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Executive Summary 
The LCPS Pathways to Reading and Writing training program is designed to support K-5 teachers, 
specialists, and administrators with a research-based, balanced literacy framework for reading and writing 
instruction.  This comprehensive approach aims to create a consistent language arts program across the 
elementary schools, in addition to all reading, special education and ELL teachers.  The program is 
facilitated by a team of nine district-based coaches located in the Office of Elementary Reading. 
 
All LCPS elementary schools had completed the two-year, K-2 Pathways training program by the end of 
the 2012-13 school year.  Since that time, training has been provided mainly to K-2 teachers who are new 
to the county or new to their position.  In the 2013-14 school year a new Pathways training program for 
Grades 3-5 teachers was piloted in three elementary schools.  By June 2016, 11 participating schools had 
completed the two-year training program. 
 
The purpose of this study was to document the quality and impact of the Pathways to Reading and 
Writing training program based on the goals developed from the program’s logic model.  A mix of 
quantitative and qualitative methods was used to direct the collection of evidence: (a) surveys of 
elementary classroom teachers and principals on the quality and impact of the Pathways training 
components, (b) focus groups with elementary reading teachers, principals and the Pathways facilitators 
on the contributing factors to the program’s effectiveness, and (c) reading assessment outcomes for 
Grades K-5 students for multiple school years.  
 
Evidence collected from surveys, focus groups and assessment data highlighted the following strengths of 
the Pathways training program: (a) sound instructional framework driven by current research and best 
practices; (b) high quality of live training, follow-up coaching, and optional supports provided by 
knowledgeable facilitators; (c) useful lesson plans and videos of demonstration lessons on the VISION 
website; (d) improved teacher knowledge and skills for all Pathways components; (e) improved teacher 
sense of efficacy in literacy instruction in general; and (f) positive growth in the Grades 3-5 Reading SOL 
pass rates in the Cohort 1 schools.  Mixed results were found in the growth rates of the K-2 PALS and 
DRA scores from the baseline year. 
 
Potential areas of growth included: (a) increasing teacher participation in both years of the K-2 training 
program, (b) reviewing the rigor and relevance of the live training for word study and running records, (c) 
improving the overall quality of the interactive module content, (d) sharing additional strategies for 
struggling readers, (e) differentiating the training content based on the reading levels in the teachers’ 
classrooms, (f) creating additional videos of the Pathways components in action, (g) providing more 
refresher training opportunities to schools, and (h) supporting reading specialists as they transition to a 
coaching role. 
 
Based upon the aforementioned findings and conclusions, the evaluation team developed the following 
recommendations for continued improvement into the 2016-17 school year: 
 

• Build the coaching capacity of the reading teachers; 
• Maintain the self-paced learning modules on the VISION website; and 
• Engage principals in reinforcing support for the Pathways framework. 

Background Information 
The LCPS Pathways to Reading and Writing training program is designed to support K-5 teachers, 
specialists, and administrators with a research-based, balanced literacy framework for reading and writing 
instruction.  This comprehensive approach aims to create a consistent language arts program across the 
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elementary schools, in addition to all reading, special education and ELL teachers.  Professional learning 
experiences are grounded in the idea that active participation in the learning process results in higher 
retention and transfer of learning for both adults and students.  The program is facilitated by a team of 
nine district-based coaches located in the Office of Elementary Reading. 
 
The complete Pathways training model consists of 42 live training sessions (22 sessions for Grades K-2 
and 20 sessions for Grades 3-5), 16 self-paced learning modules on the VISION professional 
development website, follow-up visitations for guided practice in the classroom, and optional 
differentiated supports depending on school needs (see Table 1).  Each ½-day training session focuses on 
one of the following essential components of the balanced literacy framework: interactive read aloud, 
shared reading, independent reading, guided reading and strategy lessons, reading workshop (Grades 3-5 
only), writing workshop, word study, and running records.   
 
Before participating in a live training session on a literacy component, teachers are asked to review the 
accompanying module content on the LCPS VISION website to activate their background knowledge on 
the topic and prepare questions for the Pathways facilitators.  During the live session, teachers have 
opportunities to observe and experiment with the component with the expectation that they will return to 
their grade level teams to begin planning how to integrate that component into their daily instruction.  
Immediately following the training, the facilitator schedules visitations with each of the teachers to 
provide follow-up coaching and guided practice on the Pathways component in their classroom.  Upon 
completion of the coaching visits, the facilitator may also provide optional on-site support to the building 
principal, grade level teams, and/or other teachers in need of extra assistance with the component. 
 
Table 1: Key Elements of the Pathways Training Model 
 
Live Training  
(1/2 day sessions) 

Modules on 
VISION Website 

Coaching and 
Guided Practice 

Differentiated On-site 
Supports (Optional) 

• Grades K-2 (22 sessions 
in two years); Grades 3-5 
(20 sessions in two years) 

• In groups of 20-30 
teachers 

• Prep work on VISION 
website to build 
background knowledge 

• Demonstration and 
modeling by facilitators 

• Planning and practice 
with colleagues in grade-
level teams or after school 
specials 

• 16 online 
modules 
(Grades K-5) 

• Professional 
readings 

• Videos of 
demonstration 
lessons 

• Interactive 
quizzes 

• Blended and 
flipped learning 
format 

• 1:1 or small 
group support 
with integration 
of a component 
from live training 

• Co-teaching, 
modeling, and 
observation of 
lessons with 
reflection 
questions 

• Authentic and 
non-evaluative 
feedback 

• For principals on 
conducting literacy 
learning 
walkthroughs  

• For individual 
teachers in need of 
extra support 

• For grade level 
teams or after 
school specials on a 
literacy component  

• For refresher or 
updated training  

 
All LCPS elementary schools had completed the two-year, K-2 Pathways training program by the end of 
the 2012-13 school year.  Since that time, training has been provided mainly to K-2 teachers who are new 
to the county or new to their position (approximately 344 teachers in the 2015-16 school year).  In the 
2013-14 school year a new Pathways training program for Grades 3-5 teachers was piloted in three 
elementary schools (see Table 2).  Since then, 19 elementary schools had participated in the program 
(about 392 teachers in the 2015-16 school year).  By June 2016, 11 of these 19 participating schools had 
completed the two-year training program.   
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Table 2: Grades 3-5 Pathways Cohort Schools by School Year 
 
Year Elementary School Cohort 
2013-14 Catoctin 1 

Evergreen Mill  
Forest Grove 

2014-15 Algonkian 2 
Cedar Lane 
Frances Hazel Reid 
Guilford 
Lovettsville 
Rolling Ridge 
Sugarland 
Sully 

2015-16 Ball’s Bluff 3 
Cardinal Ridge 
Cool Spring 
Dominion Trail 

 Frederick Douglass  
 Pinebrook  
 Potowmack  
 Sterling  

 
Each of the nine district-based Pathways facilitators coached between 60-90 teachers either during grade 
level team meetings or 1:1 coaching visits using a model of job-embedded professional learning with 
minimal out-of-classroom time.  Since these positions have been repurposed for the 2016-17 school 
year, a school-based delivery approach is currently in development in order to sustain buy-in and 
implementation of the Pathways framework countywide. 
 
Evaluation Focus 
 
The purpose of this study was to document the quality and impact of the Pathways to Reading and 
Writing training program based on the goals developed from the program’s logic model (see Appendix 
A).  Rewritten as the following evaluation questions, these expectations defined the process and 
outcome indicators for the 2015-16 school year: 

1. To what extent did the teachers and principals complete the full Pathways training? 
2. What aspects of the delivery of the training was most effective? 
3. What are the implications for the new model of delivery? 
4. What knowledge and skills did they gain? What impact did it have on their sense of efficacy? 
5. To what extent did the teachers’ practices change as a result of the training? 
6. What was the impact on student achievement? 

Methodology 
To facilitate the collection of evidence, evaluators from the Research Office followed a collaborative 
approach (Patton, 2008) in which key stakeholders from the Pathways training program participated 
directly in the planning and implementation of the evaluation.  After constructing the program logic 
model (see Appendix A), the evaluation team selected a mix of quantitative and qualitative methods as 
follows: (a) surveys of elementary classroom teachers and principals on the quality and impact of the 
Pathways training components, (b) focus groups with elementary reading teachers, principals and the 
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Pathways facilitators on the contributing factors to the program’s effectiveness, and (c) reading 
assessment outcomes for Grades K-5 students for multiple school years.  
 
The teacher survey questions focused on the quality and usefulness of the Pathways training components 
(e.g., live training, interactive modules, follow-up coaching) and the subsequent changes to the 
participants’ literacy practices and beliefs (see Appendix B).  In March 2016 the link to the teacher survey 
was e-mailed to a randomly selected sample of 424 classroom teachers, reading specialists, special 
education teachers, and ELL teachers.  All 55 elementary principals received notification of the online 
principal survey at the same time (see Appendix C).  In April 2016 all survey responses were analyzed 
and the open-ended responses reviewed for illustrative quotes which best represented the views of the 
majority of respondents. 
 
Development of the focus group questions for the reading teachers, principals and Pathways facilitators 
was based on a protocol established by Krueger (1998, see Appendices D-F).  In March 2016 all 79 
reading teachers at the non-Title 1 schools received e-mailed invitations to participate in a focus group.  
E-mails were also sent to a shortlist of 14 principals who had substantial prior experience with the 
Pathways training or its earlier Grades K-2 variant known as Steps to Literacy (2003-04 to 2008-09 
school years).  In addition, all nine Pathways facilitators were invited to participate in their discussion 
group.  In May 2016 the responses from all groups were transcribed, analyzed, and compared in order to 
abstract key themes and trends in the feedback provided. 
 
All reading assessment data were collected from the LCPS Phoenix student information system.  
Outcomes for Grades K-2 students were based on trends in PALS and DRA pass rates from Spring 2009 
(baseline year) to Spring 2015.  The Reading SOL scale scores were computed for Grades 3-5 students in 
the cohort schools from Spring 2013 (baseline year) to Spring 2015. 

Results 
 
Teacher and Principal Surveys 
 
A total of 191 respondents responded to the teacher survey, representing 50 schools. Thirteen percent of 
these teachers had not participated in a Pathways training session, resulting in a total of 167 teachers 
qualified to respond to the survey.  Of those respondents, 62% were general education teachers, 17% were 
reading specialists, 11% were ELL teachers, 7% were special education teachers, and 3% held another 
role within their school.  A total of 44 administrators responded to the principal survey, representing 42 
schools. 
 
The majority of respondents to the teacher survey (57%) indicated that they were trained in Year 1 K-2 
Pathways to Reading and Writing (see Table 3).  Thirty-eight percent were trained in K-2 Writing 
Workshop/Word Study (Year 2) and 32% were trained in K-2 Steps to Literacy.  Fewer teachers have 
participated in training for grades 3-5, as Year 1 has been implemented in 19 schools and Year 2 has been 
provided in 11 schools: 30% of the teacher respondents participated in Year 1 of 3-5 Pathways to Reading 
and Writing and 13% were trained in Year 2 of the 3-5 Writing Workshop/Word Study. 
 
More than three-quarters (79%) of principal respondents participated in K-2 Pathways to Reading and 
Writing (Year 1) and 67% attended training in K-2 Writing Workshop/Word Study (Year 2). Reflecting 
the initial rollout of training for grades 3-5, fewer principals have been involved in Pathways training for 
the upper grades: 38% participated in 3-5 Pathways to Reading and Writing (Year 1) and 26% attended 3-
5 writing Workshop/Word Study (Year 2). 
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Table 3: Responses to the Question: “In which of the following offerings did you participate?” 
 

Answer Options Teachers Principals 
Number of Responses 166 42 
K-2 Pathways to Reading and Writing (Year 1) 57% 79% 
K-2 Writing Workshop/Word Study (Year 2) 38% 67% 
3-5 Pathways to Reading and Writing (Year 1) 30% 38% 
3-5 Writing Workshop/Word Study (Year 2) 13% 26% 
K-2 Steps to Literacy (any year) 32% 57% 

 
Interactive modules. More than half (58%) of the teachers reported that they used at least one of the 
Pathways interactive modules on VISION.  A comparable proportion of principals (62%) noted that they 
reviewed the interactive modules. Forty-eight percent of the teachers completed 1-5 modules; 40% 
completed 6-10 modules; and 12% completed 11-16 modules.  
 
Lesson plans and videos of demonstration lessons received the highest proportion of “Excellent” ratings 
from teachers, both with an average rating of 3.59 out of 5 points (see Table 4).  Lesson plans also 
received the highest rating from principals (3.77).  However, administrators believed that Professional 
readings (3.70) and Slideshow presentations (3.69) were of higher quality than the videos (3.48).  
 
Table 4: Responses to the statement “Please rate the quality of the interactive module content on 
VISION.” 
 

 Teachers Principals 
 
Answer Options 

Number of 
Responses 

Weighted 
Average 

Number of 
Responses 

Weighted 
Average 

Slideshow Presentations 87 3.48 26 3.69 
Videos of demonstration lessons 88 3.59 27 3.48 
Lesson plans 82 3.59 26 3.77 
Blog 44 3.09 14 3.57 
Professional readings 75 3.39 27 3.70 
Interactive quizzes 77 3.27 22 3.27 
Try-It activities on your own 73 3.41 20 3.45 
Other 25 3.28 8 3.13 

 
Forty-one percent of teacher survey respondents said that the module content was “Very Useful” and 56% 
noted that it was “Somewhat Useful” (see Table 5).  Similarly, 46% of principals rated the module 
content as “Very Useful” and 50% said that it was “Somewhat Useful.” 
 
Table 5: Responses to the statement “Please rate the overall usefulness of the module content.” 
  

Answer Options Teachers Principals 
Number of Responses 92 28 
Not at All Useful 3% 4% 
Somewhat Useful 56% 50% 
Very Useful 41% 46% 
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Live training. Feedback on the live training provided by the facilitators was favorable, with 87% of the 
teachers rating the quality as “Good,” “Very Good,” or “Excellent” (see Table 6). Ninety-five percent of 
the principals rated the quality of the live training as “Good” or better. Five percent of principals reported 
that they had no experience with the live training (Not Applicable). 
 
Table 6: Responses to the statement “Please rate the quality of the live training provided by the 
facilitators.” 
  

Answer Options Teachers Principals 
Number of Responses 154 39 
Poor 3% 0% 
Fair 10% 0% 
Good 23% 13% 
Very Good 35% 23% 
Excellent 29% 59% 
Not Applicable 0% 5% 
Weighted Average 3.75 4.56 

 
Individualized support. Almost two-thirds of the teachers (62%) received individualized support from a 
facilitator, with the majority (67%) having 1-3 visits. Thirty-eight percent of the teachers said that the 
quality of the coaching visits was “Excellent” and 28% indicated that the quality was “Very Good” (see 
Table 7).  
 
Table 7: Responses to the statement “Please rate the quality of the classroom coaching visits 
provided by the facilitators.” 
 

Answer Options Teachers 
Number of Responses 101 
Poor 2% 
Fair 8% 
Good 23% 
Very Good 28% 
Excellent 38% 
Not Applicable 1% 
Weighted Average 3.96 

 
Of the optional supports provided by facilitators, Visits with teachers in need of extra support and After-
school specials received the highest ratings from teachers: 3.75 and 3.73, respectively, on a scale of 1-5 
(see Table 8). Administrators gave higher ratings to all of the optional supports compared with the 
teachers’ responses, with the highest ratings for Visits with teachers in need of extra support (4.33), 
Consultations with grade level CLTs (4.23) and Visits to demonstration schools (4.21). Webinars 
received the lowest average rating from the teachers (3.43) and principals (3.69).  
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Table 8: Responses to the statement “Please rate the quality of the optional supports provided by 
the facilitators.” 
 

 Teachers  Principals 
 
Answer Options 

Number of 
Responses 

Weighted 
Average 

Number of 
Responses 

Weighted 
Average 

Literacy walks with the principal 68 3.53 25 3.72 
Consultations with grade-level CLTs 109 3.59 31 4.23 
Visits with teachers in need of extra support 73 3.75 33 4.33 
Refresher and update training 89 3.57 31 4.13 
After-school specials 52 3.73 17 4.18 
Webinars 42 3.43 16 3.69 
Visits to demonstration schools 95 3.68 28 4.21 

 
The value of the supports provided by the facilitators differed by role (see Table 9). Eighty-five percent of 
principals said that the supports were “Very Useful,” while only half (50%) of the teachers selected that 
level of usefulness. Forty-five percent of the teachers said that the supports were “Somewhat Useful.”  
 
Table 9: Responses to the statement “Please rate the overall usefulness of the supports provided by 
the facilitators.” 
 

Answer Options Teachers Principals 
Number of Responses 150 39 
Not at All Useful 5% 5% 
Somewhat Useful 45% 10% 
Very Useful 50% 85% 

 
Impact of training. The teacher respondents reported that the Pathways training had the greatest impact 
on their knowledge and skills in Guided reading and strategy lessons (3.53), Shared reading (3.48), and 
Reading workshop (3.38) in Grades 3-5 (see Table 10). The training components with the least impact on 
their knowledge and skills were the practices of Running records (3.10) and Word study (3.09).  
 
Table 10: Responses to the statement “Please indicate the impact of the training on your/the 
teachers’ knowledge and skills for each literacy practice.” 
 

 Teachers Principals 
 
Answer Options 

 
Total 

Weighted 
Average 

 
Total 

Weighted 
Average 

Interactive read aloud 121 3.28 37 3.73 
Shared reading 126 3.48 37 3.73 
Independent reading 119 3.33 34 3.76 
Guided reading and strategy lessons 140 3.53 36 3.69 
Reading workshop (3-5) 60 3.38 18 3.78 
Writing workshop 92 3.20 29 3.59 
Word study 75 3.09 30 3.50 
Running records 124 3.10 31 3.52 

 
Once again, the administrators judged the impact of the training to be greater than reported by the 
teachers. Almost all of the principals saw at least some impact within all of the components. According to 
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the principals, the training had the most effect on Reading workshop (3.78), Independent reading (3.76), 
Interactive read aloud (3.73), and Shared reading (3.73).   
 
The teachers were also asked to assess the overall impact of the Pathways training on their sense of 
efficacy in literacy instruction in general (see Table 11).  On a scale of 1-4 (“No impact” to “Great 
impact”), the ability to use a variety of strategies to assess literacy skills was rated highest (3.53) whereas 
the ability to motivate students who show low interest in reading (3.33) received the lowest rating. 
  
Table 11: Responses to the statement “Please indicate the overall impact of the training on your 
sense of efficacy for each statement.” 
 

 Teachers 
 
Answer Options 

Number of 
Responses 

Weighted 
Average 

I can implement alternative strategies in reading and writing. 143 3.41 
I can use a variety of strategies to assess literacy skills. 144 3.53 
I can motivate students who show low interest in reading. 144 3.33 
I can meet the needs of all readers. 144 3.39 

 
Based on the extent of these impacts, 68% of teachers and 92% of principals judged the overall 
effectiveness of the training program to be “Very Good” or “Excellent” (see Table 12).  
 
Table 12: Responses to the question “How would you rate the overall effectiveness of the training 
program?” 
 

Answer Options Teachers Principals 
Number of Responses 147 38 
Poor 1% 0% 
Below Average 9% 0% 
Average 22% 8% 
Very Good 37% 34% 
Excellent 31% 58% 
Weighted Average 3.86 4.50 

 
Benefits of Pathways training. When asked to provide an example of the greatest benefit of their 
participation in the Pathways training program, 34 teachers identified the content taught through the 
framework, such as the components of a guided reading lesson, structured reading time, strategies for 
struggling students, and Writing Workshop.  Eighteen of the teachers noted that the demonstration lessons 
during the training were most beneficial.  In the words of one teacher: 
 

“I learned the most when the instructor actually provided a lesson for us with students. I would 
then go back to my own classroom and try to model the lesson with my students. Seeing it live, 
made it so much more meaningful to me.” 
 

Thirteen teachers cited their coaching as the most beneficial element of Pathways.  According to one 
respondent: 
 

“Meeting with [the facilitator] about the different ways to implement Pathways into my current 
style of teaching was the most beneficial. She was an amazing resource to make sense of all of the 
components of Pathways. The one on one support provided by her was very valuable.”  
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Other comments from teachers focused on the opportunities for collaboration provided by Pathways, the 
common framework for reading instruction throughout the school and district, authentic practice during 
training, and the resources available for implementation. 
 
While the teachers addressed the benefits of Pathways for their individual practice, the principals 
highlighted benefits for the school as a whole.  Fourteen of the administrators mentioned the consistency 
that the Pathways framework brought to their school: 
 

“I love the consistent approach that we have in all K-2 grade levels. It helps me to give consistent 
feedback and facilitate effective collaborative efforts.” 
 
“It provides our teachers a common instructional expectation with clear training.” 
“Use of a common language K-5.” 
 

Eight administrators also cited the benefits for their students in terms of increased engagement, 
achievement, and differentiation: 
 

“The greatest impact has been reading workshop. Having the second teacher in each classroom 
for 60 minutes during reading workshop allowed us to meet the needs of our students.”  
 
“I have seen a positive impact on achievement through looking at DRA and PALS scores.” 
 
“Our third graders LOVE to read. They can read independently for an hour. Book clubs are 
going well.” 

 
Suggestions for improvement. Although the content of the training was described as beneficial, it was 
also cited as the most common area for improvement according to many respondents to the teacher 
survey. Twenty-nine teachers suggested a greater focus on strategies for struggling readers, differentiating 
content to the needs of the school, and more realistic expectations given the time available in the school 
day: 
  

“Provide training on specifically working with ELL students in all areas of a literacy block 
(especially writer’s workshop and word study).” 
 
“Many of the lessons are too complicated and not appropriate for students in grades 3/5 who are 
below grade level and still learning how to read.” 
 
“I still feel that the Pathways block of time is a bit unrealistic. It is difficult to incorporate every 
aspect each day and feel that all areas are being effective. I think the block of time for the 
components required daily needs to be closely looked at to make adjustments and improvements.” 
 
“We need to be more realistic about how much we are asking teachers and students to do in an 
instructional day.” 
 
“My teammates and I felt that the majority of trainings were not applicable because our readers 
were not on the same reading level as all the students that were referenced in the training. I 
honestly felt like I can provide a stronger read aloud than what I saw, and the majority of the 
trainings were for readers that I don’t even teach.” 

 
Twenty-six comments from teachers suggested improvements for the logistics of the training, such as the 
length of training sessions, the schedule of the training days, and the presentation of information: 
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“I know the beginning of the year is a busy time, but I would have like some of the training to be 
closer together, rather than spread out from September to February.”  
 
“Train teachers BEFORE they begin teaching. Pathways was much more useful than those 
“classes” at Eagle Ridge we had to do before we started. Do Pathways then so we can avoid out 
of classroom time.” 
 
“It was very overwhelming and too much info at one time, not enough time to practice before 
trying to implement.” 
 
“Due to training half-day sessions, there was a lack of time to be reflective and responsive to the 
previous modules we completed.” 
 
“I think that more videos of the practices in action would be better, rather than having 20+ 
teachers invade a classroom (it doesn’t feel like an authentic experience). I also think that 
addressing teacher’s questions is beneficial for the learning process.  Many times I had to contact 
[facilitator] for clarification when I was unsure.” 
 

Thirteen teachers emphasized the need for support from coaches to ensure fidelity of implementation: 
 

“Continue facilitator support. Literacy instruction requires interaction with a highly trained 
individual to problem solve, model, and refine.” 
 
“Keep the facilitators training new staff and providing follow up visits in the classrooms for 
reading and writing workshops.” 
 
“I believe the training program is very effective, predominantly because of the role facilitators 
play in providing thorough explanation and examples, as well as frequently and consistently 
visiting classrooms and giving feedback during and after training.” 
 

Coaching was also a popular topic among administrators as an area for improving the effectiveness of the 
training program.  Eleven comments addressed coaching, as well as concerns for ensuring a personalized 
level of support in the future: 
 

“[Keep] a model in place that will allow for a specific trainer/facilitator to work with our school, 
to better enhance fidelity.”  
 
“Instructional coaches who are also Pathways trained. I believe that Reading is the most 
important academic focus across all grade levels, as this more than any other core academics 
prepares children to become lifelong learners. The Pathways program has been incredible for 
our young learners and teachers, and we hope to be able to receive the same level of support and 
training to continue to elevate our teaching. Also, it would benefit our reading specialists (and 
our staff) to best prepare and equip them with the necessary tools to become effective literacy 
coaches.” 

 
In addition, a few principals requested more refresher training opportunities and support for reading 
specialists to prepare them for transitioning to a coaching role.  In the words of one principal: 
 

“Since it looks like our new model will involve PD from the reading teachers, I would suggest 
laying out the resources they will have to do the training before the end of this school year. That 
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way they can review the information this summer. I would also pull the reading specialists 
together during the workdays in August to discuss the training so it can be as uniformed as 
possible and they have time to collaborate with their colleagues. If the reading specialists now 
have the added job to relay the best practices to new teachers and teachers who need additional 
support, we need to possibly assist them within the Cluster System so they can support each other 
in small groups with colleagues.” 

 
Focus Group Discussions with Pathways Facilitators, Reading Teachers and Principals 
  
A total of 35 individuals participated in five discussion groups with members of the evaluation team (see 
Table 13).  Eight out of the nine Pathways facilitators were represented in their focus group.  Of all LCPS 
reading teachers invited to participate in the study, 16 teachers ultimately volunteered their time for the 
1.5-hour session.  Eleven elementary principals, recommended by the facilitators for their familiarity with 
the program, attended two focus group opportunities offered to them. 
 
Table 13: Focus Group Participants by Stakeholder Group 
 

Stakeholder Group Number of Participants Code 
Pathways facilitators 8 F 

Reading teachers 8 T1 
8 T2 

Principals 6 P1 
5 P2 

 
The following series of tables highlight the themes and supporting data sources across the five focus 
group discussions conducted for this evaluation (see Tables 14-18).  Illustrative quotes from the interview 
transcripts are provided for additional context.  For a theme to surface, evidence of that theme had to be 
supported by at least two of the five data sources. 
 
Five categories emerged from the data sets during the process of grouping the prevailing themes. These 
categories were (a) most critical components of the training, (b) collection of feedback and evaluation of 
training quality, (c) greatest beneficiaries of the training, (d) implications of staffing changes, and (e) 
teacher/principal involvement in the training.  The following tables are organized by each category. 
 
Table 14: Most Critical Components of the Pathways Training Model 
 

Theme Data Source 

• Integration of latest research and best practices (e.g., Jan Richardson’s 
guided reading) into the program design and delivery (e.g., online 
modules and live training) creates a common language for teachers. 

F, T1, T2, P1, P2 

• Facilitators continually follow up after each live training with a wide 
range of coaching strategies to ensure that teachers are integrating the 
new components into their instruction (e.g., co-planning, demonstration 
lessons, co-teaching, CLT discussions, review of authentic student work 
to create groups). 

F, T1, T2, P1, P2 

• Facilitators are there to support the teachers and principals as a neutral 
third party rather than for evaluation purposes (e.g., facilitators do not 
share their observation notes). 

F, T1, T2, P1, P2 
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Theme Data Source 

• Having participated in the training (e.g., literacy learning walks), 
administrators are aware of what to look for and can provide consistent 
feedback and resources to teachers (e.g., materials and supplies). 

F, T1, P1, P2 

• Groups of teachers and principals visit demonstration sites (e.g., 
Evergreen Mill ES) to observe model Pathways classrooms and reflect 
on them. 

T1, T2, P1, P2 

• Teachers collaborate in their CLTs after the live training to plan 
Pathways lessons and share successes and challenges with the process. 

T1, P1, P2 

• When administrators visit classrooms frequently to look for the 
Pathways components, it reinforces the expectations and creates a sense 
of urgency for teachers to continue implementing the framework. 

F, T1 

 
Illustrative Quotes 
 

“The most valuable thing about the facilitators is that they’re prophets from another land.  
Sometimes when the teachers see us coming to their CLTs, they’re like, “Oh no, what are they 
going to do now.”  With the facilitator being in charge, they can come to us to ask questions.” – 
Reading Teacher 
 
“If [the students] don’t have that structure, they’re not willing to take risks and try new 
things. If you have something consistent in place, and the kids can feel comfortable, like 
the teachers over time, when they know they’re in a safe place and the 
boundaries/framework of it, that’s when they are willing to make these great leaps.” – 
Reading Teacher 
 
“What is hard, is when we are doing this hard work and saying this is the way it should be, some 
teachers go back to their schools and the principal says, ‘We don’t do it that way here.’ That 
sends an atmosphere of ‘us against them’ and the teacher doesn’t know if they should listen to us 
or the principal. Or my team is saying something different and I can’t alienate myself from my 
team. In order to have strong implementation, it is important for the administrator to be in there 
saying, ‘This is it. This is what we do.’” – Pathways Facilitator 
 
“Coaching follows up the training. There is so much information given during the training at 
surface level. It is our job to come in and help them apply it. Putting it into action is the hard 
part. They say that we make it look so easy because we’ve done it so many times. They are 
bombarded with so much information. It takes us coming back for them to get it.” – Pathways 
Facilitator 
 
“Along with all the facilitators who are able to provide coaching and support, as administrators 
it would be my expectation that we attend the same training with our staff because how can I 
provide them specific feedback to help them grow?  How could I evaluate them on something that 
I myself didn’t do because I was out of the classroom teaching position?” – Principal  
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Table 15: Collection of Feedback and Evaluation of Training Quality 
  

Theme Data Source 

• As a follow-up to the live training, nonthreatening and specific feedback 
is provided to teachers as they practice on a component with their coach 
(i.e., the facilitator meets with the teacher, reviews the lesson plan, 
observes and takes notes during the lesson, and asks probing questions 
afterward using a rubric). 

F, T1, P1 

• Facilitators collect feedback at the end of their live trainings (e.g., by 
soliciting questions from the participants).  

T1, P1, P2 

• Formative and summative assessment data (e.g., PALS, DRA, 
Interactive Achievement) provide information on student needs. 

F, T2 

• Development of the online modules was based on feedback from the 
teachers. 

F, T1 

• The facilitators meet with teachers during their CLTs to discuss, co-plan 
and reflect on the live training. 

T1, T2 

• Teachers provide feedback on the quality of the training via open-ended 
surveys completed at the end of the school year. 

T1, P1 

 
Illustrative Quotes 
 

“Our facilitator watched every component and our teachers knew she was coming, so they did it. 
They had to try it out. They got good feedback so they wanted to continue it.” – Reading Teacher 
 
“The best way feedback was provided was after the trainings, the facilitators would have those 
scheduled dates when they’d come to our schools. They’d either observe the teachers and meet 
with them or come to our CLTs to discuss and plan and reflect and talk about the training. That 
goes with that follow-up piece. That’s the most valuable part.” – Reading Teacher 
 
“Seven years ago it was great but different. I’ve seen it evolve and get better and better. They’re 
continuing to listen to us, just through talking, what works and doesn’t.  They’re learning.  At the 
end of sessions, too.  At one session they asked what do you think and we went the following year 
and they listened. They do the modules now. They have a tight program because they 
communicate between themselves.” – Reading Teacher 
 
“I love how they started off with all the things you have to see on VISION. And you’ve got to have 
all that content before you walk into the session. You’ve got that background knowledge as a 
teacher. When you’re there, you get to discuss it, then they show you how to do it. You get to 
implement it yourself, like pull a group from a classroom in the school you’re at, and you have to 
try it right then.  Then you go back and try to implement it.  You have time as a team to plan 
where you’re going to move forward with this.  Then the facilitator comes out and watches you 
do it, and she meets with you privately and gives you feedback. It’s like a full loop in terms of how 
it’s implemented.  It’s very strong in terms of all the components are covered.” – Principal  
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“There’s an opportunity to apply what you learned and get feedback and apply. It’s that 
continual loop. Whereas a lot of PD in other areas, at the beginning of the year we’re going to 
frontload it and give you everything you need to know, now you go and do it versus the continual 
feedback and opportunity to apply it right away and get feedback on it and take it back to your 
building.” – Principal  

 
Table 16: Greatest Beneficiaries of the Pathways Training 

 
Theme Data Source 

• Teachers who are most recently trained are more faithful to the model 
compared to teachers from prior trainings who may have missed 
important updates to the components (e.g., latest research).  

T1, T2, P2 

• For struggling teachers (e.g., new teachers) who experience consistent, 
high-quality guided practice and feedback from a dedicated coach, the 
training can be transformational. 

T1, P1, P2 

• Teachers who continue to deepen their practice with the Pathways 
framework (e.g., across content areas) develop a sense of ownership of 
their professional learning. 

F, T1 

• Teachers who (a) participate in the live training, having already built up 
their background knowledge with the online module content (i.e., flipped 
learning model), (b) are eager to try out the new component in their 
classrooms following the training, and (c) see success with their students 
(e.g., increased love of reading) gain the most from the program. 

F, P1 

• For students in transition, the reinforcement of the framework across 
schools, grade levels, and programs (e.g., ELL and SPED) provides 
consistency of language and structure for them. 

T1, T2 

 
Illustrative Quotes 
 

“Strong [implementers] are those people who show up to training with their modules done. They 
come prepared with notes. They participate actively in training. Have high expectations for 
themselves. The teachers get their background knowledge from the modules, then are expected to 
implement it in training. Strong implementers have done their homework beforehand and are 
ready to actively participate in the training. And they go back to try it in the schools and then 
when you come in to visit, they have questions for you.” – Pathways Facilitator 
 
“The biggest transformation I’ve had has been with brand new folks.  Some had been teaching 
reading for a while and were reluctant.” – Principal  
 
“A lot of our teachers can knock the interview out of the park and tell you what you want to hear 
about a lesson in reading.  When they start the school year, they come to you in tears and tell you 
they don’t know how to teach reading.  They feel like they’re starting from scratch.  It’s such a 
necessity to walk this process with them and give them continual feedback.” – Principal  

“Our school started with Steps and then Pathways.  Two years ago we asked for a refresher to 
ensure that we were maintaining the integrity of the program.  That was a great burst of energy 
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for us to make sure we were following the plan.  It’s a great opportunity for teachers to talk about 
what they’re doing.  Now there’s more sharing going on, especially in Grades 1-2.” – Principal  

 
Table 17: Implications of Pathways Staffing Changes 
  

Theme Data Source 

• New facilitators should collaborate with each other to distribute the 
diversity of their knowledge, skills and resources (e.g., lesson plans) 
throughout the district. 

F, T1, T2, P2 

• New facilitators should attend CLT meetings, in collaboration with the 
reading teacher, to identify the needs of each group (i.e., based on 
student needs) and provide differentiated professional development. 

F, T2, P1, P2 

• In schools with high staff turnover, large numbers of struggling readers 
(e.g., high ELL population), and/or staff at different levels of fidelity 
with Pathways, reading teachers, especially given reduced staffing 
levels, will be challenged to both train teachers and provide 
interventions while remaining updated on the Pathways model. 

T1, T2, P1, P2 

• Principals/APs may resist having to pull reading specialists from their 
role as interventionists in order to conduct Pathways training (e.g., they 
may ask them to train on their own time). 

T1, T2, P1, P2 

• New facilitators must keep up with the latest research, know the 
Pathways components well, and have sufficient experience in order to 
flexibly demonstrate the practices for teachers and principals. 

F, T1, T2 

• Responsibility for Pathways training could be cluster-based, however, 
this approach may result in a lack of consistency across the county. 

T1, P1, P2 

• Reading teachers and principals should be trained as trainers and share 
resources (e.g., the latest research) during their monthly meetings to 
ensure consistency of practices. 

T1, T2, P1 

• New facilitators should have a common delivery model and offer 
guidance (e.g., instructional strategies) that aligns with the Pathways 
framework. 

F, T1, T2 

• Reading teachers could provide training on the component(s) with which 
they are most comfortable (e.g., their schools could become 
demonstration sites for the cluster). 

T2, P1, P2 

• New facilitators could embed Pathways components into other content 
areas (e.g., guided math). 

F, T1 

• Reading teachers will have more ownership of the training as school-
based coaches. 

T1, T2 

 
Illustrative Quotes 
 

“If you’re not sending out that message that everyone is hearing the same thing, then what I do in 
my school might be different from what someone else does in their school. When we brought 
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Steps to Literacy on 12 years ago, every principal got to decide what it was going to look like in 
their school. If we’re not careful, we’re going to back to that where it looks different in every 
school. If you have a great leadership team, strong teachers, then you will still be on track with 
Pathways.” – Pathways Facilitator 
 
“You ask who’s going to be impacted the most. I think it’s going to be the kids. We are going to 
be impacted.  When I listened to the staff changes, I believe they can dump money wherever they 
want to, but that student-teacher interaction is primary. You cannot substitute for it, no program 
or book.  When we diminish our reading specialists, Pathways and Title I teachers, that all comes 
down to children being able to achieve less and losing them in really critical years at the 
elementary level.” – Reading Teacher 
 
“I have taught in the classroom a lot of years. I am genuine when I say that with all of the 
education that I received, the Pathways training has been the best. I had a lot of theory, stuff that 
I kind of knew. When I watched that training, got the books, then went back to my classroom to 
try it and then someone came and observed me and gave me feedback, then I went back to the 
training and we discussed what we did, it changed the way that I taught.  It changed the way that 
I understood how people learn to read. I’m grateful for it and I want to emphasize that it has 
been one of the best models of PD that we have had.” – Reading Teacher 
 
“Pathways is such a comprehensive program and the most supported thing we do in elementary 
school, is teach children how to read. You can’t have OTTW if you don’t know how to read.  I’m 
very concerned if we lose everyone who is knowledgeable in this program because I’m not 
certainly knowledgeable enough to redeliver every component to my staff, neither are my reading 
specialists.  They don’t have the time because they’re doing interventions all day.” – Principal  

“If you have a lot of turnover, and you’re also trying to implement Grades 3-5 in the same year, 
it’s tricky. You have 1.5 reading specialists with 800 kids.  And you’re trying to do intervention 
groups with them and training all new staff and trying to do 3-5 with a coach you might see every 
other week. How is it going to work logically?” – Principal  

Table 18: Teacher/Principal Involvement in, or Extension of, Pathways Training 
 

Theme Data Source 

• Principals conduct literacy learning walkthroughs with their facilitator 
and/or reading teacher(s) to collect evidence of literacy best practices in 
the classrooms and subsequently share the results and reflection 
questions with the CLTs. 

F, T1, P1, P2 

• Reading teachers may assist Pathways trainees in one or more of the 
following ways: (a) conduct monthly training on a component to 
strengthen practices, (b) answer follow-up questions from the live 
training (e.g., pertaining to the readings), (c) provide literacy supplies to 
teachers, (d) co-plan a lesson (e.g., in CLTs), (e) co-teach a lesson, (f) 
choose appropriate books for students, (g) give demonstration lessons, 
(h) review student assessment data (e.g., running records) for grouping 
purposes, (i) observe a lesson to provide feedback, and (j) share 
resources online (e.g., Twitter). 

T1, T2, P1, P2 
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Theme Data Source 

• Teachers may observe their colleagues who have been trained in 
Pathways to update their practices (e.g., via Teacher Mentor program or 
co-teaching). 

T1, T2, P1, P2 

• Teachers can continue their professional learning via job-embedded 
training within their CLTs and book clubs (e.g., Teachers as Readers 
program). 

T1, T2, P1, P2 

• Principals provide additional opportunities for job-embedded training, 
practice and feedback on a component (e.g., by introducing a book 
study). 

T2, P1, P2 

• At a higher level of implementation, teachers may integrate the 
Pathways components across the content areas or in project-based 
learning activities (e.g., a nonfiction research project). 

T1, P2 

 
Illustrative Quotes 
 

“I will co-teach a lesson side by side and choose books together. I have done observations where 
they watch me teach and fill out a sheet with what they see me doing and what they see the 
students doing. They see what they have talked about in Pathways with their own students so they 
can try it. I’ve done some co-teaching where I will teach a certain component and then they will 
teach the next and we go back and forth. And then I go in and teach in the classroom while they 
teach guided reading if they have students who have difficulty with independence. We keep 
records on that and then talk about next steps. I give feedback for where they can go next with the 
guided reading.” – Reading Teacher 
 
“My involvement has sort of evolved and changed from year to year depending on the needs. 
Intervention takes top billing, but I am able to help CLTs with planning, looking at the structure 
of independent reading, coaching them through that. A lot of problem solving, looking at running 
records sitting side by side asking, “What does this student need?” to identify how to move the 
student forward. And how to reorganize groups.” – Reading Teacher 
 
“The two pieces the teachers have said are most effective are having practice opportunities with 
feedback and the coaching in the classroom primarily from the reading specialists.  The 
facilitator is great but the reading specialist is there every day in their classrooms.  Our reading 
specialist has arranged her schedule as the years have progressed, starting with the neediest 
classroom and then moving into the next in helping to make those adjustments.” – Principal  
 
“Ultimately it’s bigger than just reading and writing and literacy. It’s building a culture of 
coaches and it’s no longer that structure of the principal being the one with all the answers in the 
room. You want to build a culture that there are many leaders and coaches. It becomes a fluid 
process.” – Principal  

“It’s not everybody, but if you have enough of a sampling of at least one daring person on each 
grade level, it’s the beginning of great things to come.  Something to celebrate.” – Principal  
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Reading Assessment Outcomes 
 
A review of the Grades K-2 spring PALS results since the baseline year (i.e., the school year prior to 
Pathways) revealed an increase of 0.8% in the average pass rates for Kindergarten students and decreases 
of 3% and 4% for Grades 1 and 2 students, respectively (see Table 19).  Analysis of the spring DRA 
results across similar school years revealed decreases in the average pass rates of 4.4% and 2.5% for 
Kindergarten and Grade 1 students, respectively, and an increase of 2.4% for Grade 2 students (see Table 
20). 
 
Table 19: Trends in PALS Spring Pass Rates by Grade Level 
 

Grade 
Baseline 

2009 
 

2010 
 

2011 
 

2012 
 

2013 
 

2014 
 

2015 
3-Year 

Average 
 

Δ (+/-) 
KG 91.7% 93.0% 91.2% 93.8% 92.9% 93.4% 91.3% 92.5% +0.8% 
01 93.4% 92.7% 92.1% 92.6% 91.6% 90.3% 89.3% 90.4% -3.0% 
02 91.1% 92.3% 88.9% 92.2% 88.6% 88.1% 84.5% 87.1% -4.0% 

 
Table 20: Trends in DRA Spring Pass Rates by Grade Level 
 

Grade 
Baseline 

2009 
 

2010 
 

2011 
 

2012 
 

2013 
 

2014 
 

2015 
3-Year 

Average 
 

Δ (+/-) 
KG 90.6% 85.5% 86.8% 85.5% 85.9% 86.3% 86.5% 86.2% -4.4% 
01 82.1% 81.4% 80.3% 80.0% 80.7% 79.6% 78.6% 79.6% -2.5% 
02 78.8% 80.2% 81.5% 82.4% 82.4% 81.4% 79.9% 81.2% +2.4% 

 
With respect to the SOL Reading scores, only the three Cohort 1 schools had completed the two-year 
training program since the launch of the Pathways Grades 3-5 training model in the 2013-14 school year 
(see Table 21).  The two-year gain for the Cohort 1 schools was 3.5% compared to all non-participating, 
non-cohort schools (5.1%) and the division (5.3%).  Growth in reading achievement for the Cohort 2 
schools will be analyzed upon their completion of the training program in the 2015-16 school year. 
 
Table 21: Reading SOL Pass Rates for Grades 3-5 Students by Study Group 
 

 
Study Group 

Baseline 
2013 

 
2014 

 
2015 

 
Δ (+/-) 

Cohort 1 75.1% 75.1% 78.6% +3.5% 
Non-participating schools 81.1% 82.0% 86.2% +5.1% 
Division  80.9% 82.0% 86.2% +5.3% 

Conclusions 
Evidence collected from surveys, focus groups and assessment data yielded insights into the strengths of 
the Pathways training program and potential areas of growth for the 2016-17 school year.  More 
specifically, analyses of the data highlighted the following strengths: (a) sound instructional framework 
driven by current research and best practices; (b) high quality of live training, follow-up coaching, and 
optional supports provided by knowledgeable facilitators; (c) useful lesson plans and videos of 
demonstration lessons on the VISION website; (d) improved teacher knowledge and skills for all 
Pathways components (e.g., guided reading and strategy lessons); (e) improved teacher sense of efficacy 
in literacy instruction in general; and (f) positive growth in the Grades 3-5 Reading SOL pass rates in 
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the Cohort 1 schools.  Mixed results were found in the growth rates of the K-2 PALS and DRA scores 
from the baseline year.   
 
Potential areas of growth included: (a) increasing teacher participation in both years of the K-2 training 
program, (b) reviewing the rigor and relevance of the live training for word study and running records, (c) 
improving the overall quality of the interactive module content (e.g., blog and interactive quizzes), (d) 
sharing additional strategies for struggling readers (e.g., ELL and special education students), (e) 
differentiating the training content based on the reading levels in the teachers’ classrooms, (f) creating 
additional videos of the Pathways components in action, (g) providing more refresher training 
opportunities to schools, and (h) supporting reading specialists as they transition to a coaching role. 
 
It is important to note that the logic model used to develop this program’s goals is subject to change as 
the Pathways balanced literacy framework is integrated with other initiatives.  Consequently, these 
indicators of an effective implementation may similarly evolve given the nature of continuous 
improvement. 

Recommendations  
Based upon the aforementioned findings and conclusions, the evaluation team developed the following 
recommendations for continued improvement into the 2016-17 school year: 
 
1. Build the coaching capacity of the reading teachers: The live training, follow-up coaching visits 

and optional supports were found to be among the most effective aspects of the Pathways training 
model.  Since the Pathways facilitator positions have been repurposed for the 2016-17 school year, 
the responsibility for delivering these supports will be assumed mostly by the school-based reading 
teachers.  Like their predecessors, reading teachers should be equipped to:  
• Provide training on one or more Pathways components and follow up to ensure that teachers are 

integrating the new component(s) into their instruction (e.g., by scheduling a follow-up visitation 
with the teacher, reviewing the lesson plan, observing and taking notes during the lesson, and 
asking probing questions using a rubric); 

• Collaborate with teachers using a wide variety of coaching strategies to strengthen relationships 
(e.g., co-planning, demonstration lessons, co-teaching, CLT discussions, review of authentic 
student work to differentiate instruction); and 

• Provide non-evaluative feedback while teachers are practicing with a literacy component (e.g., by 
not sharing their observation notes). 

2. Maintain the self-paced learning modules on the VISION website: To ensure that the Pathways 
framework remains current in the latest research on effective literacy instructional strategies, program 
staff should regularly review and update the module content on the VISION website.  For example, 
many teachers expressed an interest in learning additional instructional strategies for struggling 
readers.  Any planned updates to the modules should be communicated to both reading teachers and 
principals in a timely manner so they may integrate the revised content into their professional 
development offerings. 

3. Engage principals in reinforcing support for the Pathways framework: While the majority of 
elementary principals have participated in Pathways training opportunities, they can further reinforce 
support for the balanced literacy framework by establishing clear expectations for teacher 
implementation building-wide (e.g., via the school improvement plan).  More importantly, given the 
new responsibilities of the reading teachers, principals should regularly observe reading classrooms to 
ensure that teachers are provided thorough explanations and examples, as well as frequent and 
consistent classroom visits, as they implement the Pathways strategies. 
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Appendix A: Pathways to Reading and Writing Logic Model 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Improved Sense of Efficacy  
(teacher survey) 

Quality of Live Training (1/2 day sessions) 
• Grades K-2 (22 sessions); Grades 3-5 (20 

sessions)  
• In CLTs/PLCs/after school 
• Direct instruction 
• Building background 

Quality of Online Modules (VISION) 
• Interactive online modules (16 total) 
• Professional readings 
• Videos of demonstration lessons 
• Interactive quizzes 

Quality of Coaching and Guided Practice 
• Meeting with teacher to coach on a 

component from live training  
• Authentic feedback 
• Hands-on modeling 

Quality of Differentiated On-site Supports 
(Optional) 
• Literacy learning walkthroughs with 

principals  
• For grade-level teams or after school 

specials focused on a component of the 
live training 

• For teachers in need of extra support 
• For refresher and update training  

Data Collection Methods 
• Teacher and principal surveys 
• Focus group w/Pathways facilitators 
• Focus groups w/principals 
• Focus groups w/reading teachers 

Improved Knowledge and 
Skills w/Pathways Components 

(teacher and principal surveys, 
module assessment) 

Changes in Literacy Practices  
(focus groups, literacy learning 

walkthrough) 

Improved Student Reading 
Outcomes 

(PALS, DRA, SOL, 
authentic assessment) 

Pathways Facilitator Literacy 
Knowledge and Skills 

(teacher and principal surveys) 

Improved Teacher Retention  
(employee database) 
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Appendix B: Pathways Teacher Survey 
 
Instructions: The purpose of this survey is to collect information that will help administrators plan 
training and supports for the continued implementation of the Pathways to Reading and Writing 
framework. The questions ask about the quality of the professional development that you have received 
and the impact on your practice. If you participated in Steps to Literacy trainings in the past, we are 
interested in your feedback as well. Results will be aggregated into a report and shared with all program 
schools to inform continuous improvement for next year. Individual responses will be kept anonymous in 
the report. Thank you for your time! 
 

1. Please select your school.     
[dropdown menu] 
 

2. Have you participated in a Pathways or Steps to Literacy training at LCPS? 
__Yes 
__ No [end of survey] 

 
TRAINING HISTORY 
 

3. When was your most recent training?  
__Current school year 
__Last school year 
__Two years ago 
__3-5 years ago 
__6 or more years ago  

 
4. In which of the offerings below did you participate? (Select all that apply.) 

__K-2 Pathways to Reading and Writing (Year 1) 
__K-2 Writing Workshop/Word Study (Year 2) 
__3-5 Pathways to Reading and Writing (Year 1) 
__3-5 Writing Workshop/Word Study (Year 2) 
__K-2 Steps to Literacy (any year) 

 
5. Have you used any of the Pathways interactive modules on VISION? 

__Yes 
__No [skip to question 9] 
__Not sure 

 
ONLINE MODULES 

 
6. Approximately how many online modules did you complete? 

[dropdown list with numbers 1-16] 
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7. Please rate the quality of the module content. (Were the resources easy to understand, well-
prepared, well-written, etc.?)  

 Poor Fair Good Very good Excellent N/A 
Slideshow presentations       
Videos of demonstration lessons       
Lesson plans       
Blog       
Professional readings       
Interactive quizzes       
Try-It activities on your own       
Other (please specify):       

 
8. Please rate the overall usefulness of the module content. (Were the resources practical and 

relevant for the classroom?)  

__Not at All Useful __Somewhat Useful __Very Useful  

FACE TO FACE TRAINING 
 

9. Please rate the quality of the live training provided by the facilitators. (Was the support 
insightful and presented in a professional way?) Consider guided practice (facilitator 
modeling) and participant planning and practice when applicable.  
 
__Poor   __Fair   __Good   _Very Good  __ Excellent  __Not Applicable 

 
10. Have you received any individualized support by a facilitator?  

__Yes 
__No [skip to question 13] 
__Not sure 

COACHING 
 

11. Approximately how many classroom coaching visits did you have? 
[dropdown list with numbers 1-15] 
 

12. Please rate the quality of the classroom coaching visits provided by the facilitators. (Was the 
support insightful and presented in a professional way?) Consider individualized support in 
the classroom and non-evaluative feedback. 
__Poor   __Fair   __Good   _Very Good   __ Excellent   __Not Applicable 
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OPTIONAL SUPPORTS 

13. If applicable, please rate the quality of the optional supports provided by the facilitators. 
(Was the support insightful and presented in a professional way?) 

 Poor Fair Good Very good Excellent N/A 
Literacy walks with the principal       
Consultations with grade-level CLTs 
focused on improving core instruction 

      

Visits with teachers in need of extra 
support 

      

Refresher and update training       
After-school specials       
Webinars       
Visits to demonstration schools       

 
14. Please rate the overall usefulness of the supports provided by the facilitators. (Were the 

supports practical and relevant for the classroom?)  

__Not at All Useful __Somewhat Useful __Very Useful  

15. Given your interactions with the facilitators, how would you rate their overall knowledge of 
best practices in teaching reading and writing?  
 
__Not at All Knowledgeable __Somewhat Knowledgeable __Very Knowledgeable  

 
IMPACT OF PATHWAYS TRAINING 

16. Please select the literacy practices in which you received training. (Select all that apply.) 
__Interactive read aloud 
__Shared reading 
__Independent reading 
__Guided reading and strategy lessons 
__Reading workshop (3-5) 
__Writing workshop 
__Word study 
__Running records 
 

17. Please indicate the impact of the training on your knowledge and skills for each literacy 
practice: 

 
Literacy Practice 

No 
impact 

Very little 
impact 

Some 
impact 

Great 
impact 

 
N/A 

Interactive read aloud      
Shared reading      
Independent reading      
Guided reading and strategy lessons      
Reading workshop (3-5)      
Writing workshop      
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Word study      
Running records      

 
18. Please indicate the overall impact of the training on your sense of efficacy for each 

statement: 

 
Teaching Belief 

No 
impact 

Very little 
impact 

Some 
impact 

Great 
impact 

 
N/A 

I can implement alternative strategies in 
reading and writing. 

     

I can use a variety of strategies to assess 
literacy skills. 

     

I can motivate students who show low 
interest in reading. 

     

I can meet the needs of all readers.      
 
19. Given the impact on your literacy practices, how would you rate the overall effectiveness of 

the training program? 
 
__Poor   __Fair   __Good   _Very Good  __ Excellent  __Not Applicable 

 
COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS (OPTIONAL) 
 

20. What has been the greatest benefit of your participation in the Pathways training program? 
Please include a specific example. 
 

21. What suggestions would you make for improving the effectiveness of the training program? 
 

22. Looking ahead to next year, what additional training in literacy instruction do you need? 

TEACHER BACKGROUND 

23. How many years have you taught throughout your career?   
__Less than 1 year 
__1-2 years 
__3-5 years 
__6-10 years 
__11-15 years 
__More than 15 years 

 
24. How many years have you taught in LCPS? 

__Less than 1 year 
__1-2 years 
__3-5 years 
__6-10 years 
__11-15 years 
__More than 15 years 
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25. Which best describes your role?  
__General Education Teacher 
__Reading Specialist 
__Special Education Teacher 
__ELL Teacher 
__Other (specialist, etc.): _________________ 

 
26. Do you teach reading? 

__I teach reading, as well as other subjects. 
__I only teach reading.  
__I do not teach reading. 

 
27. What grade level(s) do you currently teach? (Select all that apply.) 

__Kindergarten 
__1 
__2 
__3 
__4 
__5 
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Appendix C: Pathways Principal Survey 
 
Instructions: The purpose of this survey is to collect information that will help administrators plan 
training and supports for the continued implementation of the Pathways to Reading and Writing 
framework. The questions ask about the quality of the professional development that you have received 
and the impact on your practice. If you participated in Steps to Literacy trainings in the past, we are 
interested in your feedback as well. Results will be aggregated into a report and shared with all program 
schools to inform continuous improvement for next year. Individual responses will be kept confidential in 
the report. Thank you for your time! 
 

1. Please select your school. 
[dropdown list] 
 

2. Have you or your staff participated in a Pathways or Steps to Literacy training at LCPS? 
__Yes 
__ No [end of survey] 

 
TRAINING HISTORY 
 

3. When was your most recent training?  
__Current school year 
__Last school year 
__Two years ago 
__3-5 years ago 
__6 or more years ago  

 
4. In which of the offerings below did you participate? (Select all that apply.) 

__K-2 Pathways to Reading and Writing (Year 1) 
__K-2 Writing Workshop/Word Study (Year 2) 
__3-5 Pathways to Reading and Writing (Year 1) 
__3-5 Writing Workshop/Word Study (Year 2) 
__K-2 Steps to Literacy (any year) 

 
5. Have you reviewed any of the Pathways interactive modules on VISION? 

__Yes 
__No [skip to question 8] 
__Not sure 
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ONLINE MODULES 
 

6. Please rate the quality of the module content. (Were the resources easy to understand, well-
prepared, well-written, etc.?) 

 Poor Fair Good Very good Excellent N/A 
Slideshow presentations       
Videos of demonstration lessons       
Lesson plans       
Blog       
Professional readings       
Interactive quizzes       
Try-It activities on your own       
Other (please specify):       

 
7. Please rate the overall usefulness of the module content. (Were the resources practical and 

relevant for your staff?)  

__Not at All Useful __Somewhat Useful __Very Useful  
 
FACE TO FACE TRAINING 

 
8. Please rate the quality of the live training provided by the facilitators. Was the support 

insightful and presented in a professional way?)  Consider guided practice (facilitator 
modeling) and participant planning and practice when applicable. 
 
__ Poor   __Fair   __Good   _Very Good  __ Excellent  __Not Applicable 

 
OPTIONAL SUPPORTS 
 

9. If applicable, please rate the quality of the optional supports provided by the facilitators. 
(Was the support insightful and presented in a professional way?) 

 Poor Fair Good Very good Excellent N/A 
Literacy walks        
Consultations with grade-level CLTs 
focused on improving core instruction 

      

Visits with teachers in need of extra 
support 

      

Refresher and update training       
After-school specials       
Webinars       
Visits to demonstration schools       

 
10. Please rate the overall usefulness of the supports provided by the facilitators. (Were the 

supports practical and useful for your staff?)  

__Not at All Useful __Somewhat Useful __Very Useful  
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11. Given your interactions with the facilitators, how would you rate their overall knowledge of 
best practices in teaching reading and writing?  
 
__Not at All Knowledgeable __Somewhat Knowledgeable __Very Knowledgeable  

 
IMPACT OF PATHWAYS TRAINING 

12. Please select the literacy practices in which you or your staff received training. (Select all 
that apply.) 
__Interactive read aloud 
__Shared reading 
__Independent reading 
__Guided reading and strategy lessons 
__Reading workshop (3-5) 
__Writing workshop 
__Word study 
__Running records 
 

13. Please indicate the impact of the training on the teachers’ literacy practices in your school: 

 
Literacy Practice 

No 
impact 

Very little 
impact 

Some 
impact 

Great 
impact 

 
N/A 

Interactive read aloud      
Shared reading      
Independent reading      
Guided reading and strategy lessons      
Reading workshop (3-5)      
Writing workshop      
Word study      
Running records      

 
14. Given the impact on your teachers’ literacy practices, how would you rate the overall 

effectiveness of the training program? 
__Poor 
__Below average 
__Average 
__Good 
__Excellent 

COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS (OPTIONAL) 
 

15. What has been the greatest benefit of your school’s participation in the Pathways training 
program? Please include a specific example. 
 

16. What suggestions would you make for improving the effectiveness of the training program? 
 

17. Looking ahead to next year, what additional training in literacy instruction do you or your 
staff need?  
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PRINCIPAL BACKGROUND 

18. How many years have you been a principal?   
__Less than 1 year 
__1-2 years 
__3-5 years 
__6-10 years 
__11-15 years 
__More than 15 years 

 
19. How many years have you been a principal in LCPS? 

__Less than 1 year 
__1-2 years 
__3-5 years 
__6-10 years 
__11-15 years 
__More than 15 years 
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Appendix D: Pathways Facilitator Focus Group Questions 
 

Opening: Facilitator: Introduce the purpose of the focus group and protocol.  
Introduction: 
 

Facilitator: In general, when you think of the “ideal Pathways classroom” what comes to 
mind?  What are the best practices?  Let’s start with K-2 classrooms in general. 
 
PROMPT: What about Grades 3-5 specifically?  How about K-5?  Are there other best 
practices besides those addressed by the Pathways training program? 
 
Assistant: COLLECT BRAINSTORMED RESPONSES ON CHART PAPER.   

Transition:  Facilitator: As facilitators in the Pathways classrooms, please describe a recent 
experience, Grades K-2 or 3-5, in which these elements came together very well in the 
classroom.  What did it look like?  Please share an exemplar. 

Key question: 
 

Facilitator: Let’s talk about the Pathways professional development model itself, Grades 
K-5.  In terms of your strongest implementers, which elements of the model were key in 
getting them to adopt these literacy best practices at a high level?  
 
PROMPT: Provide a handout on the Pathways professional development model of 
training, coaching, online resources and follow-up support.  Prompt on each component. 

Key question: 
 

Facilitator: What key information or evidence do you collect to evaluate the 
effectiveness of your professional development?  Let’s start with the training sessions. 
 
PROMPT: What methods do you use to collect feedback, e.g., surveys, tests, student 
products, parent input, reports?  How do you differentiate support to the schools?  Is it 
different between Grades K-2 or 3-5? 
 
What about the coaching component?  Online resources? Follow-up support? 
 
Assistant: COLLECT RESPONSES ON CHART PAPER. 

Key question:  
 

Facilitator: Among your strongest implementers, did you notice any shift in their beliefs 
or underlying assumptions about literacy best practice in general?  Let’s start with K-2. 
 
PROMPT: Have participants extended what they learned from their Pathways training?  
If so, how?  Do they conduct training sessions of their own?  What about the ELL, SPED 
and reading resource teachers? 
 
What about Grades 3-5? 

Key question: 
 

Facilitator: Looking ahead to the staffing changes next year, how can the key elements 
of the Pathways professional development model be sustained, or perhaps even extended, 
to ensure that these best practices in literacy instruction continue?  Let’s start with K-2. 
 
PROMPT: How can LCPS continue to support the strongest Pathways implementers in 
the schools?  What potential barriers do you anticipate next year?  How should they be 
addressed? 
 
What about Grades 3-5? 

Close: 
 

Facilitator: Is there anything else?  Have we missed anything?  Would you add anything 
to the list of best practices of literacy instruction? 

Next steps:  Program Staff: Wrap-up 
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Appendix E: Reading Teacher Focus Group Questions 
 

Opening: Facilitator: Introduce the purpose of the focus group and protocol.  
Introduction: 
 

Facilitator: In general, when you think of the “ideal Pathways classroom,” what comes 
to mind?  What are the best practices?  Feel free to brainstorm on this question.  Let’s 
start with K-2 classrooms in general. 
 
PROMPT: What about Grades 3-5 specifically?  How about K-5? 
 
Are there other best practices besides those addressed by the Pathways training program? 
 
Assistant: COLLECT BRAINSTORMED RESPONSES ON CHART PAPER.   

Transition:  Facilitator: As Pathways-trained teachers, can you describe a recent experience in which 
these elements came together very well in your classroom?  What did it look like?  Please 
share an exemplar. 

Key question: 
 

Facilitator: Let’s talk about the Pathways professional development model itself.  Which 
elements of the model were key in getting you to adopt these literacy best practices?   
 
PROMPT: Provide a handout on the Pathways professional development model of 
training, coaching, online resources and follow-up support. Prompt on each component. 

Key question: 
 

Facilitator: Were you given the opportunity to provide feedback on the effectiveness of 
your Pathways training?  Let’s start with the training. 
  
PROMPT: What methods were used to collect feedback, e.g., surveys, tests, student 
products, parent input, reports?  Was the level of support offered to you sufficient? 
 
What about the coaching component?  Online resources?  Follow-up support?   

Key question:  
 

Facilitator: At any time during your training did you experience a transformational shift 
in your beliefs or underlying assumptions about literacy best practice in general?   
 
PROMPT: Have you extended what you learned from your Pathways training?  If so, 
how?  Have you conducted training of your own?   

Key question: 
 

Facilitator: Looking ahead to the staffing changes next year, how can the key elements 
of the Pathways professional development model be sustained, or perhaps even extended, 
to ensure that these best practices in literacy instruction continue?  Let’s start with K-2. 
 
PROMPT: How can LCPS continue to support you in the schools?  What potential 
barriers do you anticipate next year?  How should they be addressed? 
 
What about Grades 3-5? 

Close: 
 

Facilitator: Is there anything else?  Have we missed anything?  Would you add anything 
to the list of best practices of literacy instruction? 

Next steps:  Program Staff: Wrap-up 
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Appendix F: Principal Focus Group Questions 
 

Opening: Facilitator: Introduce the purpose of the focus group and protocol.   
Introduction: 
 

Facilitator: In general, when you think of the “ideal Pathways classroom,” what comes 
to mind?  What are the best practices?  Feel free to brainstorm on this question.  Let’s 
start with K-2 classrooms in general. 
 
PROMPT: What about Grades 3-5 specifically?  How about K-5?  Are there other best 
practices besides those addressed by the Pathways training program? 
 
Assistant: COLLECT BRAINSTORMED RESPONSES ON CHART PAPER.   

Transition:  Facilitator: As observers of reading classrooms, can you describe a recent experience, 
Grades K-2 or 3-5, in which these elements came together very well in the classroom?  
What did it look like?  Please share an exemplar.   

Key question: 
 

Facilitator: Let’s talk about the Pathways professional development model itself, Grades 
K-5.  In terms of your strongest implementers, which elements of the model were key in 
getting them to adopt these literacy best practices at a high level?   
 
PROMPT: Provide a handout on the Pathways professional development model of 
training, coaching, online resources and follow-up support. Prompt on each component. 

Key question: 
 

Facilitator: Were you given the opportunity to provide feedback on the effectiveness of 
your school’s Pathways training?  Let’s start with the training. 
  
PROMPT: What methods were used to collect feedback, e.g., surveys, tests, student 
products, parent input, reports?  Was the level of support offered to your school 
sufficient?  What about for the ELL, SPED and reading resource teachers? 
 
What about the coaching component?  Online resources? Follow-up support?   

Key question:  
 

Facilitator: Among your strongest implementers, did you notice any transformational 
changes in their sense of efficacy or underlying assumptions about literacy instruction in 
general?  Let’s start with K-2. 
 
PROMPT: Did you see the participants extending what they had learned from their 
Pathways training?  If so, how?  Did they conduct training of their own?  What about the 
ELL, SPED and reading resource teachers? 
 
What about Grades 3-5? 

Key question: 
 

Facilitator: Looking ahead to the staffing changes next year, how can the key elements 
of the Pathways professional development model be sustained, or perhaps even extended, 
to ensure that these best practices in literacy instruction continue?  Let’s start with K-2. 
 
PROMPT: How can LCPS continue to support the strongest Pathways implementers in 
the schools?  What potential barriers do you anticipate next year?  How should they be 
addressed? 
 
What about Grades 3-5? 

Close: 
 

Facilitator: Is there anything else?  Have we missed anything?  Would you add anything 
to the list of best practices of literacy instruction? 

Next steps:  Program Staff: Wrap-up 
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