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DI

PL

DI

PL

DI

PL
DI
PL A school where stakeholders are largely unfamiliar with the concept of personalized learning.

How to Use this Document  

The kid·FRIENDLy Driver Implementation (DI) and Personalized Learning (PL) Maps were designed as a self-assessment for schools.  The first section relates to schools' 
efforts to understand, participate in, and implement the key drivers (supporting activities, terminology, and performance measures) kid·FRIENDLy created to help schools 
move toward creating more personalized learning environments.  The second section describes characteristics that would manifest themselves (in the learning process, 
school climate, teachers, and students) as schools are able to create more personalized learning environments.

Please rate your school on each indicator using the 1-5 rating scale provided.  See the descriptors below to guide your thinking about each rating level.  For each indicator, 
possible sources of evidence to support your ratings are provided for schools to consider.  In the spaces provided, please describe the evidence you used to support your 
ratings. 

Note that for the Personalized Learning (PL) Map in particular, schools are not expected to rate high on every indicator, as each school’s chosen innovation will drive the 
extent to which each indicator is relevant. The 1-5 scale is not meant to identify schools that are implementing personalized learning better or worse; rather, its goal is to 
show schools where they are currently and where they can go with continued use of their innovation as it relates to personalized learning. 

For more detailed information regarding how to use these documents, please refer to the "Manual for School Self-Assessment on the Driver Implementation (DI) and 
Personalized Learning (PL) Maps (Version 3.0)."

kid ·FRIENDLy Driver Implementation (DI) & Personalized Learning (PL) Maps Cover Page

Rating Color Scheme Rating Definition

District Name:

School Name:

Person Submitting Form:

Self- Assessment Team Members

Date Submitted:

Instruction:  Please provide the information below.  Then read "How to use this Document" for further guidance.

A school where there is a widespread commitment to driver implementation.  Key participants in the driver are beginning to influence others in the school to adopt the 
principles and practices associated with the driver’s goals.  Pockets of inconsistency linger, and there is risk changes in leadership or teaching personnel could 
jeopardize sustainability of efforts.

Where a school is when it has begun utilizing some key grant supports and is starting to understand the rationale for the driver, but there is limited understanding of 
how it links to personalized learning or how its impact might be measured.

A school where stakeholders are just beginning to learn about the driver and some individual teachers or staff members are engaged with the grant supports 
associated with the driver on a limited basis, largely in isolation from one another.

Where a school might be if it never participated in the kid·FRIENDLy grant, or where all schools might have been at the beginning of Year 1 of the grant.

A school where there is a firm, shared commitment to the principles and practices of personalized learning.  The learning process, climate, and actions and attitudes of 
teachers and students consistently reflect this commitment.  Structures and practices that support personalized learning are central to the school’s vision and persist 
even through changes in leadership and teaching personnel.

A school where there is a widespread commitment to the principles and practices of personalized learning.  The learning process, climate, and actions and attitudes of 
teachers and students mostly reflect this commitment.  Pockets of inconsistency linger, and there is risk changes in leadership or teaching personnel could jeopardize 
the sustainability of personalization efforts.

A school where personalized learning has become a priority.  Key teacher and administrative leaders are engaged in shifting the learning process and climate toward 
structures and practices that align with personalized learning.  Teachers still maintain a largely directive role in the learning process and practices are not consistently 
implemented across the school.

A school where stakeholders are just beginning to learn about personalized learning and individual teachers engage in limited experimentation with personalized 
learning, largely in isolation from other teachers.

A school that has embraced the grant supports associated with the driver to the extent that, even when the grant supports end, the school will continue a sustainable 
effort to pursue the dimensions of personalized learning connected to the driver.

Sustaining

Scaling Up

Implementing

Starting

5

Continuing Status Quo

3

2

1

4
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# Driver Average 
Rating

1
Student 

Empowerment #DIV/0!

Main Categories Related Terms
Possible Sources 

of Evidence
5 

Sustaining
4

Scaling Up
3

Implementing
2

Starting
1 

Continuing Status Quo 
Rating 
(1-5)

1.1
Participation in Grant 
Supported Activities

TLIM/GRIT

School 
administrators, 
staff, TLIM 
lighthouse team, 
GRIT faculty/student 
team, PD 
documents

School staff members are 
effectively moving beyond grant 
supports related to this driver 
toward establishing school 
environments that support 
student empowerment and 
personalized learning.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

School staff members are 
participating in most support 
activities related to this driver 
BUT describe them as ends in 
themselves or as isolated events. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

School staff members are 
unaware of (or opposed to) grant 
supports OR they have not 
participated in support activities.

Self Development
Social Awareness
Ethical Leadership

Initiative
Resilience

Self Management
Problem-Solving

Goal Setting, Planning
Creativity/Critical Thinking

Empowerment
Future Mind Set

School Engagement

School Satisfaction

Positive Student Behavior

KDE Data (Discipline Referrals, 
Bullying)

Dropout (Indicators)

Description

If students are given the opportunities and support to develop self and social awareness, ethical leadership, initiative, resilience, tenacity, and self management, then they 
will (1) seek and solve problems; (2) plan, prioritize, and monitor goals; (3) innovate using creative and critical thinking; (4) be empowered to act for self and others; and 
(5) have a future mindset.

School staff members are 
unaware of key terms from the 
driver’s theory of action or PL 
framework OR are unaware of 
their role within this driver.

School staff members regularly 
use terms from the driver’s 
theory of action and PL 
framework, are aware of their 
role within the driver, AND can 
articulate how driver 
participation moves schools 
toward to student 
empowerment and personalized 
learning.

1.2
KF Theory of Action/
PL Framework Terms

School staff members can 
describe some or similar terms 
from the driver’s theory of 
action or PL framework and are 
aware of their role within the 
driver BUT cannot explain how 
driver/participation moves 
schools toward student 
empowerment and personalized 
learning.

1.3 Performance Measures

EVIDENCE

kid ·FRIENDLy Driver Implementation (DI) Map

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Instructions:  For each indicator, provide a 1-5 rating in the right hand column.  Note that the "Average Rating" cell will be automatically calculated based on your ratings (as will the "Summary" page).  In the "Evidence" 
space, please provide a description of supporting evidence  for the three main categories of each driver if any.  In providing evidence , please note the difference between evidence  and opinion .  Evidence  means an 
objective description of school or classroom practices with no interpretation.  Evidence  is observable, objective, and free of value judgment whereas opinion reflects one’s beliefs or personal preferences that are 
often not supported by evidence.  Examples of evidence are scripts of teacher or student comments, non-evaluative statements of observed teacher or student behavior (e.g., Students were working on the task 
independently ), numeric information about time, student participation, resource use, etc. (e.g., Fifteen minutes were spent in circle time ), or an observed aspect of the school or classroom environment (e.g., Student 
work samples are displayed on school walls ).

School 
administrators, 
staff, points of 
contacts 

School staff members can clearly 
articulate how the performance 
measures related to this driver 
are important indicators of a 
school's movement toward 
student empowerment and 
personalized learning.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

School staff members are aware 
of performance measures 
related to this driver BUT cannot 
explain how these measures 
relate to student empowerment 
and personalized learning.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

School staff members are 
unaware of performance 
measures related to this driver.
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# Driver Average 
Rating

2
College and Career 

Ready #DIV/0!

Main Categories Related Terms
Possible Sources 

of Evidence
5 

Sustaining
4

Scaling Up
3

Implementing
2

Starting
1 

Continuing Status Quo 
Rating 
(1-5)

CCR Center/Counselors

Providing students 
information, support, 

counseling

Professional learning 
(teachers/staff)

WIFI technology

FRYSC partnership

Transitions

Real world, work related

Life-ready

Future planning

Co-ops, apprenticeships, 
internships

School Satisfaction

School Engagement

Career/student profiles

Acceleration

On track for graduation

Description

School staff members can clearly 
articulate how the performance 
measures related to this driver 
are important indicators of a 
school's movement toward 
college and career readiness and 
personalized learning.

School staff members are aware 
of performance measures 
related to this driver BUT cannot 
explain how these measures 
relate to college and career 
readiness and personalized 
learning.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

CCR Centers/ 
Counselors, 
Principals, Teachers, 
Students

School staff members are 
unaware of performance 
measures related to this driver.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

School staff members are 
participating in most support 
activities related to this driver 
BUT describe them as ends in 
themselves or as isolated events. 

School staff members can 
describe some or similar terms 
from the driver’s theory of 
action or PL framework and are 
aware of their role within the 
driver BUT cannot explain how 
driver/participation moves 
schools toward college and 
career readiness and 
personalized learning.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Participation in Grant 
Supported Activities

2.1

2.2
KF Theory of Action/
PL Framework Terms

If the College and Career Readiness Centers Services support a comprehensive system of college and career readiness--developed by invested stakeholders, then students 
will graduate life ready.

CCR Centers/ 
Counselors, 
Principals, Teachers, 
Students

CCR Centers/ 
Counselors, 
Principals, Teachers, 
Students

School staff members are 
unaware of key terms from the 
driver’s theory of action or PL 
framework OR are unaware of 
their role within this driver.

School staff members regularly 
use terms from the driver’s 
theory of action and PL 
framework, are aware of their 
role within the driver, AND can 
articulate how driver 
participation moves schools 
toward college and career 
readiness and personalized 
learning.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

EVIDENCE

2.3 Performance Measures

School staff members are 
unaware of (or opposed to) grant 
supports OR they have not 
participated in support activities.

School staff members are 
effectively moving beyond grant 
supports related to this driver 
toward establishing school 
environments that support 
college and career readiness and 
personalized learning.
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# Driver Average 
Rating

3
Communities of 

Practice #DIV/0!

Main Categories Related Terms
Possible Sources 

of Evidence
5 

Sustaining
4

Scaling Up
3

Implementing
2

Starting
1 

Continuing Status Quo 
Rating 
(1-5)

Cognitive coaches

Collective learning

Teacher leaders
Three domains: real world 
application, digital natives, 

student empowerment
Needs-based PD

FRYSC partnership

Demonstration classrooms as 
models of personalized 
learning and innovation

Personalized learning

Innovative practice

CBI (See SOW achievement 
benchmarks: KPREP, EOC, ACT)

Advanced Placement (AP)

Decrease Achievement gap

Graduation rates/college 
enrollment

College bearing coursework, 
dual credit

If Teacher Leaders engage in a process of collective learning through the kid•FRIENDLy Communities of Practice, then they will (1) increase their professional knowledge 
and skill and (2) develop classrooms that are models of personalized learning and innovative practice.

Observations of 
demonstration 
classrooms

Innovation 
Snapshots, Teacher 
Leaders, CCRCs

School staff members are aware 
of performance measures 
related to this driver BUT cannot 
explain how these measures 
relate to  personalized learning.

3.1
Participation in Grant 
Supported Activities

3.2
KF Theory of Action/
PL Framework Terms

3.3 Performance Measures

Classroom 
observations, PD 
documentation,  
Cognitive coaches, 
Teacher Leaders 

Demonstrations classrooms 
modeling personalized learning 
have been fully implemented, 
and the school's chosen 
innovation is somewhat evident 
in the school. 

School staff members can clearly 
articulate how the performance 
measures related to this driver 
are important indicators of a 
school's movement toward 
personalized learning.

School staff members are 
unaware of performance 
measures related to this driver.

Teacher leaders are unaware of 
(or opposed to) grant supports 
OR they have not participated in 
support activities.

School faculty are effectively 
moving beyond grant supports 
related to this driver toward 
establishing school 
environments that support 
personalized learning.

Demonstration classrooms are 
not implemented. The chosen 
innovation has not been 
implemented throughout the 
school.

Demonstration classrooms 
modeling personalized learning 
have been fully implemented 
AND the school's chosen 
innovative practice is clearly 
evident throughout the school.

Description

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Teacher leaders are participating 
in most support activities related 
to this driver BUT describe them 
as ends in themselves or as 
isolated events. 

EVIDENCE
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# Driver Average 
Rating

4
Community of 

Learners #DIV/0!

Main Categories Related Terms
Possible Sources 

of Evidence
5 

Sustaining
4

Scaling Up
3

Implementing
2

Starting
1 

Continuing Status Quo 
Rating 
(1-5)

Leadership mentors

Exploring innovative processes 
and practices

Share knowledge to build 
capacity

Facilitate data retreats

Administration (principal, 
superintendent)

Leadership knowledge about 
COP and three domains

Knowledge of other 
innovations

Leading change

Collaboration, learning from 
each other

Support network for 
innovation

Leading toward personalized 
learning

4.3
Knowledge of 

Performance Measures
Effective teachers and 

principals

Superintendents, 
Principals, Points of 
Contact

School leaders can clearly 
articulate how the performance 
measures related to this driver 
are important indicators of a 
school's movement toward  
personalized learning.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

School leaders are aware of 
performance measures related 
to this driver BUT cannot explain 
how these measures relate to 
personalized learning.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

School leaders are unaware of 
performance measures related to 
this driver.

4.2
Knowledge of KF 
Theory of Action/

PL Framework Terms

4.1
Participation in Grant 
Supported Activities

School Leaders are participating 
in most support activities related 
to this driver BUT describe them 
as ends in themselves or as 
isolated events. 

School leaders can describe 
some or similar terms from the 
driver’s theory of action or PL 
framework and are aware of 
their role within the driver BUT 
cannot explain how 
driver/participation moves 
schools toward personalized 
learning.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Superintendents, 
Principals, Points of 
Contact

Description

If leaders are (1) knowledgeable about the work of the Communities of Practice and the three domains (Digital Natives, Student Empowerment, Real-world Application), 
(2) knowledgeable about other innovations, (3) knowledgeable about leading change, and (4) collaborative and learn from each other; then they will (1) have a network of 
support for learning and supporting innovations and  (2) lead schools that personalize learning.

School leaders are unaware of 
(or opposed to) grant supports 
described under related terms 
OR they have not participated in 
support activities.

School Leaders are effectively 
moving beyond grant supports 
related to this driver toward 
establishing school 
environments that support 
personalized learning.

EVIDENCE

Superintendents, 
Principals, Points of 
Contact

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)
(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

School leaders are unaware of 
terms related to driver's theory 
of action or PL framework OR are 
unaware of their role within this 
driver. 

School leaders regularly use 
terms from the driver’s theory of 
action and PL framework, are 
aware of their role within the 
driver, AND can articulate how 
driver participation moves 
schools toward  personalized 
learning.
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# Driver
 Average 

Rating

Rounded 
Rating
(1-5)

1 Student Empowerment #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

2 College and Career Ready #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

3 Communities of Practice #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

4 Community of Learners #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

OVERALL ##### #####

5 Sustaining

4 Scaling Up

3 Implementing

2 Starting

1 Continuing Status Quo

A school where stakeholders are just beginning to learn about the driver and some individual teachers or staff members are engaged with the grant supports 
associated with the driver on a limited basis, largely in isolation from one another.

Where a school might be if it never participated in the kid·FRIENDLy grant, or where all schools might have been at the beginning of Year 1 of the grant.

kid·FRIENDLy Driver Implementation (DI) Map (Summary)

Rating Definition
A school that has embraced the grant supports associated with the driver to the extent that, even when the grant supports end, the school will continue a 
sustainable effort to pursue the dimensions of personalized learning connected to the driver.

A school where there is a widespread commitment to driver implementation.  Key participants in the driver are beginning to influence others in the school to 
adopt the principles and practices associated with the driver’s goals.  Pockets of inconsistency linger, and there is risk changes in leadership or teaching 
personnel could jeopardize sustainability of efforts.

Where a school is when it has begun utilizing some key grant supports and is starting to understand the rationale for the driver, but there is limited 
understanding of how it links to personalized learning or how its impact might be measured.

Rating Color Scheme

If leaders are (1) knowledgeable about the work of the Communities of Practice and the three domains (Digital Natives, Student 
Empowerment, Real-world Application), (2) knowledgeable about other innovations, (3) knowledgeable about leading change, 
and (4) collaborative and learn from each other; then they will (1) have a network of support for learning and supporting 
innovations and  (2) lead schools that personalize learning.

Description

If students are given the opportunities and support to develop self and social awareness, ethical leadership, initiative, resilience, 
tenacity, and self management, then they will (1) seek and solve problems; (2) plan, prioritize, and monitor goals; (3) innovate 
using creative and critical thinking; (4) be empowered to act for self and others; and (5) have a future mindset.

If the College and Career Readiness Centers Services support a comprehensive system of college and career readiness--developed 
by invested stakeholders, then students will graduate life ready.

If Teacher Leaders engage in a process of collective learning through the kid•FRIENDLy Communities of Practice, then they will 
(1) increase their professional knowledge and skill and (2) develop classrooms that are models of personalized learning and 
innovative practice.
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# Standard Average 
Rating

1 The Learning Process #DIV/0!

Indicators
Possible Sources of 

Evidence
5 

Sustaining
4

Scaling Up
3

Implementing
2

Starting
1 

Continuing Status Quo 
Rating 
(1-5)

Evidence

1.1 Pre-Assessment

Classroom assessment, 
lesson and unit plans, 
teacher and student 
interviews

Teachers regularly pre-assess 
students' prior knowledge or 
skill before teaching a lesson or 
unit and then regularly use pre-
assessment data to make 
changes in their instructional 
plans, including differentiating 
for individual student's 
readiness to learn new content.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Teachers regularly pre-assess 
students' prior knowledge or 
skill before teaching  a lesson 
or unit, but pre-assessment 
data rarely lead to changes in 
teachers' instructional plans.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Teachers rarely pre-assess 
students' prior knowledge or 
skill before teaching a new 
lesson or unit.

1.2 Planning [1]

Lesson and unit plans, syllabi, 
teacher and student 
interviews, classroom 
observations

There is school-wide 
commitment to student 
learning and assessment using 
a framework of learning targets 
and competencies that are 
established based on students 
cognitive 
development/readiness.  

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Some teachers/leaders 
demonstrate commitment to 
student learning and 
assessment by using a 
framework of learning targets 
and competencies tied to 
defensible and age/grade 
appropriate standards.  

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Student learning and 
assessment is primarily 
textbook driven in that 
teachers closely follow the 
organization of the prescribed 
text with little deviation. 

1.3 Assessment Development

Classroom assessment 
samples, classroom 
observations, documentation 
of completed student 
assessment tasks, teacher 
and student interviews, 
SBDM policies

Most paper and pencil tests 
have been replaced by various 
authentic performance based 
assessments that are 
interdisciplinary and represent 
real-world demonstrations of 
learning.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Some paper and pencil tests 
have been replaced by 
performance based 
assessments.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Assessments are summative in 
nature, typically given only 
once, and are usually paper 
and pencil tests delivered in a 
standardized format (multiple 
choice, short-answer, essay; 
one assessment for all 
students).

1.4 Challenge [2][3]
Lesson plans, student and 
teacher interviews, 
classroom observations

Activities are designed to 
adequately challenge students 
by targeting not just the 
concepts and tasks they are 
ready to learn and do but also 
those they will be able to tackle 
with additional assistance from 
peers and teachers. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Activities are restricted to just 
the concepts and tasks that 
students are ready to learn and 
can master independently. 
Teachers avoid anything 
challenging that would cause 
discomfort among students.   

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Activities are not differentiated 
and students are all assigned 
similar tasks based on the 
readiness/cognitive 
development of a steering 
group.

Instructions:  For each indicator, provide a 1-5 rating in the right hand column.  Note that the "Average Rating" cell will be automatically calculated based on your ratings (as will the "Summary" Page).  In the "Evidence" space, please provide a description of supporting 
evidence  for each indicator if any.  In providing evidence , please note the difference between evidence  and opinion .  Evidence  means an objective description of school or classroom practices with no interpretation.  Evidence  is observable, objective, and free of value 
judgment whereas opinion reflects one’s beliefs or personal preferences that are often not supported by evidence.  Examples of evidence are scripts of teacher or student comments, non-evaluative statements of observed teacher or student behavior (e.g., Students were 
working on the task independently ), numeric information about time, student participation, resource use, etc. (e.g., Fifteen minutes were spent in circle time ), or an observed aspect of the school or classroom environment (e.g., Student work samples are displayed on 
school walls ).  

Note:  [Bracketed numbers] refer to materials listed in "References Cited" supporting the inclusion of specific PL Map Indicators (See Personalized Learning Map Development Resources page).

kid ·FRIENDLy Personalized Learning (PL) Map

Description

The school community works collaboratively to develop instructional and assessment practices that are in harmony with 
personalized learning.
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Indicators
Possible Sources of 

Evidence
5 

Sustaining
4

Scaling Up
3

Implementing
2

Starting
1 

Continuing Status Quo 
Rating 
(1-5)

Evidence

Students advance through 
learning targets at their own 
pace, mostly unencumbered by 
the limitations of class period, 
school day, grading period or 
academic year or traditional 
grade-level assignment. 
Students have the opportunity 
to move beyond their assigned 
grade level in topics and 
subject content. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Within the limitations of a 
single school year, students 
may move through curricular 
concepts at their own pace. 
School day schedules allow the 
flexibility for students to work 
on interdisciplinary 
performance tasks across 
multiple class periods.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Learning segments are defined 
by the length of the class 
period, school day, grading 
period, and academic year.  
Age-determined grade levels 
dictate the content and pacing 
of curricular concepts.

Students are responsible 
stewards of their own time, 
learning how to manage tasks 
efficiently and effectively. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Students demonstrate 
increasing levels of 
responsibility with time 
management and pacing 
towards achieving learning 
goals. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Students learn to be compliant 
with adult directives on when 
and what to learn. 

Students work collaboratively 
with teachers to develop their 
own timelines for completing 
learning targets. Students 
regularly communicate with 
teachers on their progress.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Students mostly rely on 
teachers to set the pace of 
learning, but take advantage of 
classroom structures of 
remediation and enrichment to 
accelerate their progress 
towards learning targets.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Students rely on teachers to set 
the pace of their learning, 
completing assignments based 
on schedules established by the 
teacher.

1.6 Collaboration

Lesson and unit plans, 
teacher and student 
interviews, classroom 
observations

Students’ voice and choice are 
integral to the instructional 
process and teachers and 
students are co-creators of 
knowledge, with teachers 
acting as facilitators of 
knowledge and skill 
development. Students actively 
seek engagement and 
demonstrate their 
responsibility for learning 
based on mutual 
understanding with the 
teacher, of their needs and 
aspirations. 
(Personalized Learning)

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Students have some 
opportunities to act as partners 
in learning through activities 
designed to actively engage 
them. Classrooms show 
evidence of some facilitation of 
learning and not just traditional 
directed learning strategies. 
Teachers view learning as 
unique and actively incorporate 
student interests and 
aspirations into their 
instructional processes.
 (Student-Centered Learning)

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Students have some 
opportunity for choice within 
instructional processes. The 
classroom is predominantly 
teacher-directed; plans show 
little evidence of 
understanding/consideration of 
student backgrounds.
(Teacher-centered learning)

1.5 Pacing [4]

Lesson and unit plans, pacing 
guides, assessment samples, 
student and teacher 
interviews, classroom 
observations, School PLPs, 
Student work samples
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Indicators
Possible Sources of 

Evidence
5 

Sustaining
4

Scaling Up
3

Implementing
2

Starting
1 

Continuing Status Quo 
Rating 
(1-5)

Evidence

Students play an extensive role 
in developing their learning 
goals. With teachers serving as 
guides, students develop 
strategic plans for 
accomplishing these goals by 
designing appropriate learning 
tasks, and seeking help, 
resources, and other assistance 
as needed.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Students are encouraged and 
sometimes required to take 
responsibility for articulating 
their own learning goals. 
Students also suggest ideas for 
learning tasks and/or may 
choose from a menu of choices 
for learning tasks.  

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Students typically exercise little 
to no choice in their learning 
goals. Teachers develop all 
learning tasks with no input 
from students.

Students design their own 
performance-based 
assessments with support and 
advice from teachers, parents, 
peers, and community-based 
mentors and engage in 
thoughtful self-assessment of 
their progress.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Students participate heavily in 
the development of 
individualized performance-
based assessments and are 
encouraged to assess their own 
work; teachers still make most 
judgments about student 
progress toward learning 
targets.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Students complete summative 
assessments developed by 
teacher, typically with no input 
into the assessment’s 
construction or assessed 
learning targets.

1.8 Mastery [6]

Assessment samples, student 
and teacher interviews, unit 
plans, pacing guides, 
classroom observations

Students have multiple 
opportunities to demonstrate 
mastery of learning objectives.  
Based on teacher feedback as 
well as peer- and self-
assessment, students will 
revise their work and perform 
tasks repeatedly until mastery 
is demonstrated. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Students may occasionally have 
multiple attempts on 
evaluations. These attempts 
are generally geared towards 
improving a test score or grade. 
There may exist some 
opportunities for enrichment 
or remediation for crucial 
(state-mandated) performance 
targets. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Once a concept has been 
taught and assessed, learning 
moves forward regardless of 
student mastery of the 
concept.  Similarly, few 
enrichment opportunities exist 
for students who have already 
demonstrated mastery of 
learning concepts or who do so 
more quickly than their peers. 

1.9 Grading [7]

Grade book samples, grading 
and reporting policies, 
assessment samples, teacher 
and student interviews, 
classroom observations

Traditional letter grades may 
not be given; work is entirely 
assessed through feedback and 
performance statements 
describing student progress 
toward mastery of the 
assessment’s stated learning 
targets. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Traditional letter grades may 
be given, but grades are 
intentionally and clearly tied to 
student mastery of specific 
learning objectives. Most 
variables other than student 
mastery of learning objectives 
have been eliminated from the 
grading and reporting process.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Traditional letter grades are 
given but some teachers 
implement a standards-based 
grading process that limits the 
percentage of student grades 
on homework or other tasks 
that do not measure learning.

1.7 Autonomy [5]

Lesson and unit plans, 
student and teacher 
interviews, assessment 
samples, classroom 
observations
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# Standard Average 
Rating

2 Climate #DIV/0!

Indicators
Possible Sources of 

Evidence
5 

Sustaining
4

Scaling Up
3

Implementing
2

Starting
1 

Continuing Status Quo 
Rating 
(1-5)

Evidence

2.1 School Structures

Master schedule, bell 
schedules, teacher and 
student interviews, 
classroom observations

Policies and/or procedures for 
school bell and master 
schedules reflect efforts to 
create meaningful student 
opportunities to engage in 
learning across subject areas 
for extended periods of time 
without interruption.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Select groups of students 
engage in small-scale 
experiments in project-based 
learning across multiple class 
periods.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Students move through an 
adult-established schedule that 
compartmentalizes learning by 
subject area and limits the time 
students can devote to any one 
task without interruption.

2.2 Success [8]

Teacher and student 
interviews, classroom 
rubrics, grading policies, 
assessment samples, 
classroom observations

Success is described as making 
progress in learning by 
accomplishing tasks and 
acquiring new skills.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Success is described as making 
progress in learning but there 
remains an emphasis on actual 
score and grades. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Success is defined by getting 
high scores on assessments, 
getting good grades, and other 
activities as well as 
demonstrating good behavior. 

Students have the flexibility to 
engage in learning tasks at 
home, at school, and in the 
community both during and 
after the regular school day.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Some students have the 
opportunity to engage in 
learning tasks outside of school 
either during or after the 
normal school day.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Students attend school daily 
during regular school hours 
except in extraordinary 
circumstances (field trip, 
illness, etc.).

Teachers and students rely on 
resources for learning (human, 
physical, and virtual) from a 
variety of sources outside the 
walls of the school in real-
world environments.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Some teachers invite and 
encourage community 
involvement in student 
learning tasks and performance 
assessments by encouraging 
community-based mentors and 
utilizing community resources.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Schools operate as islands 
within the community and few 
partnerships are developed or 
sought

2.4 Location

Master schedule, bell 
schedules, student and 
teacher interviews, 
community stakeholder 
interviews, classroom 
observations

A student’s assigned school is a 
hub for learning that occurs in 
a variety of locations. Students 
engage in learning tasks at and 
outside the school, both during 
and outside the normal school 
day. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Most meaningful learning tasks 
and all performance tasks take 
place at school during the 
regular school day. Some 
teachers experiment with 
blended learning techniques 
that begin to encourage 
seamless student learning 
between home and school. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Learning occurs throughout the 
day during a series of 
fragmented subject-based time 
periods throughout the day.

Description

School administrators and the wider school community demonstrate a commitment to providing an adequate setting in which 
personalized learning can thrive.

2.3 Networks Beyond School

Master schedule, bell 
schedules, student and 
teacher interviews, 
community stakeholder 
interviews, classroom 
observations
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# Standard Average 
Rating

3 Teachers #DIV/0!

Indicators
Possible Sources of 

Evidence
5 

Sustaining
4

Scaling Up
3

Implementing
2

Starting
1 

Continuing Status Quo 
Rating 
(1-5)

Evidence

3.1 Self- Efficacy [9]

Teacher and student 
interviews, lesson and unit 
plans, assessment samples, 
classroom observations

Teachers demonstrate high 
levels of confidence in their 
abilities to develop and 
maintain personalized learning 
environments. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Teachers demonstrate 
moderate levels of confidence 
in their abilities and are willing 
to develop personalized 
learning environments. 
However, they maintain levels 
of uncertainty regarding their 
ability as well as students’ 
abilities to succeed in this new 
model. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Teachers demonstrate low 
levels of confidence in their 
ability to release any control 
over the learning process to 
students. 

Teachers get students involved 
in the process of modeling 
interest and enthusiasm 
towards all the topics studied 
highlighting the potential value 
to be gained. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Modeling efforts are primarily 
teacher-centered modeling 
interest in some topics while 
making it evident that other 
topics are studied solely 
because they are compulsory 
parts of the curriculum. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Teachers model a lack of 
interest and enthusiasm for 
most topics. It is evident that 
learning is simply a matter of 
checking off boxes without 
meaningfully engaging with the 
material in a way that would 
promote long-term growth.  

Teachers communicate with 
students an emphasis on 
mastery views of intelligence 
and a growth mindset. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

While teachers mostly 
communicate in a way that 
ascribes some importance to 
mastering knowledge and skills, 
they continue to also 
emphasize performance.   

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Teacher communication with 
students is primarily focused 
on performance and reflects 
ability based views of 
intelligence. 

3.3 Monitoring 

Teacher and student 
interviews, lesson and unit 
plans, assessment samples, 
classroom observations

Teachers maintain close watch 
over students’ progression 
towards learning goals, 
providing appropriate 
feedback. Students and 
teachers work in close 
collaboration to make 
adjustments to the learning 
plans as needed. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Teachers generally monitor 
students and adjust their 
instruction (re-teaching, 
flexible grouping for 
intervention, enrichment, etc.) 
based on student progress 
toward learning targets.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Teachers deliver instruction, 
assess, record grades, and then 
move on to the next objective. 
There is little/no monitoring of 
individual student progress 
during the learning process. 

3.2 Modeling [10]

Description

Teachers understand personalized learning concepts and are committed to implementing them in guiding students to achieve 
learning goals.

Teacher and student 
interviews, lesson and unit 
plans, assessment samples, 
classroom observations
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Indicators
Possible Sources of 

Evidence
5 

Sustaining
4

Scaling Up
3

Implementing
2

Starting
1 

Continuing Status Quo 
Rating 
(1-5)

Evidence

Teachers regularly 
communicate high 
expectations for all students 
regardless of students’ prior 
performance. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Teachers occasionally 
communicate high 
expectations for students who 
are known as high achievers 
but are more accommodating 
of students who are typically 
regarded as low achievers. 
These expectations are 
commensurate to students’ 
prior performance.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Teachers do not communicate 
high expectations for students 
highlighting instead their prior 
achievements as a basis for 
their current or future 
performance/progress. 

Teachers do not accept 
mediocre work encouraging 
students to take as many 
opportunities as necessary to 
revise and resubmit. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Teachers do not accept 
mediocre work from high 
achieving students, but allow 
low achievers to turn in low 
quality work.  

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Teachers accept low quality 
work from all students as a 
means of protecting students’ 
self-esteem.

All teachers identify and work 
to develop strong, positive and 
caring relationships with all 
students as critical components 
of the instructional process 
irrespective of whether or not 
they teach these students. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Most student-teacher 
relationships are characterized 
by trust, caring, and 
demonstrated commitment to 
support all students within the 
class to be successful at school.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Student-teacher relationships 
are not considered a primary 
focus of improved student 
achievement and are rarely 
evident within the school 
community.

Teachers actively seek to 
understand the student, his or 
her life experiences, cultural 
background, talents, and 
strengths, in order to better 
meet learning and 
developmental needs. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Schools have developed and 
implemented plans to 
strengthen the connection and 
relationships with vulnerable 
students are in process. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Many students, particularly 
vulnerable students, do not 
feel that teachers in the school 
care about them outside of the 
classroom. There are no plans 
in place to develop connections 
with students.

3.4 High Expectations [11]

Teacher and student 
interviews, lesson and unit 
plans, assessment samples, 
classroom observations

3.5
Student-Teacher 
Relationship [12]

Teacher and student 
interviews, lesson and unit 
plans, assessment samples, 
classroom observations
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# Standard Average 
Rating

4 Students #DIV/0!

Indicators
Possible Sources of 

Evidence
5 

Sustaining
4

Scaling Up
3

Implementing
2

Starting
1 

Continuing Status Quo 
Rating 
(1-5)

Evidence

Students focus on 
understanding a concept or 
skill so that they can apply the 
knowledge gained or skill 
acquired in other classes or 
settings in/outside of school.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Students focus on 
understanding a concept or 
skill in a way that their grasp 
extends beyond the period of 
study of the topic and/or the 
school year.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Students focus on learning a 
concept in order to pass the 
assessment of that concept. 
Once the evaluation process is 
complete the knowledge 
gained is quickly forgotten. 

Students focus solely on 
comparing their current level of 
achievement to prior 
accomplishments. Students 
maintain self-improvement as 
their goal. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Students may compare current 
achievement to prior 
accomplishments but 
outperforming others (or 
performing on par with others) 
remains the primary focus. 

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Students focus on how their 
performance compares to 
other students in the class as a 
measure of their understanding 
of the material. Comparing 
scores on a test is a regular 
occurrence.

4.2 Goal Monitoring [14]

Patterns of Adaptive 
Learning Survey,
Student Interviews, 
Documentation of 
Student/School PLPs

Students view mistakes as an 
essential part of learning and 
regard them as an opportunity 
for learning.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Students feel encouraged to 
continue trying after making 
mistakes and that the effort 
expended is just as important 
as the end result.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Students become quickly 
frustrated and unwilling to 
continue trying if they do not 
immediately meet learning 
target.

4.3 Self-Regulation [15]

Patterns of Adaptive 
Learning Survey,
Student Interviews, 
Documentation of Student 
PLP

Students take the initiative to 
create goals that target 
improvement in the areas of 
weakness identified. They 
consult with teachers, parents, 
and/or community members 
for tips and pointers for 
accomplishing these goals.

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 3 
and 5.)

Students adopt suggestions 
offered by teachers, parents 
and/or community mentors to 
improve identified where 
growth is needed.  

(Evidence 
suggests 
your school 
falls 
somewhere 
between 1 
and 3.)

Students do not engage in 
activities of their own volition 
to address the identified areas 
where growth is needed. 

4.1 Goal Setting [13]

Patterns of Adaptive 
Learning Survey,
Student Interviews, School 
honor roll (reverse), 
Documentation of 
Student/School PLPs

Students understand personalized learning concepts or activities and use them as the foundation for progression towards clear and 
meaningful learning targets and growth goals. 

Description

©WKU Rock Solid Evaluation Team v01312017 Page 13 of 20



# Standard
Average
Rating

Rounded 
Rating
(1-5)

1 The Learning Process #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

2 Climate #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

3 Teachers #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

4 Students #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

OVERALL ##### #####

5 Sustaining

4 Scaling Up

3 Implementing

2 Starting

1 Continuing Status Quo

kid·FRIENDLy Personalized Learning (PL) Map (Summary)

Rating DefinitionRating Color Scheme

Description

The school community works collaboratively to develop instructional and assessment practices that are in harmony with 
personalized learning.

School administrators and the wider school community demonstrate a commitment to providing an adequate setting in which 
personalized learning can thrive.

Teachers understand personalized learning concepts and are committed to implementing them in guiding students to achieve 
learning goals.

Students understand personalized learning concepts or activities and use them as the foundation for progression towards clear 
and meaningful learning targets and growth goals. 

A school where there is a firm, shared commitment to the principles and practices of personalized learning.  The learning process, climate, and actions and 
attitudes of teachers and students consistently reflect this commitment.  Structures and practices that support personalized learning are central to the school’s 
vision and persist even through changes in leadership and teaching personnel.

A school where there is a widespread commitment to the principles and practices of personalized learning.  The learning process, climate, and actions and 
attitudes of teachers and students mostly reflect this commitment.  Pockets of inconsistency linger, and there is risk changes in leadership or teaching personnel 
could jeopardize the sustainability of personalization efforts.

A school where personalized learning has become a priority.  Key teacher and administrative leaders are engaged in shifting the learning process and climate 
toward structures and practices that align with personalized learning.  Teachers still maintain a largely directive role in the learning process and practices are 
not consistently implemented across the school.

A school where stakeholders are just beginning to learn about personalized learning and individual teachers engage in limited experimentation with 
personalized learning, largely in isolation from other teachers.

A school where stakeholders are largely unfamiliar with the concept of personalized learning.
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