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Background Information 
 
The purpose of the Division Instructional Facilitator (DIF) program is to build the 
capacity of individual K-8 teachers and school teams in evidence-based practices that 
foster student learning.  Based on the coaching roles identified by Killion and Harrison 
(2006), the facilitator supports align with six service categories as follows: 
 
• Collaborative Learning Teams: Supporting effective team dialogue and 

discussion, promoting effective use of time during meetings, and building 
collaborative relationships. 

• Data Analysis: Assisting with data collection, analyzing data to identify student 
needs, and setting goals to monitor progress. 

• Curriculum and Content: Aligning the curriculum, pacing instruction, unpacking 
standards, and promoting cross-curricular connections. 

• Instructional Practices: Co-planning lessons, modeling and discussing lessons, 
and observing classrooms and providing feedback. 

• Instructional Resources: Making connections to needed resources and supports, 
adapting existing resources, and integrating instructional technology. 

• Professional Development: Providing differentiated professional development and 
best practices aligned with the school’s needs. 

 
The 2017-18 school year marked the second year of implementation of the DIF 
program within all Loudoun County Public Schools (LCPS) elementary and middle 
schools.  Since its inception, targeted support has been provided by 11 district-based 
staff comprised of nine elementary and two middle school facilitators.  Each of the nine 
elementary school facilitators was dedicated to six schools on average whereas the two 
middle school facilitator s divided their time among the 15 middle schools.  
 
Evaluation Focus 
 
This study was a formative evaluation that documented the implementation and 
outcomes of the DIF program during the 2016-17 and 2017-18 school years.  Using 
Guskey’s (2000) model of professional development evaluation as a guide, the 
evaluation team developed the following questions: 
 
1. How have the instructional facilitators supported individual teachers and school 

teams with: 
a. Collaborating effectively to build relationships and trust? 
b. Planning lessons and enhancing instructional practices? 
c. Implementing best practices aligned with school/district priorities? 
d. Analyzing data to identify student needs and set/monitor goals? 
e. Gathering, analyzing and adapting instructional resources? 
f. Aligning curricula and pacing instruction? 

2. Were the principals and teachers satisfied with the usefulness of the supports?  
Which aspects of the supports were most beneficial?  Which aspects were in need 
of improvement?  

3. Are the principals and teachers beginning to see improvements in their 
collaboration, instruction and student learning outcomes?  
 

To address these evaluation questions, data from facilitator time logs and principal and 
teacher surveys were analyzed (see Evaluation Methodology in Appendix A). 
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Results 
 
Evaluation Question 1: How have the instructional facilitators 
supported individual teachers and school teams in the six roles? 
 
According to the weekly time log data, each of the nine elementary school facilitators 
provided an average of 494 total hours of support to their designated schools in the 2016-
17 school year, or 81 hours per year or four hours per week at each school (see Table 1).  
These averages increased in the second year of the program due to an earlier start date for 
services.  The two middle school facilitators initially provided 460 hours of support, 
averaging 61 hours per year, or three hours per week, at each school.  Their hours 
dropped to 288 hours in the second year of the study due to the turnover of one facilitator 
and subsequent recruitment and retraining needs.  Further analysis of the time data 
suggested a wide variation in the number of hours allocated to each school, perhaps based 
on their different needs for staff development.  For example, in the 2017-18 school year, 
the number of hours of support from the elementary school facilitators ranged from 20 to 
165 hours per school. 
 
Table 1: The elementary and middle school facilitators provided between three and five 
hours of weekly support to each school on average. 
 

Time Spent in the Schools 
Elementary School 
Facilitators (N=9) 

Middle School 
Facilitators (N=2) 

2016-17 2017-18 2016-17 2017-18 

Total hours 4,447 4,869 919 576 

Average hours per facilitator 494 541 460 288 

Average hours per school 81 89 61 36 

Average hours per school per week  4 5 3 4 

Minimum hours per school 25 20 10 8 

Maximum hours per school 217 165 178 94 
 
Source: 2016-17 and 2017-2018 facilitator time logs 
 
The time log data also tracked the number of hours by facilitator role (see Table 2).  
When the total hours were converted to percentages, the results revealed an emphasis on 
instructional practices and resources (e.g., lesson planning and preparation, 36%) among 
the elementary facilitators in the first year.  The professional development role (24%) 
gained equal prominence in the second year of program implementation due, in part, to 
the rollout of Teacher Leadership Institutes focused on building a common language and 
strategies for collaborative learning team (CLT) meetings.  By contrast, the middle school 
facilitators gave equal importance to the instructional practices/resources and 
professional development roles from the start (32% and 31%, respectively), which 
persisted into the second year.  Overall, the data analysis role received the lowest overall 
percentage of time in the second year of the program, ranging from 6% to 14% of the 
total time for the middle school and elementary school facilitators, respectively.   
  



5 

Table 2: The facilitators emphasized three roles based on their total time in the schools: 
instructional practices, instructional resources and professional development.   

 

Facilitator Role 
Elementary School 

Facilitators 
Middle School 

Facilitators 

2016-17 2017-18 2016-17 2017-18 

Instructional Practices/Resources 36% 25% 32% 29% 

Data Analysis  22% 14% 12% 6% 

Curriculum and Content 18% 20% 14% 25% 

Professional Development 13% 24% 31% 30% 

Collaborative Learning Teams 11% 17% 11% 10% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
 
Source: 2016-17 and 2017-2018 facilitator time logs 
Note: The Instructional Practices/Resources roles were combined during the second year.  
 
Given the importance of building capacity in the schools, the facilitators also estimated 
their weekly number of hours spent with CLTs and individual teachers (see Table 3).  In 
terms of a ratio, for every hour of time spent with individual teachers, the elementary 
school facilitators dedicated 3.3 hours to CLTs in the first year of the program.  This 
emphasis on CLTs slightly increased in the second year (1:3.4).  In comparison, the 
middle school facilitators spent about twice as much time with CLTs in the first year 
(1:2.1).  This level of support decreased to almost an equal amount support in the second 
year (1:1.1).  Nevertheless, compared with the total hours inputted for the facilitator roles 
(see Table 1), the relatively low number of hours provided for this section of the time log 
suggests that these figures may be underestimated overall. 
 
Table 3: For every hour of support provided to individual teachers, the elementary school 
facilitators averaged a little over three times of support for collaborative learning teams 
(CLTs). The middle school facilitators divided their time almost equally. 
 

Type of Support  
Elementary School 

Facilitators 
Middle School 

Facilitators 

2016-17 2017-18 2016-17 2017-18 

Supported individuals to enhance student learning  910 1,129 197 254 

Supported CLTs to enhance student learning 3,018 3,836 414 283 

Total  3,928 4,965 611 537 

Ratio of Individuals to CLTs 1:3.3 1:3.4 1:2.1 1:1.1 
 
Source: 2016-17 and 2017-2018 facilitator time logs 
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In addition to capturing weekly time log data, the elementary and middle school 
principals and teachers were surveyed (see Appendix B for the instrument) on the 
frequency of facilitator interactions each year (see Table 4).  During the first year of the 
program, the most common meeting frequency among the principals was once a month 
(29%); however, relatively similar percentages of respondents also met with the 
facilitator between once a quarter (27%) or two to three times each month (27%).  By the 
end of the second year, a clear majority of principals (46%) reported that they had 
interacted with the facilitator two to three times each month.  The teacher respondents 
most frequently met with the facilitator once a quarter (40%) during the first year.  By the 
second year they were most likely receiving services between once each month (39%) 
and quarterly (38%). 
 
Table 4: Compared to the first year, more principals reported interacting with their 
facilitators two to three times each month while the teachers typically met with them once 
each month or quarterly. 
 

Frequency 
Principals Teachers 

2016-17 2017-18 2016-17 2017-18 

Never 6% 0% 9% 5% 

Once each quarter 27% 23% 40% 38% 

Once each month 29% 23% 28% 39% 

Two-three times each month 27% 46% 17% 16% 

Once each week 8% 6% 5% 1% 

Twice or more each week 2% 3% 1% 0% 
 
Source: 2016-17 and 2017-2018 principal and teacher surveys 
Note: The rationale provided for Never included not being informed of the facilitator as a resource, 
not having the time to meet, not understanding the role, etc.  The respondents who answered Never 
were excluded from the analysis. 
 
Regarding the provision of facilitator services by core content area, both principals and 
teachers identified English/Language Arts/Reading and Mathematics as the top foci of 
support (see Table 5).  A perceived increase in services for Social Science and Global 
Studies in the second year was attributed to the need for additional professional 
development on the revised VDOE Standards of Learning (e.g., division-wide rollout of 
performance tasks and local alternative assessments).  Interestingly, the “Other” category 
received a relatively high percentage of responses from both groups of respondents, 
suggesting a need for additional support with priority cross-curricular initiatives such as 
project-based learning and STEM (science, technology, engineering and mathematics) 
investigations, as well as specific subgroups of students such as gifted and English 
language learners. 
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Table 5: Both principals and teachers reported high levels of facilitator support for 
English/Language Arts, Reading and Mathematics content. 
 

Core Content Area 
Principals Teachers 

2016-17 2017-18 2016-17 2017-18 

English/Language Arts/Reading 82% 83% 60% 57% 

Mathematics 91% 80% 63% 62% 

Science 18% 11% 9% 7% 

Social Science and Global Studies 20% 37% 9% 18% 

Other 42% 23% 21% 22% 
 
Source: 2016-17 and 2017-2018 principal and teacher surveys 
Note: Other included project-based learning (e.g., One to the World initiative), STEM (science, 
technology, engineering and mathematics) investigations, pro-social behavior, giftedness, ELLs, etc. 
 
Evaluation Question 2: Were the principals and teachers satisfied 
with the usefulness of the supports?  Which aspects of the supports 
were most beneficial?  Which aspects were in need of improvement? 

 
When surveyed on the utility of the facilitator supports overall, the principals were almost 
unanimous in their responses for both years of the program, ranging from 98% to 100% 
of the respondents rating the services as somewhat or very useful (see Table 6).  The 
teachers were asked to rate the utility of each facilitator role in order to gauge potential 
areas of strength or improvement.  Their responses revealed consistent ratings of 
usefulness across all the service categories, ranging from 86% to 93% for both years. 
 
Table 6: The facilitator supports were rated consistently useful among the principals in 
general and the teachers across the six facilitator roles. 
 

Role 
Principals Teachers 

2016-17 2017-18 2016-17 2017-18 

Collaborative Learning Teams 

98% 100% 

89% 93% 

Data Analysis 88% 93% 

Curriculum and Content 88% 86% 

Instructional Practices 86% 86% 

Instructional Resources 90% 91% 

Professional Development 91% 93% 
 
Source: 2016-17 and 2017-2018 principal and teacher surveys 
Note: The principals were asked about the usefulness of the facilitator supports overall. The 
percentages represent those who answered Somewhat Useful or Very Useful. 
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With respect to the relationship with the facilitator, the principals rated most highly its 
confidential nature (95% to 100%) and the level of teacher trust (93% to 97%) for both 
years of the program (see Table 7).  Their lowest ratings concerned the adequacy of the 
amount of time spent between the facilitator and the teachers (58% to 44%).  The 
responses from the teachers reflected a similar high level of agreement on the perceived 
confidentiality (82% to 86%) and trust (89% to 92%), as well as the need for additional 
contact time (61% to 65%) with the facilitator.  Their ratings for all relationship factors 
slightly increased from the first year.  For both stakeholder groups, the responses 
diverged mostly with respect to the clarity of the facilitator’s roles and responsibilities in 
the first year (88% to 62%); however, by the second year of the program this gap had 
mostly closed (78% to 70%).   
 
Table 7: The level of confidentiality and trust between the teachers and facilitators were 
rated strongest according to both principals and teachers, and the need for additional 
contact time remained consistent.  
 

Statement 
Principals Teachers 

2016-17 2017-18 2016-17 2017-18 

The facilitator’s roles and responsibilities are clear. 88% 78% 62% 70% 

The coaching relationship is confidential. 95% 100% 82% 86% 

Teachers feel that they can trust the facilitator. 93% 97% 89% 92% 

Teachers see the facilitator as a peer. 86% 78% 74% 81% 

The facilitator has built effective relationships with 
the teams. 84% 91% 77% 81% 

The facilitator has sufficient time to spend with 
teachers to be effective. 58% 44% 61% 65% 

 
Source: 2016-17 and 2017-2018 principal and teacher surveys 
Note: The percentages represent those who answered Agree or Strongly Agree. 
 
Benefits and Suggested Areas of Improvement 
 
Analysis of the open-ended responses to the principal and teacher surveys revealed 
additional insights into the benefits of the facilitators and potential areas of improvement.  
During both years, the respondents generally praised the facilitators for their team-
building and relationship skills, as well as their support for division- and school-based 
initiatives.  A few illustrative quotes from the survey data follow. 
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“The instructional facilitator has 
been a great resource working with 

our CLTs.  She has facilitated 
meetings on instructional resources 

and strategies for reading and 
math, as well as supporting teams 

during data review.”  
– Elementary School Principal 

“Our team has learned how to 
conduct effective and efficient 
meetings without becoming off 

topic.  The facilitator allowed us to 
recognize roles, timings, and using 

our specific agendas to utilize 
every member of the team’s time.” 
– Elementary General Education 

Teacher 

“Our facilitator has formed 
powerful and supportive 

relationships with teachers and, 
as a support in a non-evaluative 

role, has been able to have 
honest discussions with teachers 

regarding what is needed to 
move their practice forward.”  
– Elementary School Principal   

“My instructional facilitator was 
very honest, real, and informative 

in a way that helped me feel 
supported.  He was open to 
discussion and was always 

looking out for ways to help our 
needs in the classroom.”  

– Elementary General Education 
Teacher 

“Our Instructional Facilitator has 
done a great job bridging our team 
to county initiatives, meaning she 

is our link to the outside world and 
I enjoy learning about what she 

brings into the school.”  
– Elementary General Education 

Teacher 

“[The facilitator] has helped greatly 
by providing instructional ideas and 
resources that support our school’s 
initiatives.  Additionally, she has 

helped organize, record and 
disaggregate data to help our 

teachers make data driven decisions 
to inform their instruction.”  

– Elementary Reading Specialist 
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The respondents also recommended a number of improvements to the program which 
mirrored the quantitative survey results.  In general, concerns were raised in both school 
years about the limited contact time with the facilitators and their role clarity. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Evaluation Question 3: Are the principals and teachers beginning to 
see improvements in their collaboration, instruction and student 
learning outcomes? 
 
Beyond relationship factors, the participants were also surveyed on the perceived changes 
to the following outcomes based on their interactions with the facilitator: team 
collaboration, instructional practices and student achievement (see Table 8).  For both 
years of the program, most principals (95%) and teachers (79%) agreed or strongly 
agreed that the facilitator was helping teachers to focus on best instructional practices.  
The statement that teachers were generally improving the way they teach received the 
next highest average ratings for both groups, suggesting that the greatest impact of the 
facilitators was on the teachers’ instructional practices.  In addition, the perception among 
the teachers that team collaboration was improving increased the most from the initial 
year (60% to 71%) among all survey items in this category. 
  

“I wish she was at our school 
more often.  It is very beneficial 
for me to sit down and talk with 
her.  She helps me to reflect in 

ways that other colleagues do not 
or cannot support me.”  

– Elementary Reading Specialist 

“A facilitator being split 
between so many schools can't 
be as impactful as one who is 

here daily.  In the future, 
enhancing this program so each 

facilitator serves one school 
would be most beneficial.”  

– Elementary School Principal 

“I still think it is a little unclear 
what exactly the facilitator's role 

is and how she can be utilized 
not only to work with our entire 

team but also individually to 
support us in our classrooms.”  

– Elementary General Education 
Teacher 

“I don’t think most of the teachers 
on my grade level understand the 

role of the Instructional Facilitator.  
Other than myself, I do not think any 
of the teachers on my team have had 
the opportunity to work one on one 
with the Instructional Facilitator.”  
– Elementary General Education 

Teacher 
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Table 8: According to both principals and teachers, the greatest impact of the facilitators 
was on the teachers’ instructional practices.  

 

Statement 
Principals Teachers 

2016-17 2017-18 2016-17 2017-18 

Teams are functioning at higher levels as a result of their 
work with the facilitator. 84% 78% 60% 71% 

The facilitator is helping teachers to focus on best 
instructional practices. 95% 97% 79% 82% 

Teachers are improving the way they teach based on 
their interactions with the facilitator. 86% 84% 66% 74% 

Teachers are beginning to see improvements in student 
achievement as a result of their work with the facilitator. 72% 78% 57% 64% 

 
Source: 2016-17 and 2017-2018 principal and teacher surveys 
Note: The percentages represent those who answered Agree or Strongly Agree. 
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
Evidence collected from time log and survey data yielded insights into the strengths of 
the DIF program and potential areas of growth for the 2018-19 school year.  More 
specifically, analyses of the data highlighted the following strengths: (a) differentiated 
levels of weekly support provided to all K-8 schools, (b) a priority focus on building the 
capacity of CLTs among the elementary facilitators, (c) content expertise in 
English/Language Arts and Mathematics curriculum and instructional strategies along 
with cross-curricular initiatives such as project-based learning, (d) strong overall 
principal and teacher perceptions of the utility of the facilitator roles, (e) a high level of 
confidentiality and relational trust between the facilitators and the teachers, and (f) a 
general focus on modeling best instructional practices and perceived promising results 
from those interactions. 
 
Potential areas of growth included: (a) a relatively low percentage of facilitator time 
dedicated to the data analysis role, (b) the amount of time allocated to capacity building 
for CLTs among the middle school facilitators, (c) inconsistencies in the reporting of 
facilitator hours in the time log, (d) a lack of clarity on the facilitator roles and 
responsibilities among some teachers, (e) the limited amount of time that the facilitators 
were spending with the teachers in the schools. 
 
It is important to note that the evaluation design used to develop this program’s goals is 
subject to change as the work of the facilitators is integrated with other initiatives.  
Consequently, the implementation and outcomes of the DIF program may similarly 
evolve given the nature of continuous improvement. 
 
After sharing the aforementioned results with program staff, the evaluation team 
developed the following recommendations for continued improvement into the 2018-19 
school year: 
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1. Adjust the facilitator-school ratio: Both principals and teachers gave their lowest 
ratings to the facilitators’ general availability to interact with teachers in the schools.  
To enhance the utility of these interactions, the current allocation of elementary 
school facilitators (1:6 ratio) and middle school facilitators (1:15 ratio) could be 
adjusted.  For example, the adoption of a 1:4 ratio for all facilitators might further 
enhance the DIF program’s outcomes related to team collaboration, instructional 
practices, and student achievement, especially in high-need schools. 
 

2. Improve the clarity of the facilitator roles and responsibilities: Based on the 
analysis of the open-ended teacher survey responses, a pattern emerged indicating the 
need for improved communication on the facilitator roles and responsibilities in the 
schools.  Facilitators should therefore work closely with each building principal to 
differentiate their services in alignment with the school’s vision and areas of need 
(e.g., school improvement plans).  Consensus should also be attained on the level of 
support dedicated to CLTs vs. individual teachers at the school. 
 

3. Improve capacity building for CLTs in the middle schools: The amount of time 
allocated to CLTs decreased over time for the middle school facilitators.  Given the 
program’s emphasis on building CLT capacity, program staff should explore ways to 
reverse this trend.  For example, self-assessment tools could be developed to help the 
facilitators identify high-need CLTs and connect them with higher performing CLTs 
both within and across schools to sustain their continuous improvement efforts.  
 

4. Leverage the data analysis role: Support for data analysis was found to be among 
the most useful roles for the teachers, however, the amount of time dedicated to this 
role decreased among both elementary and middle school facilitators.  To further 
program outcomes, such as in the area of student achievement, the data analysis role 
could be leveraged to determine the specific needs of individual teachers and CLTs in 
order to set specific professional development goals and accompanying role 
strategies in collaboration with the school’s leadership. 
 

5. Revise the data entry form for the facilitator time log: The total hours inputted for 
the hours spent with CLTs vs. individual teachers were relatively low compared to 
the total hours entered for the section on facilitator roles.  Revisions should be made 
to include data validation upon submission of the form on a weekly basis. 
 

6. Improve the survey response rate: Compared with the initial 2016-17 school year, 
the number of survey responses from both principals and teachers decreased 
considerably in the second year of the study.  In the future, surveys should be 
conducted earlier in the school year (e.g., late April) to avoid conflicts with school 
testing schedules.  The instrument could also be shortened to reduce the number of 
incomplete submissions. 
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Appendix A: Evaluation Methodology 
 
To facilitate the collection of evidence, evaluators from the Research Office followed a 
collaborative approach (Patton, 2008) in which key stakeholders from the DIF program 
participated directly in the planning and implementation of the evaluation.  After 
constructing the evaluation design and research questions, the evaluation team selected 
the following online data collection methods: (a) a weekly time log to determine the 
extent to which the facilitators supported school teams and individual teachers in the 
six service categories and (b) annual surveys of elementary and middle school 
principals and teachers on the utility and effectiveness of the facilitators’ services. 
 
Facilitator Time Logs 
 
To monitor the delivery of services to the schools, a time log was developed in Google 
Forms and completed weekly by the facilitators during the school year.  Note that in the 
2016-17 school year, the facilitators started entering data on week of October 17th for a 
total of 37 weeks of data whereas in the 2017-18 school year, the start date was on the 
week of September 4th or 43 weeks of data.  At the end of each school year, the survey 
data were cleaned and analyzed using SPSS statistical analysis software to determine 
the number of site visit hours per school and the distribution of services.   
 
Principal and Teacher Surveys 
 
Data for the principal and teacher surveys were collected online in May/June of each 
school year.  All elementary and middle school principals were e-mailed the link to the 
principal survey.  The principals who noted that they had never interacted with their 
assigned facilitator were excluded from the analysis.  K-8 teachers who were identified 
by the facilitator as having received services during the school year were also asked to 
complete the survey.  Only teachers who had met with the facilitators at least once each 
quarter or more frequently were included in the analysis.  All survey responses were 
cleaned and analyzed with the open-ended responses reviewed for illustrative quotes 
which represented the majority views of the respondents. 
 
Compared with the initial 2016-17 school year, the number of responses from both 
principals and teachers decreased considerably (see Table 9).  In particular, the number 
of middle school respondents decreased by more than half from the previous year, 
suggesting that the second-year survey results may not be representative of the target 
population.   
 
Table 9: The number of survey respondents for middle school was more representative  
of the target population in the first year of the evaluation.  
 

School Type 
Principals Teachers 

2016-17 2017-18 2016-17 2017-18 

Elementary School 36 30 396 290 

Middle School 12 5 47 17 
 
Source: 2016-17 and 2017-2018 principal and teacher surveys 
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The demographics of the respondents remained largely consistent across the two-year 
period of this study (see Tables 10-11).  For example, about half of the principals 
surveyed had 1-5 total years of experience and a large majority of the respondents for the 
teacher survey were general education teachers. 
 
Table 10: About half of the principals surveyed had 1-5 total years of experience as a 
principal. The teacher respondents were equally distributed by total years of experience 
with the exception of those with 16 or more years.  

 

Total Years of 
Experience 

Principals Teachers 

2016-17 2017-18 2016-17 2017-18 

1-5 years  50% 54% 27% 23% 

6-10 years 29% 37% 21% 19% 

11-15 years 8% 6% 21% 23% 

16 or more years 13% 3% 31% 36% 
 
Source: 2016-17 and 2017-2018 principal and teacher surveys 
 
Table 11: General education teachers comprised a large majority of respondents for the 
teacher survey. 
 

Teacher Subgroup 2016-17 2017-18 

General education teachers 81% 77% 

Special education and ELL teachers 10% 11% 

Other 10% 11% 
 

Source: 2016-17 and 2017-2018 teacher surveys 
Note: Other included reading specialists, instructional facilitators of technology, school-based 
facilitators, etc. 
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Appendix B: Teacher Survey 
 
 

DOI Instructional Facilitator Program (2017-18) 

Instructions: The purpose of this survey is to help staff set goals for the Division Instructional Facilitators next year. We 
are interested in your frank opinions on the coaching supports provided to your school. Results will be aggregated into a 
report and shared with all program schools at the end of the school year. Individual responses will be kept anonymous in 
the report. Thank you for your time! 

 

1. Please select your school:     
 

2. How many years have you taught throughout your career?   
__First year 
__1-2  
__3-5  
__6-10  
__11-15 years 
__More than 15  
 

3. How many years have you taught in LCPS? 
__First year 
__1-2  
__3-5  
__6-10  
__11-15  
__More than 15  
 

4. Which best describes your role?  
__General Education Teacher 
__Special Education Teacher 
__ELL Teacher 
__Other (please specify): 
 

5. What level(s) do you currently teach? 
__K 
__1 
… 
__8 
 

6. Typically, how often did you interact with your division instructional facilitator this year?  
__Never [Skip to Question 7]  
__Once each quarter 
__Once each month 
__Two-three times each month 
__Once each week 
__Twice or more each week 
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7. If you did not interact with your division instructional facilitator this year, what influenced this outcome? 
__I didn’t understand the role.  
__I didn’t have time to meet with the facilitator.  
__The facilitator couldn’t provide the supports that I needed.  
__Other (please specify):  
 

Facilitator Supports 

 
8. How often did your school receive these types of support?   

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often 
Collaborative Learning Teams: Supporting effective 
team dialogue and discussion, promoting effective use of 
time during meetings, building collaborative 
relationships 

    

Data Analysis: Assisting with data collection, analyzing 
data to identify student needs, setting goals to monitor 
progress 

    

Curriculum and Content: Aligning the curriculum, 
pacing instruction, unpacking standards, promoting 
cross-curricular connections 

    

Instructional Practices: Co-planning lessons, modeling 
and discussing lessons, observing classrooms and 
providing feedback 

    

Instructional Resources: Making connections to needed 
resources and supports, building teacher capacity to 
collect, analyze and adapt resources, integrating 
instructional technology 

    

Professional Development: Providing differentiated 
professional development and best practices aligned with 
your school’s needs 

    

Other (please specify):     
 

9. In which content area(s) and topics did you receive support? 

__English Language Arts/Reading 
__Mathematics 
__Science 
__Social Science and Global Studies 
__Other (please specify):  
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10. Please rate the usefulness of the supports provided by the division instructional facilitator.  Were the supports 
practical and relevant to your needs?  

 Not at All 
Useful 

Somewhat  
Useful 

Very 
Useful 

 
N/A 

Collaborative Learning Teams: Supporting 
effective team dialogue and discussion, promoting 
effective use of time during meetings, building 
collaborative relationships 

    

Data Analysis: Assisting with data collection, 
analyzing data to identify student needs, setting 
goals to monitor progress 

    

Curriculum and Content: Aligning the 
curriculum, pacing instruction, unpacking 
standards, promoting cross-curricular connections 

    

Instructional Practices: Co-planning lessons, 
modeling and discussing lessons, observing 
classrooms and providing feedback 

    

Instructional Resources: Making connections to 
needed resources and supports, building teacher 
capacity to collect, analyze and adapt resources, 
integrating instructional technology 

    

Professional Development: Providing 
differentiated professional development and best 
practices aligned with your school’s needs 
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Relationship with the Facilitator 
 
11. Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements. 
 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 

 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

The facilitator’s roles and responsibilities are clear.     

My relationship with the facilitator is confidential.     

I feel that I can trust the facilitator.     

I see the facilitator as a peer.     

The facilitator has built effective relationships with my 
team. 

    

My team is functioning at higher levels as a result of 
our work with the facilitator. 

    

The facilitator has sufficient time to spend with me to 
be effective. 

    

The facilitator is helping me to focus on best 
instructional practices. 

    

I am improving the way I teach based on my 
interactions with the facilitator. 

    

I am beginning to see improvements in student 
achievement as a result of my work with the facilitator. 

    

 
Comments  

 
12. What has been the greatest benefit from your interaction with the division instructional facilitator? Please 

include specific examples of ways your instruction, team interactions, and knowledge changed as a result of 
your work with the instructional facilitator. 
 

13. What might be some ways the Instructional Facilitator program could be improved? 
 

14. As you reflect on your work, what additional support might the instructional facilitator provide?  
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