testing for each teacher include students from the spring of 2017.  The scores used for time 2 of testing include students in the teachers’ classes during the spring of 2018.  While the teachers in the study maintained the same grade level and school setting, the students are different.  This change in students introduces additional variables that compromise the ability to make causal inferences.  
While mixed design ANOVA was utilized to analyze data, a more rigorous multi-level analysis would address controlling for extraneous variables that prevent us from drawing conclusions about the full influence of the training on the results.  With the violation of assumptions based on the varying group sizes in the four categories of training, we are unable to draw conclusions related to the direct impact of TMPD on teacher effectiveness. 

This study did not adequately control for the variations in group sizes, teacher experience, and school demographics.  For example, while each group contained both novice and experienced teachers from urban and rural schools, the impact on student achievement outcomes for these characteristics was not addressed.  As with most research in the school setting, the variability of student needs is difficult to capture, and can certainly impact achievement despite the best efforts of teachers.  Future studies should use nested analysis with random assignment strategies to increase confidences in causal statements regarding TMPD training on teacher effectiveness.
Additional limitations faced during this study are the contradictory messages being delivered by principals that did not participate in the TMPD model.  In some school locations, principal requirements and continued past practices created barriers to full implementation by all participants.  Initial discomfort with new skills led to teachers’ reliance on traditional practices.  The results presented in this study should be considered initial findings as building the capacity of all teachers and changing behaviors may take longer than a year for some participants.   Continued professional development training is also needed to equip all principals and instructional coaches with the critical skills necessary to provide feedback in a manner that contributes to instructional improvement.
Furthermore, there are significant limitations to reporting level five evaluative measures for prekindergarten through grade 2 participants.  With a variety of assessments used and the lack of alignment of the MAP assessment to the training, this study is unable to truly capture the impact to student learning outcomes for the youngest learners at the most formative years.  Having quality measures to guide instructional decisions and adjustment in the primary grades serve to address gaps in learning early, targeting support and intervention effectively.
Implications
Even with the limitations presented, there are several implications that can be drawn from the research.  These implications should be considered by teachers, school principals, and district leaders in determining direction to improve student achievement outcomes.  This research should be considered by districts as they work to create school improvement plans, identify potential resources to support teachers and design professional development trainings. 
Although there could have been other factors influencing students’ achievement on both PARCC and MAP assessments, the data suggest that the TMPD model did have a positive impact on student performance for the PARCC ELA/L assessment when the principal participated with the teachers.  To this end, it is recommended that schools and districts consider focusing on building the capacity of their teachers and school leaders/principals to provide effective literacy instruction using evidence-based strategies and practices.  Author Mike Schmoker, states in a forward supporting the power of professional learning communities, “When teachers engage regularly in authentic ‘joint work’ focused on explicit, common learning goals, their collaboration pays off richly in the form of higher quality solutions to instructional problems, increased teacher confidence, and, not surprisingly, remarkable gains in achievement” (as cited in Barlow, 2005).  
Implications for Practice
School and district leaders are frequently pressured to improve student achievement as measured by student test scores.  As a result, districts invest a considerable amount of money on purchasing programmatic solutions that include professional development focused on the implementation of the resource.  With this approach, principals then focus their instructional leadership efforts on securing compliance for scripted lesson delivery with the intention of maintaining fidelity of implementation.  The research and evidence that aligns with the program depends on the fidelity of implementation.  In turn, this limits the ability for teachers to think flexibly and make the critical decisions necessary to address the needs of the individual students in their care possibly being the cause for stagnant student achievement outcomes.
It is recommended that districts carefully consider how they approach addressing the need to improve student achievement.  Rather than beginning with the selection and purchase of a programmatic resource, it is recommended that districts choose to invest in the talent of their most costly and accessible resource - the teachers, first.  Investing in professional development that provides training in effective, evidence-based literacy instruction with opportunities for reflection and feedback through sustained collaborative work group sessions, which include the principals as participants, may have a greater impact on student achievement than investing in a programmatic resource and hoping that teachers implement with fidelity.  Additionally, selecting resources based on what teachers identify as useful and necessary for their specific students will empower them to use resources flexibly and appropriately to improve their achievement.  Allowing teachers to select the resources needed based on the needs of their students will shift the focus from compliance on a teacher’s manual to instructional planning based on a collection of evidence from formal and informal assessment of students.  As teachers formatively assess their students, and engage in ongoing opportunities to collaborate with colleagues, they are equipped and empowered to adjust instructional practices and respond to student achievement data more quickly and accurately.  
It is also recommended that principals not only participate in the professional development, but encourage and prioritize opportunities for teachers to gather regularly to discuss instructional practices, reflect on student achievement outcomes and adjust throughout the year.  Creating an environment in the school and across the district may revitalize teachers and spark new motivation as teachers begin to believe they have the ability and support to take risks and achieve district goals.  Principals who participate in this approach are also able to encourage and support teachers daily, recognizing the efforts and celebrating the successes between the community of practice sessions.  They are also able to identify areas that may need more training for teachers as they apply their learning and try new strategies.  Professional development can then be designed and adjusted to meet the specific needs of the teachers in the school and across the district.
Additional implications from this research may be the need for school leaders to advocate for resources devoted to the professional development of teachers and teacher-selected materials to support their efforts.  Districts may choose to use the documents found in the appendices to replicate what was done in this study and advocate for the time, money, and resources to support a focus on improving the talent of the district.  
In order to address the limitations for level five evaluation in the primary grades, the district in this study has found purpose for securing common assessments throughout the district that are supported by research with reliable and validated measures.  Year two of this study led the district to identify common assessments that provided the information applicable to instructional decision making for all students and aligned to the beliefs of the district in terms of literacy achievement.  It is recommended that districts identify formative assessments that provide timely feedback on what it is that should be taught and measured.  
Year three of this study will include district-wide adoption of an oral language assessment for students in prekindergarten and universal screening measures for kindergarten through grade two in order to monitor the impact of instruction and address specific learning needs of individual students.  While state regulations dictate the essential nature of these assessments for early intervention, this study provided the support and advocacy for such measures as a tool for instruction, a guide for professional learning, and a measure for evaluating the effectiveness of district initiatives.  Without this research, adopting district-wide assessments as state mandates could be perceived as a burden and unfunded mandate, creating contention among stakeholders.
Implications for Further Research
With the significant findings on the impact of principals who participate in the professional learning with teachers, it would be valuable for future research on the role of the principal as a participant as measured by the direct impact on student achievement.  While this study begins to address the importance of the principal engaging in the work with teachers, further research is necessary.  Many professional journals convey the importance of the principal as an instructional leader.  Clearly defining the components of effective instructional leadership in the same way we define effective professional development would help to guide school leaders in prioritizing their work and balancing the management of the school with instructional duties.  
This study was isolated to one year of quantitative data.  Research that addresses the impact over multiple years is recommended to determine if growth continues and at what rate for teachers that sustain engagement in collaborative sessions and to determine if the sessions evolved into true communities of practice.  These sessions enable them to continue to refine their practice and reflect on the successes and challenges of the choices they make in the classroom.  Empowering teachers to apply their own learning during professional development trainings and take ownership for the sustainability of their efforts is worthy of future research.  Additional qualitative research may better capture benefits beyond increased student achievement to include higher levels of perceived self-efficacy of teachers and motivation to take risks.  Future research could also focus on the characteristics of teachers that participate in TMPD to include their attitudes and beliefs.  
There could be value in assessing the effectiveness of special educators and interventionists with the application of the balanced literacy approach to address the needs of the striving readers, or those not meeting grade level proficiency.  While limited in scope, the initial findings look promising.  Continued monitoring for the effectiveness of this approach to subgroup populations will be critical in adjusting and responding to this fragile, highly variable population.
The results of this study pose additional questions.  While the current study grouped teachers into categories of professional development, it does not present a comprehensive picture of the characteristics of the principals that participated in the TMPD training.  When looking at the mean scores at time 1 of testing, teachers that had principal participation began with higher scores initially.  This may indicate that something unique may already be occurring at that school.  For example, there could have already been an established level of trust between teacher and principal, whereas in other cases, the TMPD model served as a catalyst to create it.  This study did not identify which teachers had the same principal, or came from the same school.  Future research should include multilevel analyses with greater controls for school, principal, and teacher characteristics.  Perhaps additional qualitative data would be able to capture the changing attitudes overtime that may be shared among participating teachers and principals that chose to prioritize this opportunity and shift away from traditional instructional practices.  Identifying the actions of these principals that differ from those that did not participate fully in TMPD could warrant further study.
Conclusions
	This action research study shifted a school district’s culture from that of compliance to, and reliance on, programmatic instruction to the use of evidence-based practices for literacy instruction, honoring the teacher as critical decision maker in student learning and achievement.  The goal of the study was to improve student learning outcomes by equipping teachers with the knowledge and skills necessary to instruct flexibly, and being responsive to student needs.  Research indicates that best practices for elementary literacy instruction include components of literacy that align to the gradual release of responsibility model.  Those components include read aloud, shared reading, guided reading and independent reading.  The goal of the initiative was for students to read and comprehend independently so that they could react and respond to increasingly complex texts.  To do that, teachers must design coherent instruction with targeted phonics and fluency lessons that are differentiated based on student needs so that the balanced literacy classroom could be designed accordingly and flexibly.  Frequent monitoring of progress that allows for adaptation of instructional practices promotes accelerated achievement for students.  Dependence on programs and scripted lessons prevent this fluid and flexible style of instruction that aligns to the best educational practices described in research.
	The Talent Management Professional Development model was designed to build the capacity of teachers and create a supportive culture that promotes learning, rather than compliance.  Using the five levels for evaluation of professional development, this study found that over 90% of participants reacted positively to the experience, finding it very useful to their practice.  Ongoing district support helped to maintain a commitment to the mission of the study and worked to provide the resources identified by participants as necessary to support their efforts.  It was further observed that the role of the principal in this model is critical as suggested by the initial quantitative analysis for level 5 of the evaluation process.
There seems to be an association between principal participation with teachers in a Talent Management Professional Development model and improved teacher effectiveness as measured by student achievement outcomes on the PARCC ELA/L assessment.  While limitations are present in this research, multiple tests run found that principal participation matters.  It can be concluded that principals who participate in the initial professional development and attend at least one subsequent community of practice session convey the importance of the training content, a belief in the potential of the practices encouraged, and demonstrate support for the teachers as the decision makers in the classroom.  When the principal participates with the teachers, the effectiveness of the teachers to improve student achievement outcomes improves.  This validates Guskey’s (2002) message as to the importance of organization support and change in providing professional development that yields tangible payoffs (p. 45).
Research clearly identifies effective professional development characteristics and the effectiveness of communities of practice to empower key stakeholders to attain the goals of a district. This preliminary exploration shows that pairing the two and including the school principal can result in positive gains that are statistically more significant than professional development training alone, professional learning communities alone, or of course, neither, warranting further study.  
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Appendix A

Literacy Philosophy
Belief and Action Statements
Reading/listening and writing/speaking are critical interrelated components of literacy.	Therefore, we will provide access to high quality texts and multimedia presentations with opportunities to engage in conversations about an author’s thoughts and ideas, as well as provide authentic audiences for communicating personal thoughts and ideas orally and in writing.
Assessment of disciplinary literacy should be ongoing.	Therefore, we will assess, analyze, act, and adjust instruction to personalize learning.
Literate students use strategic behaviors.	Therefore, we will explicitly teach strategic behaviors, not for strategy’s sake, but to empower each learner to think in ways that enhance learning and understanding and result in the fluent application of skills and strategies.  

Text structure prepares literate students to understand, analyze, and create texts.	Therefore, we will explicitly teach students to recognize and apply text structure and provide appropriate tools for students to use during their reading and writing.
Phonics and vocabulary are stepping stones to independent reading comprehension and written expression.	Therefore, we will provide students with the skills to attack unfamiliar words through explicit instruction in vocabulary and phonics (not in isolation), while also providing learning experiences that continually expand vocabulary knowledge.
An essential component to reading instruction is to read daily with a variety of texts. Therefore, we will provide students with access to a variety of texts, including grade level, 	instructional level, and independent level in all disciplines.
Standards define expectations and outcomes of grade level literacy instruction for all students.  	Therefore, we will utilize instructional objectives, personalized learning goals, and success	criteria to facilitate achievement of the standards.
A coherent curriculum is mapped backwards from desired performance outcomes	within a disciplinary literacy approach.	Therefore, we will use transfer goals, enduring understandings, and essential questions within and across disciplines to provide a coherent and results-focused approach to learning. 
Students demonstrate understanding when they transfer knowledge and skills to new and novel situations.	Therefore, we will provide a variety of opportunities for application across content areas.
The teacher is the critical decision maker in terms of instructional strategies most appropriate for each child. 	Therefore, we will utilize programmatic resources and interventions as tools to support personalized learning based on an analysis of collected evidence and a vision for desired results.


Appendix B
Supplemental Resources for Initial Professional Development and 	Collaborative Work Groups to Build Communities of Practice
Author	Notes
Fisher and Frey	Visible Learning, Visible Literacy, Visible Learning for Literacy
Harvey and Goudvis	Strategies that Work, Comprehension Toolkit
D. Pearson	Various Articles
Burkins and Yaris	Who’s Doing the Work
Miller and Moss	No More Independent Reading Without Support
Hyde, Daniels, Zemelman	Best Practice: Bringing Standards to Life in America’s Classroom
International Reading Association 	White Papers; Articles; Research
Tim Shanahan	Articles and Videos
Kelly Gallagher	Deeper Reading, 180 Days
Pam Allyn	Every Child a Super Reader
Beers & Probst	Distrupting Thinking, Notice & Note
Cunningham	Story
Rasinski	Fluency Resources; Articles
Wiley Blevins	Phonics Resources & Text
An additional variety of articles, texts, and resources were used throughout the year.

For additional information, contact lahanks76@gmail.com
Appendix C
Components of Reader’s Workshop Agenda

Day One
Time	Slides	Action	Notes/Person
8:00-8:10	1-5	Welcome, Outcome, etc.	
8:10-9:00	6-14	Day 1, Part 1	Quotes	Literacy beliefs	WCPS Literacy Philosophy	Unpacking the Goal	
9:00-9:15	15-16	Commercial Break:  Big Mac (Before, During and After Reading)	
9:15-9:25	17	BREAK	
9:25-10:45	17-25	Day 1, Part 2	Independent Reading	Reader Identity	Conferring in Action	Explore Resources	Plan	Reflection	
10:45-11:00	26	BREAK	
11:00-12:30	26-44	Day 1, Part 3	Introduction to Read Aloud	Read Aloud Model	Explore Resources	Plan	Reflection	
12:30-1:00	46-48	End of Day reflection	Homework (article reading)	









Components of Reader’s Workshop Agenda

Day Two
Time	Slides	Action	Notes/Person
8:00-8:10	49-51	Welcome	
8:10-9:00	52-62	Day 2, Part 1:  Shared Reading	Model	Engage	Explore Resources	Plan	
9:00-9:15	63-64	 Commercial Break	Video- girl reading	
9:15-9:30	65	BREAK	
9:30-10:45	65-80	Day 2, Part 2: Guided Reading	Gradual Release/analogy	Data	Purpose and Options	Explore Resources	Plan	
10:45-11:00	81	BREAK	
11:00-12:15	81-91	Day 2, Part 3: Special Sauce	Overview	Fluency	Phonics	Writing	
12:15-1:00	92-95	Reflection, Closure, Evaluation	



Appendix D
Reader’s Workshop 
React, Respond & Record
“We need to recognize that reading ought to change us.”
              ~Kylene Beers & Robert E. Probst

ESSENTIAL QUESTIONS
What are your personal beliefs about literacy instruction? 	What is your role as a teacher of literacy?


	


INDEPENDENT READING
Guiding Questions:  	What does independent reading look like?	What are you noticing about yourself as a reader?	If kids were given 90 min. Per day, 180 days to read independently…	How do you react?  How do you respond?
What Independent Reading is...	What Independent Reading is NOT...


	


READ ALOUD
Guiding Questions:	What is the purpose of Read Aloud?	How does it connect to the GOAL?  	How do you select the Read Aloud? 
What Read Aloud is...	What Read Aloud is NOT...


	






SHARED READING
Guiding Question:	How does the Big Mac Framework impact your thinking of independent reading?
What Shared Reading is...	What Shared Reading is NOT...


	


GUIDED READING
Guiding Question:  	How is coaching different from teaching?	What is the purpose for each option within the guided reading menu?	Notice and Wonder...What questions come to mind?
What Guided Reading is...	What Guided Reading is NOT...


	






Appendix E
Communities of Practice Reflection Sheet
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Appendix H
Striving Readers Philosophy
A positive attitude, time to enjoy reading, and confidence are critical characteristics for addressing the needs of striving readers.	Therefore, we will begin planning for the striving reader by addressing attitudes towards literacy, make time for joyful reading opportunities and work to build confidence in each child.
Striving readers deserve access to high quality initial instruction without interruption.	Therefore, we will insure that all striving readers participate in full inclusion in the general classroom setting with opportunities for gradual release using grade level texts.  Additional opportunities for support will complement the classroom instruction.
Instructional decisions for striving readers are guided by ongoing formative assessments that are continually adjusted to meet learning goals in a timely manner.  	Therefore, a collection of evidence toward learning goals will be a shared responsibility between classroom teachers and intervention team, using a formative assessment process that personalizes learning and provides timely feedback to adjust ongoing teaching and learning. 
Reading volume matters.	Therefore, we will need to ensure consistent opportunity is built in for students to read independently in and out of school by providing time, choice and access to a plethora of texts including grade level, instructional level, and independent level in all disciplines.
Planning for the striving reader requires a balanced-literacy approach with the teacher as the critical decision-maker.	Therefore, we will provide striving readers access, choice, and volume necessary to achieve reading goals each day. We will design specific, targeted plans for addressing the needs of the striving reader in read alouds, shared reading, flexible groups, independent reading as well as writing experiences.

Text structure prepares literate students to understand, analyze, and create texts.	Therefore, we will explicitly teach students to recognize and apply text structure and provide appropriate tools for students to use during their reading and writing.
Phonics and vocabulary are stepping stones to independent reading comprehension and written expression.	Therefore, we will target specific skills for striving readers and provide purposeful phonics, vocabulary and writing experiences (not in isolation) that continually expand vocabulary knowledge and written expression.
Standards define expectations and outcomes of grade level literacy instruction for all students.  	Therefore, the teacher as the critical decision-maker will plan with the end in mind, utilizing grade level instructional objectives to develop personalized learning goals and success criteria to facilitate achievement of the standards.
The teacher is the critical decision maker in terms of instructional strategies most appropriate for each child. 	Therefore, classroom teachers and intervention staff will collaboratively utilize programmatic resources and interventions as tools to support personalized learning based on an analysis of collected evidence and a vision for desired results.
Striving readers expand understanding through discussion with other readers. 	Therefore, we will provide frequent opportunities for turn and talks with a partner during a variety of group settings (whole-group, book clubs, Socratic seminars) to build and revise meaning. 


Appendix I
Balancing Intervention and Classroom Roles for our Striving Readers
“Claiming your rightful role as a professional decision-maker - a critical role of sensitive, thoughtful teaching that is informed continuously by research and assessment.  Remember, we are always teaching the striver - not a program.”   From Striving to Thriving © 2017 

Amplifying Balanced Literacy	Flowchart for Literacy Intervention	Adjusting Literacy Instruction
	General Education Teachers	Intervention Teachers
FIRST:	Who is this child as a reader?  What is their reader identity?		DO THEY:	Personal:	Identify as a reader with an active reading life?	Seek and find appealing reading material?	Read voluminously with confidence, engagement and a critical eye?	Social/Cultural:	Participate in a community of readers?	Expand understanding through discussion with other readers?	Draw on own cultural perspective as a meaning-making strength?	Thinking:	Approach reading as a meaning-making process?	Monitor comprehension while reading?	Engage in critical, strategic thinking to learn, understand and act?	Language	Understand that reading is supposed to make sense and sound like language?	Bring home language and culture to every reading transaction?	Understand the purposes and characteristics of genre?		Is there an IEP written that provides additional information about this reader?	PreviLearn Motivational Survey (or similar)
	General Education Teachers	Intervention Teachers
Determining Learning Goal	Uses curriculum modules to determine learning goals.	Personalized learning goals with knowledge of the classroom grade level/curriculum goals; based on students’ level - identifies the point in the middle as the first goal.
Assessment	Curriculum-embedded assessments (Stage 2); reading level assessments; fluency, comprehension, formative assessments (informal running records, anecdotal notes - “assessing in the round”	Lexile, PreviLearn Diagnostics	Reading Behaviors	Attitudes/Motivation	Plan to monitor progress bi-weekly to determine impact.  Identify appropriate assessments to use.  (For beginning readers, letter/sound identification and sight words may be necessary)
Read Aloud	Grade Level Text or above	Midpoint Level or above
Shared Reading	“Eyeballs on text”	Grade Level - DAILY	*Paras can support with pre-reading and re-reading shared texts.	Midpoint Level - DAILY	*Paras can support with pre-reading and re-reading shared texts.
Guided Reading/Practice	Midpoint Level	*Paras can support with pre-reading and re-reading guided texts.	Instructional Level	*Paras can support with pre-reading and re-reading guided texts.
Independent Reading	Choice with Support and Conferencing
Word Study	Grade Level Phonics and Word Study Instruction	Personalized Based on Assessments with frequent progress monitoring.
Fluency	Use previous readings, shared readings and guided reading to check fluency growth around the sweet spot level to grade level. Informally monitor with quick checks (wcpm).	Monitor growth in fluency (formally) between instructional level and sweet spot.	1 text per week (cold read on Monday; hot read on Friday - celebrate growth)	Read Naturally may be a supplemental support.

Striving readers need twice as much time reading than the average reader.
Role of Administrator	Role of LT/Case Manager/Department Leader/EL Teacher
Facilitate the development of a schedule that is conducive to collaborative practices between classroom teacher and intervention specialist.	Provide team access to necessary information/data to support decision-making.	Advocate for necessary resources to be available for implementation.	Review progress regularly and align/alert team to professional development opportunities for ongoing support.	  Facilitate coordinated planning and progress monitoring to reflect on plan and prepare to adjust as necessary.  	  Provide access to necessary assessments and resources to support implementation.	  Support text selection of appropriate levels for specific purposes.	  Review progress regularly and align/alert team to professional development opportunities for ongoing support.
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Reflecting BACK over the 1st Marking Period

Reflect: What is going well? (+)
What is still challenging? (A)

What challenges have you overcome? (+)

Notes:

Reading is Thinking!
How are students thinking about their texts
independently?
How can we take reacting and responding
to the next level?
How much time are students getting to
read and practice reading?

Notes:

Writing is Thinking!
How can we build connections to writing
through our reading instruction?
How are students transferring their
independent Reading Thinking to their
writing?
How are you creating opportunities for
students to write in response to text?
How are you creating opportunities for
students to practice writing?

Notes:

Teacher as Critical Decision Maker

How have you decided how to spend your time in the classroom and in Reader’'s Workshop?
How are you using RW to meet the needs of your readers and writers?
How are you using your time to KNOW your Readers and Writers?
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Personalizing Intervention Supports @ Customized Learning Program

Customized Learning Program (CLP)

[This school district] provides the opportunity for schools to develop a customized and
evidence-based individual learning program to meet the specific needs of a student. The
Customized Learning Program (CLP) is designed and monitored through a collection of
evidence during implementation. Individual learning needs are identified based on analysis
of multiple measures of student performance. The program plan is purposeful and includes
goal-directed instruction with ongoing progress monitoring through formative assessment
with regular feedback to students. The evidence, gathered bi-weekly at a minimum, will
guide teachers as they adjust instruction based on student performance.

Both general education students and students receiving special education or English
Learner services should be enrolled in a CLP If they are functioning significantly below age
appropriate peers and not making significant progress with differentiated tier | instruction.

When schools develop a CLP for a student, the four main components of the CLP must be
addressed:

e rationale

e goal

e school-based program/instructional intervention description

e documentation of progress monitoring

Any student receiving a CLP will be identified in [the student information system]|in the
accommodations area. Through this program and the inclusion of individualized phonics
instruction within the plan, students will be able to access accessibility features on state
testing.

Overview: Framework: Evidence-based Research and CLP-R Template
CLP 4 Components of Implementation Evidenced-based
CLP Checklist Strategy Resources Sample CLP-R
& (Reading)
Intervention
Flowchart

WCPS Grade Level Expectations
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WCPS Literacy Philosophy
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weekly progress monitoring (in addition to ELA class).
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