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Abstract 

The problem that was addressed through this study is that approximately 80% of upper 

elementary students do not reach proficiency in English Language Arts (ELA) at an 

urban Title I school district in Georgia, despite implementing intervention and literacy 

programs. Guided by Senge’s organizational learning theory and Vygotsky’s 

sociocultural theory, the purpose of this qualitative study was to investigate the 

challenges that elementary teachers face when providing ELA instruction to low-

achieving students in a local Title I school district in Georgia. For this basic qualitative 

design, semistructured interviews were conducted with 12 ELA teachers across Grades 3-

5. Data were analyzed using structural and pattern coding. The findings revealed five 

major themes: teachers were challenged with the (a) gaps in foundational reading skills of 

their students, (b) low student motivation, (c) limited access to instructional resources for 

struggling readers, (d) lack of ongoing and targeted professional development (PD), and 

(e) variable administrative and collaborative support across different schools. The results 

indicated that improving teachers’ instructional readiness to teach ELA and ongoing 

support could enhance reading outcomes for low-performing students. This study 

contributes to positive social change by providing actionable insights for district leaders 

and policymakers to design responsive PD and equitable support systems in high-poverty 

educational settings, which might benefit student learning. 
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Section 1: The Problem 

The Local Problem 

The local problem that prompted this study is that approximately 80% of upper 

elementary students do not reach proficiency in ELA at an urban Title I school district in 

Georgia, despite implementing intervention and literacy programs. District data revealed 

a concerning trend: While the state’s proficiency rates for upper elementary students have 

remained relatively stable, averaging around 41.4%, the district’s proficiency rates have 

consistently remained around 21.6%. 

The 19.8 percentage point difference between state and district ELA proficiency 

rates indicates a critical need to examine teachers’ challenges and support deficits in 

providing effective ELA instruction. Research has shown that early literacy proficiency is 

crucial for long-term academic success, yet teachers in high-poverty schools often 

encounter unique challenges in delivering effective instruction (Bettini & Park, 2021). 

These challenges can be particularly acute in Title I schools, where teachers must address 

diverse learning needs while often working with limited resources and support systems 

(Harris et al., 2023). Literacy proficiency is often a concern in American education, 

particularly in Title I schools, where students may encounter additional barriers to 

achieving reading proficiency. In elementary schools, ELA instruction is foundational for 

students’ academic success as it builds essential skills in reading and comprehension, 

which are critical for understanding and interpreting text effectively (Petscher et al., 

2020). While school reform efforts have improved literacy instruction nationally, Title I 

school districts struggle with reading achievement and comprehension (Duke & 
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Cartwright, 2021). This challenge is evident in an urban Title I school district in Georgia, 

where teachers face significant obstacles in improving student proficiency in ELA. 

The district’s struggle with ELA proficiency reflects a more significant pattern 

observed in urban Title I schools nationwide, where teachers often face complex 

challenges in providing effective literacy instruction. According to recent studies, 

teachers in high-poverty schools frequently encounter obstacles related to PD, 

instructional resources, and administrative support (Martinez & McAbee, 2020). These 

challenges can significantly impact their ability to implement effective reading 

instruction strategies and improve student outcomes. 

This study contributed to addressing this gap in practice by investigating the 

perceptions of teachers regarding specific challenges they face when providing ELA 

instruction to low-achieving students in this urban Title I setting. Understanding these 

challenges is crucial for district administrators and instructional leaders to develop 

targeted interventions and support systems to help teachers improve their instructional 

effectiveness and enhance student literacy outcomes. The findings from this study may 

provide valuable insights for administrators and educational leaders working to support 

teachers in similar high-needs educational environments. 

Rationale 

The problem investigated in this study is that approximately 80% of elementary 

students in an urban Title I school district in Georgia do not reach proficiency in ELA 

despite implementing intervention and literacy programs. Title I school districts, 

characterized by a high concentration of economically disadvantaged students, are often 
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plagued by disparities in educational resources, teacher quality, and instructional support 

systems (Bettini & Park, 2021; Harris et al., 2023). National discourse highlights the 

critical state of literacy in the United States. Diallo (2020) provided recommendations for 

improving literacy across the country, emphasizing the need for targeted instructional 

strategies sensitive to the needs of students in disadvantaged communities. Similarly, 

O’Reilly et al. (2019) described America’s reading crisis as a pivotal issue requiring 

urgent intervention, particularly in settings like Title I districts where structural inequities 

increase the challenges faced by teachers and students. 

The Georgia Department of Education’s (2024a) assessment data revealed a 

persistent ELA proficiency gap in the local district, as shown in Table 1. The Georgia 

Department of Education reports that schools across the state achieve an average 

proficiency rate of 41.4%, while schools in the local district achieve only 21.6%. This 

19.8-percentage point disparity highlights the urgent need to address instructional 

challenges in the district. Over a span from 2019 to 2024, schools in the district showed 

minimal improvement in proficiency rates, increasing from 18.9% to 21.6% despite 

numerous interventions. The data in Table 1 justifies the district’s need to reevaluate and 

enhance its instructional strategies and support systems. 

Table 1 

English Language Arts Percentages of Upper Elementary Students Scoring Proficient 

Site 2019 2022 2023 2024 

District 24.8% 18.9% 20.2% 21.6% 

State 44.7% 39.9% 40.6% 41.4% 

Note. Data from Georgia Milestones ELA percentages of upper elementary students 

scoring proficient for district and state (Georgia Department of Education, 2024a). 
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With classrooms becoming increasingly diverse, the need to equip teachers with 

practical literacy instruction tools becomes paramount. Addressing literacy challenges 

requires a multifaceted approach that includes enhancing teacher training, improving 

resource allocation, and fostering a supportive instructional environment (Diallo, 2020; 

O’Reilly et al., 2019). The effectiveness of a district is mainly dependent on its ability to 

provide equitable and practical instruction to every student, a challenge particularly acute 

in Title I schools where barriers such as limited resources and insufficient PD are 

prevalent (Martinez & McAbee, 2020). 

The purpose of this qualitative study was to investigate the challenges that 

elementary teachers face when providing ELA instruction to low-achieving students in a 

local Title I school district in Georgia. By investigating teachers’ perspectives on these 

challenges, this research aimed to identify underlying issues hindering effective 

instruction and suggest actionable strategies that could significantly enhance teacher 

performance and student outcomes. This endeavor seeks to contribute to closing the 

achievement gap in ELA proficiency and potentially improve educational quality and 

equity within the district. This study echoes the national call to action for educational 

improvement underscored by recent research (Diallo, 2020; O’Reilly et al., 2019). 

Through developing targeted interventions based on real-world insights from teachers on 

the front lines, this research aspires to substantially improve literacy outcomes for 

students in some of the most challenged educational settings in the nation. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms were used in this project study. 
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English Language Arts (ELA): Essential skills in reading and comprehension, 

which are critical for understanding and interpreting text effectively (Petscher et al., 

2020). 

Georgia milestones assessments: A comprehensive assessment system spanning 

grades 3 through high school. Georgia Milestones measures how well students have 

learned the knowledge and skills outlined in the state-adopted content standards in ELA, 

mathematics, science, and social studies (Georgia Department of Education, 2024b). 

Title I schools: Educational institutions receiving federal funding under Title I, 

Part A of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, which provides financial 

assistance to schools with high percentages of children from low-income families to help 

ensure that all children meet challenging state academic standards (Georgia Department 

of Education, 2024c). 

Low-achieving students: Students who perform below grade-level expectations in 

core academic areas often require additional support and resources to succeed in standard 

educational settings (Clark, 2020). 

Significance of the Study 

This study addressed a gap in practice by examining the challenges teachers faced 

when providing ELA instruction in urban Title I schools. Teachers in high-poverty 

schools often encounter unique obstacles that significantly impact their instructional 

effectiveness (Bettini & Park, 2021). The significance of addressing these challenges is 

underscored by recent National Center for Education Statistics data, which reveals that 

only 33% of fourth-grade students performed at or above proficiency level in reading, 
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with particularly concerning gaps in achievement for students in high-poverty schools. 

Understanding these challenges is crucial, given the persistent achievement gaps in 

reading proficiency that disproportionately affect students in urban Title I schools (Hung 

et al., 2020). 

At the local level, this study will significantly benefit educational stakeholders in 

several ways. School administrators may gain valuable insights into teachers’ specific 

challenges in delivering effective ELA instruction. This understanding is crucial as 

research shows that administrative support significantly influences teacher satisfaction 

and effectiveness in high-needs schools (Martinez & McAbee, 2020). Padilla et al. (2020) 

found that Title I schools that exceed educational expectations demonstrate specific 

organizational practices that support teacher effectiveness, including targeted PD and 

systematic support structures. By identifying specific areas where teachers need 

additional support, administrators can develop more targeted and effective PD 

opportunities that address the unique needs of their instructional staff (Didion et al., 

2020).  

The findings can help district leaders understand how to better support teachers in 

improving reading instruction. Recent studies indicate that teacher PD needs in Title I 

schools are often unique and require specialized attention (Rose & Sughrue, 2021). This 

research provides administrators with specific insights into enhancing support structures 

and allocating resources more effectively to address these needs. Successful Title I 

schools implement specific organizational practices that foster teacher effectiveness and 

student achievement, including structured support systems and collaborative PD 
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opportunities (Padilla et al., 2020). 

The significance of this study extends beyond the local context by contributing to 

the broader understanding of teacher support needs in urban Title I settings. Harris et al. 

(2023) emphasized the importance of understanding teachers’ challenges in high-needs 

schools to develop effective support systems. Furthermore, Dixon and Oakhill (2024) 

highlighted the critical role of administrative support structures in enhancing ELA 

instruction, particularly in schools serving disadvantaged populations. This research 

contributes to the growing knowledge about effective strategies for addressing 

achievement gaps in high-needs schools and methods for improving instructional 

effectiveness through enhanced teacher support (Clark, 2020). 

By identifying specific challenges and support deficits, this study provides 

insights that can help educational leaders create more effective support systems for 

teachers, ultimately working toward improving reading achievement in Title I schools. 

This understanding is particularly significant given the complex nature of reading 

instruction and the need for comprehensive support systems to ensure teacher and student 

success (Hwang et al., 2022). These findings are valuable given that National Center for 

Education Statistics (n.d.) data continues to show concerning trends in reading 

achievement, particularly among students in high-poverty schools. Through 

understanding and addressing teacher challenges, this study can contribute to developing 

more effective PD programs and support structures that address the unique needs of 

teachers working in urban Title I schools, potentially leading to improved student 

outcomes in reading achievement. 
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Research Question 

In response to the ongoing educational challenges identified in an urban Title I 

school district in Georgia, I sought to conduct a basic qualitative study, utilizing 

semistructured interviews to deeply explore elementary teachers’ perspectives. This 

methodological approach was designed to provide rich, detailed insights into teachers’ 

specific challenges and support deficits while instructing low-achieving students in ELA. 

The primary goal was to understand these issues from the teachers’ viewpoints. The 

following research question (RQ) guided the study:  

What challenges do elementary teachers face when providing ELA instruction to 

low-achieving students in a local Title I school district in Georgia? 

Review of the Literature 

Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework that supported this study is based on Senge et al.’s 

(2000) study of learning organization theory and Vygotsky’s (1978) social constructivist 

theory. These frameworks together provide a comprehensive lens through which to 

examine teacher challenges and support needs in urban Title I schools. The combination 

of these theories offers insight into the organizational structures supporting teacher 

effectiveness and the social-cultural aspects of professional learning and development. 

Senge’s learning organization theory, articulated by Senge et al. (2000), provides 

a structural framework for understanding how educational institutions can transform into 

effective learning organizations. This theory emphasizes five key disciplines: systems 

thinking, personal mastery, shared vision, mental models, and team learning. This 
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framework illuminates how organizational structures and administrative practices support 

or hinder teacher effectiveness in educational settings. The theory’s emphasis on systems 

thinking is particularly relevant to this study as it helps explain how various school 

support systems interconnect and impact teacher effectiveness in Title I settings. This 

holistic perspective is crucial for understanding how administrative practices, PD 

opportunities, and resource allocation collectively influence teachers’ ability to provide 

effective ELA instruction. 

Complementing Senge’s organizational perspective, Vygotsky’s (1978) social 

constructivist theory provides a framework for understanding the social and collaborative 

aspects of teacher development and support. Vygotsky’s emphasis on the role of social 

interactions and cultural tools in development offers insight into how teachers’ 

professional growth and effectiveness are influenced by their social and professional 

environment. This theory is particularly relevant for examining how collaborative 

professional environments and mentoring relationships contribute to teacher effectiveness 

in challenging educational settings. 

The logical connection between these frameworks and the study’s approach lies in 

their combined ability to examine institutional and social-cultural factors affecting 

teacher challenges and support needs. Senge’s theory provides a structure for analyzing 

organizational support systems, while Vygotsky’s theory offers insight into the social and 

collaborative aspects of teacher development. Together, these frameworks informed the 

study’s RQ by guiding the examination of both structural and social-cultural challenges 

teachers face in providing effective ELA instruction in Title I schools. Senge’s emphasis 
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on systems thinking is supported by recent literature showing the importance of well-

designed, multi-level systems of support that foster sustainable professional growth 

(Korsager et al., 2024). At the same time, Vygotsky’s influence on collaborative learning 

is reflected in how social interactions and differentiated learning experiences enhance 

teacher and student development in education settings (Shabani, 2016; Wibowo et al., 

2025).  

These conceptual frameworks guided the data collection and analysis by 

providing specific lenses to examine teacher experiences. Interview questions explored 

aspects of teacher support that align with Senge and Vygotsky’s frameworks, such as 

administrative support systems, collaborative planning, and access to PD. During data 

analysis, these perspectives helped identify patterns and themes related to organizational 

structures and social-professional support systems that impact teacher effectiveness. 

Using a theoretical framework to guide qualitative research provided structure, clarity, 

and deeper insight into participant experiences (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Research also 

suggests that PD must be culturally relevant, responsive to teacher context, and 

embedded in collaborative learning structures to be effective, particularly in high-poverty 

school settings (Darling-Hammond et al., 2019). This dual-theoretical approach ensured a 

comprehensive examination of teachers’ challenges and support deficits, contributing to a 

deeper understanding of how-to better support teachers in improving ELA instruction in 

Title I schools. 

Review of the Broader Problem 

The purpose of this literature review was to examine the existing literature related 
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to elementary teachers providing ELA instruction to low-achieving students in Title I 

schools. This review explored several key themes: teacher challenges in urban Title I 

settings, ELA instructional practices and barriers, administrative support structures, and 

PD needs. The literature search focused on understanding the broader context of these 

challenges and specific factors affecting teacher effectiveness in high-needs schools. 

A systematic search of educational databases was conducted using Walden 

University’s library resources. Primary databases included Education Source, ERIC 

(Education Resources Information Center), JSTOR, Taylor and Francis Online, Science 

Direct, and Google Scholar. The search strategy employed various combinations of key 

terms, including teacher challenges AND Title I schools, ELA instruction AND low-

achieving students, urban education AND teacher support, literacy education AND Title I 

schools, reading instruction AND urban elementary, professional development AND Title 

I teachers, and achievement gaps AND literacy instruction. Additional searches 

incorporated the following terms: teacher attitudes, instructional support, urban 

education barriers, and literacy challenges. 

The search focused primarily on peer-reviewed articles published between 2019 

and 2024. However, seminal works and foundational theories outside this time frame 

were included where they provided essential context and historical perspective. 

Reference lists of key articles were also examined through ancestral searching to identify 

additional relevant sources. Government reports, educational policy documents, and 

national assessment data were consulted to provide current statistical context and policy 

frameworks. 
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The challenges facing teachers in urban Title I schools represent a complex 

intersection of instructional and resource-related issues that impact student achievement 

in ELA. This review examined the current literature surrounding these challenges, 

focusing on teacher support needs and instructional effectiveness in high-needs 

elementary schools. 

Challenges in Urban Title I Settings 

Urban Title I schools face unique challenges impacting teacher effectiveness and 

student achievement. Recent research indicated that teachers in high-poverty schools 

encounter significant obstacles that affect their ability to provide effective instruction 

(Bettini & Park, 2021). These challenges are particularly acute in urban settings, where 

resource disparities and inequities often create additional barriers to student success 

(Hung et al., 2020). Early academic gaps in high-poverty, high-minority schools are often 

exacerbated by insufficient instructional support and resource limitations (Kainz, 2019). 

The complexity of these challenges is further highlighted by Cramer et al. (2021), who 

identified specific obstacles urban teachers face in applying state standards, particularly 

for struggling students. These challenges are often compounded by systemic issues such 

as insufficient PD opportunities and limited access to instructional resources (Harris et 

al., 2023). The impact of these challenges is evident in student achievement data, with 

National Center for Education Stastistics (n.d.) scores indicating persistent gaps in 

reading proficiency, particularly among students in high-poverty schools. 

Teacher Support 

Title I schools face unique challenges in providing practical teacher support and 
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interventions. Administrative support significantly influences teacher effectiveness and 

job satisfaction (Martinez & McAbee, 2020). PD emerges as a critical factor, with Didion 

et al. (2020) finding through meta-analysis that targeted PD can significantly impact 

student reading achievement. 

The effectiveness of PD varies considerably. Recent studies highlighted the 

importance of tailoring PD to teachers’ specific needs and contexts (Hooper et al., 2023; 

Rose & Sughrue, 2021). McMaster et al. (2021) found that successful PD programs for 

reading intervention share common characteristics: they are sustained, job-embedded, 

and provide opportunities for teacher collaboration and feedback. 

The research further emphasized the vital role of mentoring and collaborative 

support structures in teacher development, particularly in challenging Title I 

environments. Orland-Barak and Wang (2021) identified essential components of 

effective teacher mentoring programs, highlighting how structured mentoring 

relationships contribute to professional growth and instructional effectiveness. This 

aligned with Clark’s (2020) examination of teacher self-efficacy development, which 

revealed that comprehensive support systems significantly influence teachers’ confidence 

and ability to address diverse student needs in reading instruction. The integration of 

literacy coaching, as documented by Pomerantz and Pierce (2013) in their study of a 

struggling urban elementary school, demonstrated how specialized support can help 

teachers navigate the complex challenges of literacy instruction while building 

sustainable instructional practices in high-needs settings. 

Beyond individual support mechanisms, research highlighted the importance of 
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establishing comprehensive organizational structures that foster continuous teacher 

growth and development. Drawing on Senge et al.’s (2000) foundational work on 

learning organizations, Hesbol (2019) illustrated how effective school leaders create 

environments that support ongoing teacher development through systematic approaches 

to professional learning. This organizational approach to teacher support is further 

reinforced by Harris et al.’s (2023) review of contemporary evidence on leading 

underperforming schools, which emphasizes the need for integrated support systems that 

address teachers’ instructional and emotional needs. Duke and Cartwright (2021) 

extended this understanding by highlighting how advances in reading science must be 

effectively communicated and supported through robust PD structures that acknowledge 

the technical and adaptive challenges teachers face when implementing evidence-based 

practices in Title I settings. 

Administrative Leadership  

Administrative leadership emerged as a critical factor in supporting teacher 

effectiveness. Padilla et al. (2020) identified specific organizational practices in high-

performing Title I schools that contribute to student success, including strong 

administrative support. Francois (2021) emphasized the importance of urban literacy 

leadership in creating supportive environments for teachers and students. 

Harris et al. (2023) further highlighted the crucial role of school leadership in 

improving underperforming schools, particularly in addressing underlying challenges that 

affect teacher effectiveness. A systematic review by Martinez and McAbee (2020) of 

school administrator support revealed that effective leaders create structured systems for 
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teacher development while fostering collaborative environments that enhance 

instructional practices. This finding aligned with research on high-performing Title I 

schools, demonstrating that successful administrators implement specific organizational 

practices, including targeted PD and data-driven decision-making processes, to support 

teacher growth and student achievement (Padilla et al., 2020). Principal self-efficacy 

emerged as a critical factor in school improvement efforts, as leaders who demonstrate 

strong beliefs in their ability to effect change are more successful in creating and 

sustaining improvement initiatives (Hesbol, 2019). Studies of urban literacy leadership 

indicated that successful administrators must develop and articulate clear instructional 

visions while simultaneously creating support structures that enable teachers to improve 

their practice (Francois, 2021). This research suggested that successful school 

improvement efforts require coordinated approaches that address instructional and 

organizational needs through strategic leadership practices and systematic support 

systems. 

Developing effective leadership practices in Title I schools requires a 

comprehensive understanding of organizational learning principles. Hesbol’s (2019) 

research on principal self-efficacy demonstrates how school leaders’ beliefs and 

capabilities directly influence their ability to create and sustain improvement initiatives. 

This work built upon Senge et al.’s (2000) foundational framework of learning 

organizations, emphasizing the importance of systemic thinking in educational 

leadership. Martinez and McAbee’s (2020) systematic review further reinforced the 

critical connection between administrative support and teacher effectiveness, highlighting 
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how successful leaders create structures that facilitate individual and collective 

professional growth. 

Studies highlighted the critical role of leadership in addressing specific challenges 

faced by Title I schools. Cramer et al. (2021) examined how urban educators struggle 

with teaching state standards for students with disabilities, emphasizing the crucial role of 

administrative support in providing necessary resources and PD. These findings aligned 

with Bettini and Park’s (2021) review of novice teachers’ experiences in high-poverty 

schools, emphasizing leadership’s importance in creating supportive environments that 

promote teacher retention and effectiveness. Successful administrators must balance 

immediate instructional support needs with long-term capacity building, as demonstrated 

by studies of schools exceeding educational expectations (Hung et al., 2020; Kainz, 

2019). 

Instructional Practices and Intervention Strategies 

According to Petscher et al. (2020), effective reading instruction in Title I schools 

requires a multifaceted approach that addresses fundamental skills and higher-order 

comprehension, supported by decades of reading research. Donegan and Wanzek (2021) 

analyzed recent reading interventions for upper elementary struggling readers, finding 

that successful interventions combine explicit instruction with opportunities for guided 

practice. This finding aligned with Kuhn’s (2020) research on fluency instruction 

approaches, emphasizing the importance of structured, systematic instruction combined 

with appropriate support. 

The implementation of effective instructional practices often requires 
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technological and blended learning approaches. Macaruso et al. (2020) investigated 

blended learning approaches to support reading instruction, finding that technology 

integration can enhance traditional instructional methods when supported. Council et al. 

(2019) further demonstrated the effectiveness of computerized interventions when 

combined with appropriate paraprofessional support, highlighting the importance of 

human factors in technology-enhanced instruction. 

Recent research emphasized the critical role of differentiated instruction and 

comprehensive literacy approaches in supporting diverse learner needs. Puzio et al.’s 

(2020) extensive review of differentiated literacy instruction revealed that successful 

implementation requires careful attention to content and process differentiation. This 

finding is reinforced by Stevens et al.’s (2020) research on paraphrasing and text 

structure interventions, which demonstrated significant improvements in reading 

comprehension when instruction is tailored to specific student needs. Dixon and Oakhill 

(2024) further illuminated the importance of teachers’ deep understanding of reading 

comprehension processes, emphasizing how this knowledge influences their ability to 

implement effective instructional strategies. 

The integration of content knowledge with literacy instruction is identified as 

another critical factor in effective practice. Hwang et al.’s (2021, 2022) meta-analyses 

and systematic review of integrated literacy and content-area instruction revealed 

significant benefits for vocabulary development and comprehension skills. Duke and 

Cartwright’s (2021) analysis of advances in reading science further supported this, 

emphasizing the need for comprehensive approaches that address multiple components of 
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reading development. Paige et al. (2021) extended this understanding by highlighting 

how effective reading instruction requires scientific knowledge and artistic 

implementation, suggesting that teachers need flexibility in adapting evidence-based 

practices to meet individual student needs. 

Teacher Self-Efficacy and Professional Identity 

Teacher self-efficacy is key to instructional effectiveness, particularly in 

challenging educational environments. Clark (2020) examined the development of 

teacher self-efficacy beliefs in reading instruction, finding that teachers’ confidence in 

their ability to address diverse student needs significantly impacts their instructional 

effectiveness. This finding is supported by Zee and Koomen (2020), who identified 

unique contributions of teacher self-efficacy and autonomy support to student 

engagement in upper elementary grades. 

The role of mentoring and professional support in developing teacher efficacy is 

particularly significant. Orland-Barak and Wang (2021) explored how teacher mentoring 

supports professional learning, identifying key characteristics of effective mentoring 

relationships. Pomerantz and Pierce (2013) further emphasized the importance of this 

support and documented the transformation of reading instruction through targeted 

literacy coaching in a struggling urban elementary school. 

The development of teacher self-efficacy in Title I settings presented unique 

challenges that require systematic support structures. Bettini and Park’s (2021) 

integrative review of novice teachers’ experiences in high-poverty schools revealed how 

professional identity formation intersects with institutional challenges, highlighting the 
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need for targeted support systems. This finding aligned with Hooper et al.’s (2023) 

examination of novice teachers’ PD experiences, emphasizing the importance of 

structured support in building confidence and competence. The research demonstrated 

that teacher self-efficacy development is particularly crucial when teachers face multiple 

challenges in implementing evidence-based practices, as documented in Cramer et al.’s 

(2021) study of urban educators implementing state standards for students with 

disabilities. 

Developing teachers’ professional identity plays a crucial role in instructional 

effectiveness and student outcomes. Didion et al.’s (2020) meta-analytic review 

demonstrated how PD that builds teacher confidence and competence directly impacts 

student reading achievement. This relationship is further explored in Rose and Sughrue’s 

(2021) examination of novice alternatively certified teachers’ PD needs. It highlighted 

how teachers’ sense of professional identity influences their ability to implement 

effective literacy instruction. The integration of both technical skill development and 

identity formation appears crucial, as suggested by Paige et al.’s (2021) argument that 

effective reading instruction requires both scientific knowledge and artistic 

implementation, emphasizing the importance of developing teachers’ confidence in both 

aspects of their practice. 

Student Support 

Research indicated that comprehensive student support in Title I schools 

encompasses multiple interconnected approaches to address literacy challenges. 

According to Padilla et al. (2020), effective school practices in Title I schools require 
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coordinated support systems that address various student needs. The implementation of 

effective student support systems faces challenges in urban Title I settings. Cramer et al. 

(2021) identified specific obstacles urban educators encounter when establishing support 

systems for students with disabilities, highlighting the need for additional resources and 

coordinated efforts. These challenges are compounded by early academic gaps, which 

Kainz (2019) found to be particularly prevalent in high-poverty, high-minority schools. 

Harris et al. (2023) emphasized that improving underperforming schools requires a 

comprehensive approach to student support that addresses academic and institutional 

barriers. Their research suggested that successful support systems must be carefully 

aligned with school improvement efforts and backed by strong administrative leadership, 

particularly in challenging urban environments. 

Differentiated Instruction 

Meeting the diverse needs of students in Title I schools requires effective 

differentiation strategies. Puzio et al. (2020) conducted a comprehensive review of 

differentiated literacy instruction, finding that while differentiation can be effective, its 

implementation often requires substantial support and resources. Duke and Cartwright 

(2021) further emphasized that effective differentiation must account for the complex 

nature of reading development, including both basic skills and higher-order 

comprehension processes. Kim et al. (2021) demonstrated that successful differentiated 

instruction requires teachers to integrate content-specific knowledge with reading 

comprehension strategies, mainly when working with diverse learner needs.   

The implementation of differentiated instruction faces challenges in urban 
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settings. Cramer et al. (2021) identified specific obstacles urban educators encounter 

when incorporating state standards for students with disabilities, highlighting the need for 

additional support and resources. These challenges are compounded by early academic 

gaps, which Kainz (2019) found to be prevalent in high-poverty, high-minority schools. 

The persistent challenge of low ELA proficiency rates in Title I schools necessitates an 

examination of specific instructional support needs. Hwang et al.’s (2021) meta-analysis 

of integrated literacy instruction revealed that teachers struggle to implement 

comprehensive approaches that address content knowledge and literacy skills. This 

difficulty is further complicated by what Dixon and Oakhill (2024) identified as gaps in 

teachers’ understanding of reading comprehension processes when working with 

struggling readers. The research suggested that these challenges significantly impact 

teachers’ ability to provide effective differentiated instruction for low-achieving students, 

contributing to the continued pattern of low proficiency rates. 

Response to Intervention 

Intervention programs presented additional complexities that affect teacher 

effectiveness. Stevens et al.’s (2020) examination of reading interventions for struggling 

readers demonstrated that successful implementation requires appropriate instructional 

materials, sustained professional support, and adequate time for implementation. This 

aligns with Donegan and Wanzek’s (2021) analysis of upper elementary reading 

interventions, which identified specific barriers teachers face when attempting to 

implement evidence-based practices in resource-constrained environments. The research 

suggested that while intervention programs exist, teachers often lack the comprehensive 
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support to effectively implement them with low-achieving students. 

Siegel’s (2020) analysis of Response to Intervention (RTI) initiatives emphasized 

the importance of coordinated approaches to preventing reading failure. Kent et al.’s 

(2019) research on identifying at-risk students in upper elementary grades demonstrated 

that early identification and targeted intervention are crucial components of an effective 

RTI framework. This systematic approach to student support requires careful screening 

and progress monitoring to ensure appropriate interventions are provided. 

The successful implementation of RTI requires substantial organizational support 

and resources. Stevens et al.’s (2020) examination of reading interventions demonstrated 

that successful implementation requires appropriate instructional materials and sustained 

professional support. McMaster et al. (2021) conducted a systematic review of PD needs 

for carrying out intensive reading interventions, finding that teachers need ongoing 

support and coaching to effectively deliver tiered interventions. 

The effectiveness of RTI systems is closely tied to school leadership and 

organizational capacity. Hesbol (2019) found that principal self-efficacy and learning 

organization characteristics, including the RTI framework approach, influence school 

improvement efforts. This finding is supported by Francois (2021), who examined urban 

literacy leadership and its impact on school-wide intervention systems. Council et al.’s 

(2019) study further illuminated how limited access to support personnel and resources 

can weaken well-designed intervention programs. These findings suggested that 

addressing low proficiency rates requires attention to instructional strategies and the 

broader support systems necessary for effective implementation. 
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Systems and Support Structures 

The success of educational initiatives in Title I schools depends heavily on 

systematic support structures. Hesbol (2019) examined how principal self-efficacy and 

learning organization principles influence school improvement, finding that strong 

leadership and organizational learning are crucial for sustainable change. This aligns with 

Francois’s (2021) research on urban literacy leadership, which emphasized the 

importance of coherent vision and systematic support for literacy instruction. 

Recent policy reports and recommendations further emphasized the 

comprehensive nature of reading instruction challenges. O’Reilly et al. (2019) 

highlighted the need for comprehensive approaches to address America’s reading crisis, 

while Diallo (2020) provided specific recommendations for improving literacy outcomes 

through systematic change. These findings suggested that addressing teacher challenges 

requires coordinated efforts at multiple levels of the educational system. 

Effective support systems must address both instructional and organizational 

needs simultaneously. Harris et al.’s (2023) review of contemporary evidence on leading 

underperforming schools emphasized the importance of integrated support structures that 

align PD, resource allocation, and instructional leadership. This finding is reinforced by 

Padilla et al.’s (2020) examination of Title I schools exceeding educational expectations, 

identifying specific organizational practices contributing to sustained improvement. 

These studies highlighted how successful systems create coherent connections between 

support elements, from classroom-level interventions to school-wide improvement 

initiatives. 
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Implementing support systems requires particular attention to the unique 

challenges of Title I environments. Building on Senge et al.’s (2000) framework of 

learning organizations, Martinez and McAbee’s (2020) systematic review demonstrated 

how administrative support structures must be specifically tailored to address the 

complex needs of high-poverty schools. This understanding is further developed in 

McMaster et al.’s (2021) analysis of PD systems supporting intensive reading 

intervention, emphasizing the need for comprehensive support frameworks that address 

technical and adaptive challenges. Recent studies indicated that effective support systems 

must provide resources and build organizational capacity for sustained improvement. 

Institutional support mechanisms influence student outcomes in Title I schools. 

Hung et al.’s (2020) research on achievement gaps between districts demonstrated how 

disparities in institutional resources and support frameworks sustain differences in 

academic performance. This finding aligned with Duke and Cartwright’s (2021) 

examination of advances in reading science, which emphasized the need for 

organizational systems that effectively translate research into practice. The research 

suggested that addressing low proficiency rates required attention to individual teacher 

support and the broader organizational systems that enable or constrain effective 

instruction. 

Implications 

This qualitative study investigated the challenges elementary teachers faced in 

urban Title I schools in Georgia when teaching ELA to low-achieving students. The 

results provided valuable insights into both systemic and instructional barriers. These 
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insights directly informed the development of the project deliverable, ensuring it was 

grounded in actual findings rather than assumptions. This approach avoided drawing 

premature conclusions and ensured that the outcomes of the project were aligned with the 

identified needs of teachers in high-poverty, high-need settings. 

The critical analysis of data gathered from teacher interviews revealed a 

multifaceted picture of the obstacles and supports present within these school 

environments. The findings confirmed the literature’s assertions regarding the prevalence 

of variable administrative support, limited resource allocation, and lack of ongoing and 

targeted PD. In response, the project was developed to include targeted interventions 

aimed at strengthening teacher effectiveness and improving student outcomes. A key 

outcome of the study was the creation of a comprehensive PD program specifically 

designed to address the contextual needs of teachers in these environments, as supported 

by the research of Didion et al. (2020) and Martinez and McAbee (2020). 

Findings related to the inconsistent use of instructional strategies and fragmented 

collaborative practices also guided the direction of the project. These results supported 

the need to develop instructional resources and training that integrate principles of 

systemic support and collaborative adult learning. Drawing on the theoretical 

perspectives of Senge et al. (2000) and Vygotsky (1978), the project incorporated 

collaborative learning models that promote shared responsibility, scaffolded growth, and 

sustained peer feedback. This included the design of a structured professional learning 

community (PLC) framework that blends in-person collaboration with virtual tools to 

enhance instructional capacity, consistent with the findings of Hooper et al. (2023) and 
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Harris et al. (2023). 

In addition, the study identified organizational deficiencies such as unclear 

instructional leadership roles and fragmented support structures that hindered the 

implementation of effective ELA instruction. These deficiencies underscored the need for 

leadership engagement in professional learning systems. As a result, the project 

emphasized collaboration with school administrators and instructional leaders in the 

planning and implementation phases of the PD. This emphasis on leadership alignment 

was influenced by best practices in organizational development and educational 

leadership, including those outlined by Hesbol (2019). 

The implications of this study were significant for shaping how instructional and 

systemic support is delivered in urban Title I schools. By aligning the PD deliverable 

with teachers lived experiences, the project produced practical, evidence-based tools to 

build teacher capacity and improve literacy outcomes for struggling readers. The project 

contributes to broader efforts to improve educational equity by providing a replicable 

model of support that can be tailored to meet the evolving needs of similar school 

contexts. Through this alignment of research and practice, the study offered a pathway 

toward sustainable instructional improvement and positive social change. 

Summary 

The critical issue of low ELA proficiency in an urban Title I school district in 

Georgia was explored, establishing the foundation for investigating the challenges and 

support deficits elementary teachers face in this high-needs educational environment. The 

section discussed how these challenges are exacerbated by systemic, instructional, and 
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resource-related issues that significantly impede student achievement and teacher 

effectiveness. It highlighted the persistent achievement gap revealed by the Georgia 

Milestones Assessments, where district proficiency rates starkly contrast with state 

averages, highlighting a pressing need for targeted interventions and improved teacher 

support mechanisms. 

This qualitative study is grounded in conceptual frameworks combining Senge’s 

Learning Organization Theory and Vygotsky’s Social Constructivist Theory, providing a 

dual perspective that appreciates both the structural and social-cultural dimensions 

impacting teacher performance and student learning outcomes. The literature review 

examined themes related to teacher challenges, ELA instructional barriers, administrative 

support structures, and PD needs, utilizing a wide array of recent studies and seminal 

works to provide a comprehensive overview of the broader problems affecting similar 

urban Title I settings nationwide. 

In synthesizing these themes, the review laid the groundwork for the study’s data 

collection and analysis phases, setting the stage for a deep exploration of how these 

factors played out in the local context of the targeted school district. The findings from 

this initial investigation informed the development of practical, evidence-based strategies 

to enhance teacher support and improve ELA instruction in challenging educational 

environments. 

Section 1 has established several critical elements that form the foundation of this 

study. It identifies a significant local problem in an urban Title I school district in 

Georgia. ELA proficiency rates consistently fall below state averages on the Georgia 
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Milestones Assessments, indicating widespread challenges in literacy instruction and 

achievement. The researchers examined organizational structures and socio-cultural 

factors that influence teacher effectiveness in high-needs educational settings through the 

combined lenses of Senge et al. (2000) learning organization theory and Vygotsky’s 

(1978) social constructivist theory. The literature review revealed persistent challenges, 

including insufficient instructional support (Didion et al., 2020), resource limitations 

(Harris et al., 2023), and the need for targeted PD (McMaster et al., 2021). As the study 

moves into data collection and analysis, it seeks to bridge the gap between conceptual 

understanding and practical application to develop targeted support mechanisms that 

enhance teacher effectiveness and student achievement in urban Title I elementary 

schools. 

The following sections will comprehensively explore and apply the research 

findings through detailed methodologies, implementations, and reflective analysis. The 

methodology section will outline the qualitative research design and procedures, detailing 

how participants were selected, data were collected, and analysis was conducted while 

maintaining ethical standards. The project implementation section describes the practical 

application of these findings through developing a project deliverable, discussing project 

goals, necessary resources, anticipated barriers, and potential impact on social change. 

The final section includes critical reflections on the research and project outcomes, 

discussing the strengths, limitations, and implications for future research and positive 

social change. 
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Section 2: The Methodology 

Research Design and Approach 

The basic qualitative design for this study derives logically from the persistent 

problem of low ELA proficiency rates among elementary students in Title I schools, 

where approximately 80% of upper elementary students are not reaching proficiency 

despite the implementation of intervention and literacy programs. This significant 

achievement gap necessitates a deep understanding of teachers’ challenges and support 

needs in ELA instruction. The RQ: “What challenges and support deficits do elementary 

teachers face when providing ELA instruction to low achieving students in a local Title I 

school district in Georgia?” requires an approach that can uncover the factors 

contributing to this persistent problem. As Creswell and Creswell (2018) emphasized, a 

qualitative approach enables the in-depth exploration needed to identify and comprehend 

these challenges and understand complex educational phenomena within their natural 

context. 

Qualitative Research 

This study employed a basic qualitative research design using semistructured 

interviews to investigate teachers’ perceptions of challenges and support deficits in ELA 

instruction. According to Merriam and Tisdell (2016), basic qualitative research is well-

suited for exploring how individuals make sense of their experiences, build their 

understanding of the world, and assign meaning to those experiences. This design 

allowed for collecting rich, detailed data essential when investigating teachers’ specific 

challenges and support deficits while instructing low-achieving elementary students. The 
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research design incorporated semistructured interviews as the primary data collection 

method. This interview format, as described by Merriam and Tisdell (2016), provides 

consistency across participants while allowing flexibility to explore unique perspectives 

and experiences. Through these interviews, teachers described their challenges, explained 

their support needs, and provided context for their experiences in ways that were 

impossible with more structured methods. The semistructured format ensured that while 

specific topics related to ELA instruction challenges are covered with all participants, 

there remained flexibility to explore unique insights and experiences that emerged during 

the conversations. 

Justification of Research Design 

The selection of a qualitative methodology over quantitative or mixed methods 

approaches is justified by several key factors. Creswell and Creswell (2018) argued that 

qualitative research is the optimal choice to develop a nuanced understanding of a central 

phenomenon, which helped regarding teachers’ challenges and the support they require. 

A quantitative approach would be less effective because it would not capture the rich, 

detailed descriptions of teachers’ experiences and perspectives essential to understanding 

their challenges’ complexity (Ravitch & Carl, 2021). While quantitative methods could 

measure certain aspects like frequency of challenges or satisfaction with support systems, 

they would not provide the depth of understanding needed to identify and comprehend 

the nature of teachers’ experiences and needs. 

Similarly, while a mixed methods approach could provide numerical data and 

detailed descriptions, this study would be less effective because the primary focus is on 
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understanding teachers’ lived experiences and perspectives rather than measuring specific 

variables or testing hypotheses. As Lim (2025) suggested, a purely qualitative approach is 

often most appropriate when the research aims to explore and understand participants’ 

perspectives in depth. 

This basic qualitative design facilitated the collection of detailed data about 

teachers’ experiences, challenges, and perceived support needs in ELA instruction. The 

findings provided valuable insights for developing targeted interventions and support 

systems to improve ELA instruction and student outcomes in Title I schools. The choice 

of a basic qualitative design thus provided the most effective approach for addressing the 

research problem and answering the RQ while maintaining alignment with the study’s 

conceptual frameworks and overall purpose. 

Participants 

Participants for this qualitative study were selected through purposeful sampling 

and included 12 elementary teachers from a Title I school district in Georgia who are 

directly involved in teaching ELA. As Creswell and Poth (2018) emphasized, participant 

selection in qualitative research should align with the study’s purpose and provide rich 

information for an in-depth study. The selection criteria included current district 

employees with at least 1 year of experience teaching ELA, and current involvement with 

ELA instruction. Teachers who have never taught ELA were excluded from the study. 

These criteria ensured that participants were able to provide relevant insights into the 

challenges and support deficits in ELA instruction based on direct experience (Rubin & 

Rubin, 2011). 
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The school district had approximately 125 teachers who met the inclusion criteria, 

making the study feasible given its targeted nature. I recruited 12 participants from this 

population, a sample size consistent with Walden University’s IRB requirements for 

basic qualitative study and aligned with recommendations for achieving data saturation in 

interview-based research. This sample size allowed for sufficient data collection while 

remaining manageable within the study’s scope, enabling the deep, rich exploration of 

participants’ experiences necessary for meaningful qualitative research (Creswell & Poth, 

2016). 

Procedures for Gaining Access to Participants 

Following Walden University IRB approval, I implemented a systematic process 

to gain access to participants. I obtained participant contact information through 

professional networks, district/school websites, and social media. Participants received 

individual email invitations using the IRB-approved template. I maintained 

confidentiality by not informing anyone at the organization about which teachers accept 

or decline participation. This approach aligns with Rubin and Rubin’s (2011) emphasis 

on protecting participant privacy and maintaining ethical research standards. These 

communications differentiated between my role as a researcher and any other 

professional relationships within the district, following Creswell and Poth’s (2018) 

guidance on maintaining appropriate boundaries in qualitative research. 

Researcher-Participant Working Relationship 

Establishing effective working relationships with participants is crucial for 

gathering authentic, detailed data in qualitative research (Rubin & Rubin, 2011). The 
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quality of these relationships directly influences the depth and authenticity of the data 

collected, particularly when exploring sensitive topics such as professional challenges 

and support needs. As Saldaña (2021) emphasized, the researcher must create an 

environment where participants feel safe sharing their genuine experiences and 

perspectives. I built rapport through several key strategies. Clear communication about 

the study’s purpose, procedures, and potential benefits helped participants understand 

their vital role in contributing to educational improvement. I explained that interviews 

would be audio-recorded to ensure an accurate capture of their responses while 

maintaining privacy. Rubin and Rubin (2011) noted that participants are more likely to 

engage more actively when they understand how their contributions might benefit their 

professional community. I maintained professional boundaries while demonstrating 

genuine interest in participants’ experiences and perspectives. Creswell and Poth (2018) 

emphasized that researchers must build trust while maintaining objectivity for rigorous 

qualitative research. 

I employed active listening techniques and responsive interviewing strategies 

throughout the interview process. These included using appropriate verbal 

acknowledgments, maintaining an engaged tone, and asking thoughtful follow-up 

questions that demonstrate attention to participants’ responses (Rubin & Rubin, 2011). 

Regular member checking of interview transcripts served multiple purposes: ensuring 

accurate interpretation of participants’ experiences, demonstrating respect for their 

expertise, and maintaining engagement throughout the research process. 

Using remote interviews via Zoom with audio recording added another dimension 
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to relationship building. While remote platforms might initially seem impersonal, they 

can enhance participant comfort by allowing them to engage in familiar environments. I 

established a professional yet welcoming presence through my voice and verbal 

engagement, ensuring technical elements are well-managed so they do not interfere with 

relationship building or data collection. Before beginning the audio recording, I reminded 

participants of the recording process and confirmed their consent. 

Protection of Participants’ Rights 

I implemented comprehensive safeguards throughout the study to ensure ethical 

research practices and protect participants’ rights. Confidentiality measures included 

using pseudonyms for all participants and the school district and securing data in 

password-protected files. The informed consent process provided detailed information 

about the study’s purpose, procedures, voluntary nature, right to withdraw, potential risks 

and benefits, and plans for data use. As Rubin and Rubin (2011) emphasized, thorough 

informed consent helps establish trust and ensures participants understand their rights and 

commitments. 

Interviews were audio-recorded via Zoom, providing a secure and accessible 

platform for remote participation. This approach offered participants convenience while 

maintaining professional boundaries. I carefully monitored the data collection to ensure 

data saturation without extending the research timeline. By addressing potential 

challenges such as research bias and subjectivity through strategies like member checking 

and triangulation, I aimed to strengthen the credibility and reliability of the findings while 

protecting participants’ rights and dignity throughout the research process. 
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Data Analysis Results 

Upon completing the one-on-one interviews with each participant, I initiated a 

member-checking process to ensure the accuracy and credibility of the data collected. 

Each of the 12 participants received a copy of their transcribed interview. They were 

asked to review their transcript for clarity, accuracy, and completeness. This step ensured 

that any misinterpretations or transcription errors could be corrected promptly. All 

participants verified that their transcripts accurately reflected their experiences and 

responses. The member-checking process not only strengthened the study’s validity but 

also fostered trust between the researcher and participants by giving them an active role 

in verifying the integrity of the research data (Martinez & McAbee, 2020). 

Following the member-checking process, I began coding the transcripts. Coding is 

an essential analytical process in qualitative research, where researchers assign labels to 

data segments that represent meaningful patterns, concepts, or responses.  Coding is 

beneficial for organizing data gathered through semistructured interviews, as it aligns 

participant responses with predetermined topics or research questions (Saldaña, 2021). 

This approach was appropriate for my study to explore elementary teachers’ perceptions 

of challenges in providing ELA instruction to low-achieving students in Title I schools. 

Structural coding enabled me to categorize responses according to key focus areas, such 

as student needs, instructional strategies, PD, administrative support, and systemic 

barriers. 

Before beginning the first coding cycle, I engaged in multiple close readings of 

each transcript to develop a deep understanding of the content and the context in which 
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participants’ responses were given. This step allowed me to immerse myself in the data, 

develop familiarity with each participant’s perspective, and begin identifying initial 

insights and nuances in the conversations. During the first coding cycle, I read each 

transcript line-by-line and assigned short phrases or keywords to portions of the text that 

captured essential ideas or experiences shared by participants. The codes were 

documented in a digital spreadsheet, which served as the foundation for organizing, 

sorting, and comparing data across all participants. This spreadsheet allowed me to 

examine patterns as they emerged from multiple data points while preserving the integrity 

of individual responses. 

After completing the first coding cycle, I conducted a second coding cycle using 

pattern coding. This method involves grouping similar initial codes to form more abstract 

categories or explanations. Pattern coding helped me to detect regularities and shared 

experiences among participants, moving from descriptive labels to interpretive meaning 

(Saldaña, 2021). For example, codes such as “lack of phonics,” “no decoding ability,” 

and “struggling to read independently” were grouped under the broader category of 

“foundational reading skill gaps.” Other groupings included themes related to student 

motivation, availability of materials, teacher collaboration, and administrative 

engagement. Through this process, I was able to synthesize individual codes into 

thematic patterns that accurately captured the central issues raised across multiple 

transcripts. Each theme reflected a recurring narrative that was evident in the responses of 

most participants, thus lending weight and consistency to the findings. 
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The final stage of analysis was a thematic analysis, in which I consolidated the 

pattern codes into major themes that represented the collective voice of the participants. 

This process involved revisiting the transcripts and the coding spreadsheet to ensure each 

theme was solidly grounded in the data. I also examined whether themes were consistent 

across various grade levels and levels of teaching experience, which helped confirm their 

relevance and applicability within the context of Title I elementary schools. Each theme 

was then translated into concise statements summarizing participants’ underlying patterns 

and relationships. These thematic summaries served as the basis for organizing the 

findings and guiding the interpretation presented in the subsequent section of the study. 

Interpretation of Findings 

This study explored the challenges elementary teachers face when delivering ELA 

instruction to low-achieving students in a Title I school district in Georgia. The findings 

were derived from member-checked transcripts, thematically coded data, and cross-

participant comparisons. Five major themes were identified: (1) gaps in foundational 

reading skills of their students, (2) low student motivation , (3) limited access to 

instructional resources for struggling readers, (4) lack of ongoing and targeted 

professional development (PD) , and (5) varied administrative and collaborative support 

across different schools. 

Theme 1: Gaps in Foundational Reading Skills of Their Students 

Eleven out of 12 participants described significant gaps in foundational reading 

skills among their students. Struggles with phonemic awareness, decoding, sight words, 

and oral reading fluency characterize these gaps. Teachers reported that these deficiencies 
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were present well beyond the early grades, making grade-level instruction impossible for 

many students. The need to remediate basic skills while meeting grade-level standards 

created tension in instructional planning and execution. 

Phonics and Decoding Gaps 

Participants 1, 3, 5, 7, and 9 specifically identified a lack of phonics instruction 

and decoding skills as a primary barrier to student success. Participant 3 explained, “My 

fourth graders can’t sound out simple CVC words. I’m teaching decoding like a first-

grade teacher and still trying to push the main idea and theme.” Participant 1 stated, “We 

were told our kids passed the reading screener, but when I put real text in front of them, 

they don’t know what to do with it.” These responses reflect an ongoing instructional 

dilemma: Students are expected to analyze and comprehend complex texts without first 

mastering the foundational skills needed for fluent reading. 

Sight Word and Vocabulary Deficits 

Participants 2, 4, 8, and 10 mentioned that their students lacked automatic 

recognition of high-frequency sight words and struggled with general and academic 

vocabulary. Participant 8 noted, “They stumble on words like ‘because’ or ‘went.’ So 

how can they comprehend a text if they can’t even recognize the basics?” Participant 2 

mentioned, “It takes forever to get through a short passage because every sentence has 

three or four words they don’t know.” These challenges impact fluency, comprehension, 

and overall confidence. 

Impact on Instruction 

Several participants described how foundational skill gaps altered their 
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instructional approach. Participant 6 stated, “We’re constantly in catch-up mode. There’s 

never time to dig deep into grade-level texts.” Participant 11 observed that small group 

instruction often becomes repetitive because students are stuck at the same skill level for 

extended periods. These reports suggest that foundational skill gaps have challenges not 

only for students’ literacy development but also for teachers’ ability to progress through 

the curriculum. 

Theme 2: Low Student Motivation 

Nine out of 12 participants reported low student motivation as a major obstacle in 

delivering ELA instruction. Teachers described students who avoided reading tasks, 

expressed negative attitudes about reading, or became visibly disengaged during lessons. 

These behaviors were attributed to students past academic failures, low confidence, and 

lack of positive reading experiences. Participants emphasized that without consistent 

motivation, even the most well-structured lessons were ineffective. 

Avoidance and Apathy 

Participants 2, 4, 6, and 10 observed that their students actively avoid reading, 

often by distracting others or shutting down completely. Participant 2 noted, “They don’t 

even try to open the book. It’s like they’ve already given up.” Participant 6 shared a 

similar observation: “You can see it in their body language. They slump over their desks 

or pretend they are reading when they are not.”  

Emotional Impact of Reading Struggles 

Participants 1, 3, 8, and 12 described how repeated failure led to emotional 

withdrawal or behavioral issues. Participant 3 said, “One of my students told me reading 
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makes him feel stupid, so he’d rather not do it.” Participant 8 noted that her struggling 

students often act out during ELA time, saying, “It’s not defiance; it’s frustration.” These 

insights align with research showing that students’ academic self-concept influences 

classroom behavior and engagement. 

Efforts to Rebuild Confidence 

Despite these challenges, several teachers shared strategies aimed at rebuilding 

student confidence. Participant 5 mentioned using short, high-interest texts and 

celebrating small reading wins. Participant 11 said, “I make a big deal out of progress, 

even if it’s just mastering five new words. It matters to them.” Participant 9 emphasized 

student choice, noting that letting students choose what they read improved buy-in. 

Theme 3: Limited Access to Instructional Resources for Struggling Readers 

All 12 participants reported disparities in the availability, quality, and 

appropriateness of instructional materials used to support struggling readers. Many 

teachers shared that the district-provided curriculum was misaligned with their students’ 

reading levels and failed to provide differentiated options. This forced teachers to seek, 

modify, or create their resources. The lack of culturally relevant, engaging texts and 

Science of Reading aligned supports was also a recurring concern. 

Teacher-Created Materials 

Participants 1, 5, 6, and 10 discussed how they routinely create or supplement 

materials to meet student needs. Participant 5 explained, “If I relied on just what was 

given to us, I wouldn’t have anything my students could read.” Participant 6 mentioned, 

“I’m designing my phonics lessons because the program doesn’t start where my kids 
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are.” This consistent need to build customized resources increases teacher workload and 

reduces the time available for lesson planning and data analysis. 

Lack of Grade-Level Appropriate Differentiation 

Several participants expressed frustration that the core curriculum lacked 

scaffolds for students reading below grade level. Participant 3 said, “It’s one-size-fits-all, 

and my class is anything but that.” Participant 8 reported using “first and second-grade 

materials for fourth graders” because those were the only ones her students could access. 

Teachers shared concerns that lacking tiered support impeded remediation and growth for 

struggling learners. 

Digital Resource Challenges 

Participants 2, 4, 7, and 12 noted that while digital platforms were available, they 

were not always usable or practical. Participant 7 commented, “We can access programs, 

but they’re not intuitive for kids who need help the most.” Participant 12 added that 

students often required one-on-one guidance to navigate digital texts. Others pointed out 

that some platforms were better suited for enrichment than intervention, limiting their 

utility for low-achieving students. 

Theme 4: Lack of Ongoing and Targeted Professional Development 

Ten out of 12 participants expressed dissatisfaction with the PD opportunities 

available to support reading instruction for low-achieving students. Participants described 

PD sessions as generic, infrequent, or disconnected from the practical needs of their 

classrooms. Many reported relying on trial and error, peer support, or outside resources to 

improve their instruction. 
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Misalignment with Classroom Realities 

Participants 3, 4, 6, and 11 noted that PD often focused on testing protocols or 

high-level curriculum pacing rather than targeted strategies for struggling readers. 

Participant 4 stated, “They tell us to follow the script, but it doesn’t work when half my 

class can’t read the words.” Participant 11 added, “The PD isn’t for us; it’s for a perfect 

classroom that doesn’t exist.” These comments underscore the disconnect between 

district-level planning and classroom-level execution. 

Lack of Training in Foundational Literacy Practices 

Participants 1, 7, 8, and 12 highlighted the absence of PD focused on phonics, 

fluency, and decoding, the core areas in which their students needed support. Participant 

8 remarked, “I’ve never been trained in how to teach a child to read. Everything I know 

about phonics; I had to learn myself.” Others shared that their exposure to the science of 

reading came from social media groups, podcasts, or independent studies. This signals a 

critical gap in PD offerings that are aligned with current literacy research. 

Desire for Coaching and Follow-Up 

Participants expressed interest in job-embedded support such as coaching, 

modeling, and feedback loops. Participant 9 explained, “We don’t need more 

PowerPoints; we need someone to show us how to do it and then check in after we try it.” 

Participant 10 said, “When you leave PD and return to a chaotic classroom, you forget 

everything unless someone’s helping you apply it.” Teachers valued PD that extended 

beyond single sessions and allowed for collaborative implementation. 
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Theme 5: Variable Administrative and Collaborative Support Across Different Schools 

Eight out of 12 participants shared mixed perceptions of their schools’ 

instructional leadership and collaboration structures. While some teachers described 

feeling supported by administrators and colleagues, others reported isolation and 

inconsistent feedback. These variations influenced how effectively teachers could plan, 

implement, and reflect on literacy instruction for low-achieving students. 

Inconsistent Administrative Support 

Participants 3, 6, 8, and 10 reported feeling unsupported by school leadership. 

Participant 6 described the environment as a “sink-or-swim culture,” where struggling 

teachers were left to manage on their own. Participant 10 added, “Leadership is there for 

discipline and testing but not for instruction.” These teachers expressed a desire for 

leaders to be more involved in instructional planning, walkthroughs, and professional 

dialogue. In contrast, Participants 1 and 9 described administrators who frequently visited 

classrooms and provided actionable feedback. These supportive leaders were seen as 

instructional partners who helped teachers reflect on their practice and refine their 

strategies to meet student needs. 

Limited Instructional Feedback. Several participants noted that when 

administrators did visit classrooms, the feedback was often compliance-based rather than 

instructional. Participant 4 stated, “They’re checking boxes and making sure we’re on the 

right page in the script but not helping us reach the struggling kids.” This type of surface-

level observation left teachers without the guidance needed to improve or refine their 
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literacy practices. Participants voiced the need for feedback that was specific, 

instructional, and tied to student learning outcomes. 

Collaboration as a Resource and a Gap. Collaboration among teachers was 

seen as both a lifeline and a missed opportunity, depending on the school culture. 

Participants 2, 5, 7, and 9 described their grade-level teams as essential to their 

professional growth. Participant 9 noted, “I learn more from my teammates than from any 

PD we’ve had.” However, others, such as Participant 12, described weekly meetings 

focused solely on test data, with no time for sharing instructional strategies or analyzing 

student work. Participant 11 emphasized, “We need protected time for real collaboration 

and not just meetings about numbers.” 

These findings responded directly to the central RQ by identifying the layered 

instructional and systemic challenges teachers face. They also revealed a disconnect 

between district-level support structures and classroom realities, reinforcing the need for 

responsive professional learning opportunities grounded in research-based practices. 

These themes informed the design of the PD project presented in Section 3, focusing on 

building teacher capacity to support struggling readers through evidence-based literacy 

strategies, collaboration, and sustained support. 

. 
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Section 3: The Project 

Introduction 

This section presents the project developed in response to the findings of a 

qualitative study exploring the challenges elementary teachers face when providing ELA 

instruction to low-achieving students in a Title I school district in Georgia. Based on the 

data collected from 12 participants through semistructured interviews, five major themes 

were identified: foundational reading skill gaps, low student motivation, limited access to  

instructional resources, lack of ongoing and targeted PD, and variable administrative and 

collaborative support. These findings revealed critical gaps in teacher instructional 

readiness and ongoing  support when addressing the needs of struggling readers. 

To address these needs, the project artifact designed for this study is a three-day 

PD training series titled “Empowering Teachers to Support Struggling Readers.” This PD 

is designed specifically for elementary school teachers in high-poverty schools and aims 

to build teacher capacity in evidence-based literacy instruction, student engagement, and 

differentiated support for struggling readers. The PD provides in-depth training on the 

science of reading, strategies to build reading motivation, and collaborative structures for 

sustained instructional growth. 

The PD includes a clearly defined purpose, learning goals, and expected 

outcomes; detailed hour-by-hour training modules with corresponding trainer notes; 

participant handouts and resource guides; and implementation and evaluation plans to 

support fidelity and effectiveness. Each training day is structured into 6 instructional 

hours with interactive sessions, collaborative planning time, modeled lessons, and 
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reflective dialogue. The PD culminates in creating a classroom action plan to guide 

teachers in translating the training into daily instructional practice. 

The project aims to strengthen teachers’ understanding of foundational reading 

skills aligned with the science of reading, equip teachers with practical strategies to 

motivate and engage struggling readers, and provide accessible, practical tools for 

differentiating instruction in resource-limited environments. Additionally, the project 

seeks to foster ongoing professional collaboration and structured peer feedback that will 

help sustain the learning beyond the duration of the training. 

Rationale 

A PD project was selected as the most appropriate response to the challenges 

identified in this study due to its ability to address the knowledge and support gaps 

voiced by participants directly. The qualitative data collected revealed that teachers often 

felt underprepared to meet the needs of low-achieving readers and lacked access to high-

quality, practical training. Specific challenges included limited exposure to the science of 

reading, difficulty engaging unmotivated learners, and a lack of effective differentiation 

strategies and instructional resources. These findings indicated a need for structured, 

relevant professional learning opportunities focused on building foundational literacy 

knowledge and instructional confidence. 

A PD training series was chosen because it provides an interactive, flexible, and 

job-embedded approach to addressing the issues that surfaced in the data. The 3-day 

format allows time for deep engagement with core content areas, including evidence-

based reading practices, student engagement, and practical classroom application. The 
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design of the PD is aligned with the need for sustained teacher support, which was 

emphasized by participants who described feeling isolated or inadequately supported in 

their efforts to help struggling readers. 

The PD content was built directly from the data that emerged from the RQ: What 

challenges do elementary teachers face when providing ELA instruction to low-achieving 

students in a local Title I school district in Georgia? and designed to be responsive to the 

realities of working in Title I schools. Table 2 displays the themes generated from 

participants’ responses to the RQ. 

Table 2 

What Challenges Do Elementary Teachers Face When Providing ELA Instruction to 

Low-Achieving Students in a Local Title I School District in Georgia? 

Themes # of occurrences % of occurrences 

Foundational reading skills gap 11 92% 

Student motivation and engagement 9 75% 

Resource inequities 12 100% 

Inconsistent professional support 10 83% 

Instructional leadership and collaboration 8 67% 

 

By offering strategies grounded in research and informed by teachers’ voices, this 

project supports improved instruction, builds collective teacher efficacy, and offers a 

realistic, scalable solution to address the local problem. The PD training is intended to 

empower teachers with the tools, knowledge, and support necessary to close persistent 

literacy gaps and improve outcomes for low-achieving students.  
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Review of the Literature 

The qualitative study findings demonstrated that elementary teachers in Title I 

schools require enhanced PD to effectively address the instructional challenges they 

encounter when teaching ELA to low-achieving students. Participants expressed the need 

for additional PD focused on evidence-based literacy instruction, student engagement 

strategies, and collaborative support structures to help struggling readers develop 

foundational skills and independent reading habits. Due to the findings from Section 2, 

which identified five major themes, including foundational reading skill gaps, student 

motivation and engagement barriers, resource inequities, inconsistent professional 

support, and limited instructional leadership and collaboration, PD was selected as the 

project genre. A 3-day PD workshop would allow teachers to increase their knowledge 

about evidence-based literacy strategies, science of reading principles, and pedagogical 

approaches to support struggling readers in developing foundational skills and reading 

independence. 

A systematic search of educational databases was conducted using multiple 

sources to ensure comprehensive coverage of PD research. Primary databases included 

Education Source, ERIC (Education Resources Information Center), JSTOR, Taylor and 

Francis Online, and Google Scholar. The search terms included combinations of PD, 

literacy instruction, science of reading, teacher collaboration, job-embedded learning, 

content-focused training, and implementation support. The search prioritized peer-

reviewed articles published between 2019 and 2025 to ensure currency and relevance, 
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with seminal works included when foundational to understanding PD effectiveness. The 

review of literature revealed several key themes that emerged from the research: 

characteristics of effective PD, content-focused versus generic training approaches, 

collaborative and job-embedded learning models, implementation and sustainability 

factors, and the relationship between PD and student outcomes. 

Characteristics of Effective Professional Development 

Specific characteristics consistently distinguish effective PD from less successful 

approaches, providing clear guidance for addressing the challenges identified in Section 

2. A comprehensive meta-analysis examining 91 studies found significant positive effects 

on teacher knowledge and practice (d = 0.34) and student achievement (d = 0.18) when 

PD incorporated design features such as content focus, active learning, sustained 

duration, and collaborative participation (Sims et al., 2025). The meta-analytic evidence 

establishes that PD effectiveness depends on adherence to evidence-based design 

principles rather than generic training approaches, with effect sizes varying significantly 

based on program characteristics and implementation quality. This finding addresses the 

Section 2 discovery where participants described previous training as irrelevant to their 

specific needs, with teachers expressing frustration about PD that felt disconnected from 

classroom realities. The evidence demonstrated that effective PD must move beyond 

traditional workshop models to incorporate sustained, interactive approaches that honor 

teachers’ existing expertise while building new competencies.  

Programs that address specific instructional challenges rather than generic content 

tend to be more impactful, according to a critical analysis examining evidence-based 
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features of effective teacher PD (Asterhan & Lefstein, 2024). These programs are 

typically grounded in pedagogical content knowledge and connect directly to daily 

classroom instruction, with participants engaging in authentic problem-solving activities 

that mirror their instructional challenges. This finding directly supported the need to 

address the disconnect participants reported between previous PD experiences and their 

classroom needs. The evidence reinforced that PD must be designed around specific 

instructional challenges rather than broad educational concepts to achieve meaningful 

teacher change.  

The importance of sustained duration and support structures is evident in 

longitudinal findings demonstrated that effective PD must have staying power, 

incorporating follow-up support and collaborative structures that extend beyond initial 

training sessions (Guskey, 2021). Studies consistently showed that PD programs 

extending over multiple months with ongoing coaching and collaborative support 

demonstrate significantly greater implementation rates and sustainability than single-

session approaches or brief workshop series. The evidence revealed that teachers need 

time to practice new strategies, encounter implementation challenges, receive feedback, 

and refine their approaches through iterative cycles of learning and application. These 

finding addressed participant concerns about learning being “quickly forgotten without 

continued support,” as one teacher noted in Section 2. The literature established that 

sustained PD creates the conditions necessary for deep learning and lasting instructional 

change.  

Success in implementation is further influenced by the structure of professional 
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learning, with active learning emerging as a critical characteristic distinguishing effective 

programs from traditional approaches. As highlighted in systematic review findings, 

programs that include modeling, feedback, and reflection allow teachers to apply 

strategies in realistic settings and receive immediate feedback on their implementation 

efforts (Sims & Fletcher-Wood, 2021). The analysis revealed that teachers need 

opportunities to experience new strategies as learners, practice implementation in 

supportive environments, receive specific feedback on their efforts, and engage in 

reflective dialogue about their experiences with colleagues and facilitators. This approach 

addressed the hands-on, practical training participants requested in Section 2, moving 

beyond passive learning to active engagement with new instructional strategies. The 

evidence demonstrated that active learning approaches create deeper understanding and a 

greater likelihood of sustained implementation than lecture-based or passive learning 

experiences. The convergence of these findings provided clear guidance for designing PD 

that addresses the specific needs and concerns expressed by study participants. 

Content-Focused Versus Generic Training Approaches 

Rice et al. (2024) conducted a meta-analysis specifically focused on PD in 

reading comprehension, finding meaningful effects on both teacher knowledge (d = 0.47) 

and student reading outcomes (d = 0.23). Their analysis demonstrated that literacy-

focused PD addressing specific reading components produces significantly stronger 

effects than general pedagogical training. The authors found that PD programs combining 

content knowledge with pedagogical strategies demonstrated consistently stronger effects 

than those focusing on either component alone. 
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Martínez et al. (2022) examined the effect of PD on code-focused skills 

instruction for beginning readers, finding that intensive, content-focused PD combined 

with coaching support led to significant improvements in both teacher knowledge (d = 

0.65) and student reading outcomes (d = 0.43). Their research specifically addresses 

foundational reading skills, demonstrating that teachers who received targeted training in 

phonemic awareness, phonics, and decoding showed measurable improvements in their 

instructional practices and their students’ reading development. This finding is directly 

connected to the Section 2 theme of foundational reading skill gaps, where participants 

reported inadequate preparation for supporting struggling readers in these critical areas. 

McMaster et al. (2021) conducted a systematic review of PD supporting teachers’ 

implementation of intensive reading intervention, identifying that effective programs 

share common characteristics: sustained duration, content focus on specific reading 

components, active learning opportunities, and ongoing coaching support. Their research 

reinforced that generic PD fails to provide teachers with the specialized knowledge to 

effectively support struggling readers. Through a meta-analytic review, Didion et al. 

(2020) found that PD effectiveness increased significantly when programs addressed 

specific classroom challenges and provided practical, immediately applicable strategies 

rather than broad theoretical concepts. 

The research literature strongly supported content focused approaches over 

generic training, particularly for addressing the specific literacy challenges identified in 

the Section 2 findings. Teachers require specialized knowledge in reading science, 

assessment, and intervention strategies that can be developed through targeted, sustained 
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professional learning experiences. 

Collaborative and Job-Embedded Learning Models 

The research literature consistently emphasized the importance of collaborative 

and job-embedded approaches to PD, revealing that sustained peer interaction and 

workplace-based learning produce superior outcomes compared to isolated training 

events. Washburn et al. (2022) examined collaborative PD for teachers of struggling 

readers, finding that teachers who participated in collaborative programs reported greater 

confidence in supporting struggling readers, demonstrated more consistent 

implementation of evidence-based practices, and showed increased collective efficacy. 

Their research demonstrated that peer collaboration provides ongoing support that 

extends learning beyond initial training sessions. 

Brodie (2021) examined teacher agency in professional learning communities, 

finding that structured collaborative learning incorporating shared problem-solving, 

collective reflection, and distributed leadership leads to increased teacher efficacy and 

improved instructional practices. The research revealed that collaborative structures must 

be intentionally designed with clear protocols for peer interaction, shared goal-setting, 

and collective accountability for student outcomes. Huang et al. (2024) conducted a 

randomized controlled trial examining a PD program based on social cognitive principles, 

finding significant improvements in both teaching quality (d = 0.42) and student 

achievement (d = 0.28) when PD incorporated modeling, collaborative practice, peer 

feedback, and structured reflection. 

Salas-Rodríguez and Lara (2023) found that PD building collective teacher 
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efficacy leads to school-wide improvements in instructional practices and student 

outcomes, particularly in high-poverty settings. Their research demonstrated that 

collaborative approaches create shared responsibility for student learning and sustained 

commitment to implementation. The job-embedded nature of effective PD is emphasized 

by research showing that teachers need opportunities to practice new classroom strategies 

with ongoing peer and expert support. 

Implementation and Sustainability Factors 

Research revealed that successful PD implementation requires systematic 

attention to organizational barriers and sustainability factors. Donath et al. (2023) 

conducted a meta-analysis of PD supporting implementation in challenging contexts, 

identifying key barriers and supports for successful implementation. Their research found 

that PD explicitly addressed implementation barriers, provides specific strategies for 

overcoming contextual challenges, and includes ongoing problem-solving support, which 

shows greater success in high-needs settings than programs focusing solely on content 

delivery. 

Ventista and Brown (2023) systematically reviewed teachers’ professional 

learning and its impact on student outcomes. They found that PD addressing 

organizational structures alongside individual teacher knowledge leads to more 

sustainable improvements in high-needs schools. Their research demonstrated that 

implementation success depends on alignment between individual learning and 

organizational support systems. Wickham and Mullen (2020) examined PD designed 

specifically for teachers working with students in poverty, finding that contextually 
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responsive PD addressing both instructional strategies and belief systems leads to more 

significant and sustained changes in teacher practice. 

Stavermann (2025) conducted a research synthesis on PD effectiveness, finding 

that successful programs anticipate and address implementation challenges through 

structured support systems, collaborative problem-solving, and adaptive implementation 

strategies. The research emphasized that sustainability requires ongoing coaching, 

administrative support, and organizational commitment beyond initial training. Lay et al. 

(2020) examined research on PD sustainability, finding that programs incorporating 

ongoing collaborative support structures, peer coaching relationships, and distributed 

leadership show greater sustainability than those relying solely on initial training. 

Martin et al. (2019) examined the power of teachers’ input in PD design, finding 

that programs honoring teachers’ existing knowledge while providing new frameworks 

for understanding student needs lead to more meaningful learning and sustained 

implementation. Their research demonstrated that implementation success depends on 

teacher agency and ownership of the learning process. These findings directly addressed 

multiple Section 2 themes, particularly resource inequities and inconsistent professional 

support, by providing research-based strategies for overcoming implementation barriers 

in high-poverty settings. 

Professional Development and Student Outcomes 

The literature established clear connections between high-quality PD and 

improved student outcomes, particularly in literacy instruction. Rice et al. (2024) found 

meaningful effects on student reading outcomes (d = 0.23) when teachers participated in 
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content-focused reading comprehension PD. Their meta-analysis demonstrated that 

teacher learning translates into measurable student achievement gains when PD adheres 

to evidence-based design principles. Martínez et al. (2022) found significant 

improvements in student reading outcomes (d = 0.43) when teachers received intensive, 

content-focused PD in foundational reading skills and coaching support. 

Huang et al. (2024) found significant improvements in student achievement (d = 

0.28) when teachers participated in PD incorporating modeling, collaborative practice, 

and structured reflection. Their randomized controlled trial proves that well-designed PD 

creates measurable improvements in student learning outcomes. Didion et al. (2020) 

conducted a meta-analytic review demonstrating that teacher PD has a moderate and 

significant positive average effect on reading achievement, with larger effects observed in 

programs that provided sustained support and content-focused training. 

Washburn et al. (2022) found that teachers who participated in collaborative PD 

focused on data-based decision-making reported improved student attitudes toward 

reading and increased engagement during literacy instruction. Their research 

demonstrated that PD effects extended beyond academic achievement, including 

improvements in student motivation and engagement. This finding is directly connected 

to the Section 2 theme of student motivation and engagement barriers, providing 

evidence that teacher PD can simultaneously address instructional and motivational 

challenges. 

The research consistently demonstrated that PD effects on student outcomes are 

mediated by changes in teacher knowledge, practice, and efficacy. Programs that 
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successfully improve teacher capacity in evidence-based practices, provide ongoing 

support for implementation, and address contextual barriers produce the strongest effects 

on student learning. This evidence base supported PD as an appropriate genre for 

addressing the challenges identified in the Section 2 findings while providing clear 

guidance for program design and implementation. 

Conclusion 

A comprehensive review of current literature confirmed that PD is an effective 

genre for addressing the instructional challenges identified in Section 2. Evidence 

supported targeted, content-specific, collaborative, and job-embedded professional 

learning to improve literacy instruction in high-poverty settings. Effective PD 

incorporated sustained support, administrative engagement, and teacher ownership which 

are key elements necessary to improve teacher capacity and student literacy outcomes. 

This evidence-based approach provides a clear roadmap for designing impactful PD 

aligned with the needs of struggling readers and the teachers who support them. 

Project Description 

The project was selected to address the challenges elementary teachers face when 

delivering ELA instruction to low-achieving students in Title I schools, as identified 

through the analysis of participant interviews in Section 2. The PD project will be 

presented to elementary teachers in a Title I school district in Georgia. Through data 

analysis, participants shared their perceptions regarding the challenges they face in 

providing effective literacy instruction, which included significant gaps in foundational 

reading skills, student motivation and engagement barriers, resource inequities, 
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inconsistent professional support, and limited instructional leadership and collaboration. 

The elementary teachers will benefit from attending the 3-day PD training because they 

will have the opportunity to learn evidence-based literacy instruction strategies, student 

engagement techniques, and collaborative approaches to support struggling readers 

effectively. The results of the research interviews will be shared, including the themes 

present in the data: foundational reading skill gaps, student motivation and engagement, 

resource inequities, inconsistent professional support, and instructional leadership and 

collaboration. School principals and district literacy coordinators will also be invited to 

attend this 3-day PD training. Because the themes include resource inequities and limited 

collaboration, administrators can learn more about what teachers need to implement 

effective literacy instruction for struggling readers. 

Needed Resources 

The resources that participants need for the 3-day PD training include a large 

conference room or area to accommodate participants comfortably, a smartboard or 

projector for presentations, laptops or tablets for participants, internet connectivity, 

printed participant handbooks containing research summaries and strategy guides, 

manipulatives for phonics and decoding activities, sample texts at various reading levels, 

chart paper and markers for collaborative activities, and access to digital literacy 

assessment tools. 

Existing Supports 

A PD infrastructure is available, including established protocols, substitute 

teacher systems, and meeting facilities that can support implementation. The district has 
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existing literacy curriculum frameworks, assessment systems, and technology platforms 

that provide a foundation for enhanced instruction. No additional infrastructure 

development is required, as the district already has learning management systems and 

digital platforms to house resources and facilitate ongoing collaboration. 

Potential Barriers 

Several potential barriers may impact the implementation of this PD program. 

Time constraints and competing priorities may challenge teachers who face multiple 

demands and struggle to prioritize PD participation. Resistance to change may occur as 

some teachers could be skeptical of new approaches or resistant to changing established 

practices they have used for years. Administrative turnover presents a risk, as changes in 

school leadership could disrupt ongoing support and implementation efforts. Technology 

limitations may limit access to digital resources and collaboration platforms, particularly 

in schools with inadequate infrastructure. Additionally, a lack of ongoing support after 

the initial training could result in teachers struggling to implement new strategies 

effectively without sustained coaching and feedback. 

Potential Solutions to Barriers 

To address time constraints, the training will be scheduled during dedicated PD 

days to minimize classroom disruption. Resistance to change will be minimized by 

beginning training with a clear presentation of research evidence, including teacher voice 

in planning, and acknowledging existing expertise while building new knowledge. 

Administrative turnover concerns will be addressed by documenting all procedures in 

written protocols, training multiple administrators at each school, and establishing 
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district-level oversight beyond individual school leadership. Technology limitations will 

be overcome by creating offline resource packets for schools with limited connectivity. 

Ongoing support will be ensured through built-in coaching components, monthly virtual 

check-ins, peer observation protocols, and online resource repositories for continued 

access. 

Proposal for Implementation 

The opportunity to attend PD sessions during dedicated PD time affords teachers 

a comprehensive understanding of evidence-based literacy instruction, which will provide 

practical strategies for immediate classroom implementation. Face-to-face sessions are 

preferable to ensure maximum collaboration and hands-on practice. However, if planned 

face-to-face PD days need modifications, online components will be offered while 

maintaining collaborative elements through breakout sessions and virtual collaboration 

tools. A planning meeting with schools and district administration to prepare for PD dates 

and logistics is essential to ensure institutional commitment and support. An invitation 

email, including details about the PD sessions and expectations, will be sent to 

elementary teachers serving students in Title I schools. The first day will focus on 

building foundation knowledge through Science of Reading research, assessment of 

foundational reading components, phonemic awareness and phonics instruction 

strategies, fluency development techniques, and hands-on practice with foundational 

skills activities. The second day will address engagement and differentiation through 

understanding reading motivation, creating positive reading environments, resource 

adaptation techniques, technology integration, and data-driven instructional decision-
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making. The final day will emphasize collaboration and sustainability by building 

professional learning communities, establishing peer coaching protocols, administrative 

leadership development, implementation planning, and commitment to ongoing 

collaboration. Throughout the three days of training, there will be extensive collaborative 

conversations, opportunities to examine evidence-based instructional strategies, hands-on 

practice with assessment tools and intervention techniques, and activities designed to 

integrate new knowledge across all literacy components. Follow-up support will include 

monthly virtual professional learning community meetings, quarterly peer observation 

cycles, and continuous access to online resource repositories. 

Roles and Responsibilities 

As the researcher and project developer, I will initiate communication with 

district and building-level administrators about scheduling the professional learning 

experience. I will keep participants informed about any changes to the schedule or format 

of training and coordinate with literacy specialist facilitators to ensure content alignment 

with identified needs. My other duties include overseeing the 3-day PD implementation, 

monitoring participant engagement, and facilitating follow-up support activities. 

Teachers’ responsibilities are to engage actively in PD training and discussions by 

listening attentively, participating in collaborative activities, considering ways to 

implement evidence-based literacy strategies in their classrooms, collecting and 

analyzing student data to monitor progress, and participating in ongoing professional 

learning community meetings. Teachers are expected to implement learned strategies 

with fidelity and engage in peer observation cycles as both an observer and observed 
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educator. School administrators’ responsibilities include participating in leadership-

focused training sessions, providing logistical support for teacher participation, 

conducting regular instructional walkthroughs focusing on literacy instruction 

implementation, facilitating school-based professional learning community meetings, and 

removing barriers to implementation while advocating for necessary resources. District 

literacy coordinators will collaborate in planning and customizing PD content, provide 

ongoing coaching support to participating teachers and administrators, coordinate 

resource procurement and distribution, monitor implementation progress across schools, 

and facilitate school connections for sharing best practices. If administrators cannot 

participate fully in the professional learning experience, there will be scheduled follow-

up meetings to discuss data findings and the essential support teachers need to implement 

evidence-based literacy instruction effectively.  

Project Evaluation Plan 

The findings from the qualitative study revealed that teachers in Title I elementary 

schools require targeted PD focused on evidence-based literacy instruction, student 

engagement strategies, and collaborative structures to better support struggling readers. 

Participants highlighted gaps in foundational reading instruction, inconsistent 

professional support, and limited opportunities for meaningful collaboration. In response 

to these themes, a three-day PD workshop was created to build teacher capacity to 

implement Science of Reading strategies, differentiate instruction for struggling readers, 

and engage in peer-based instructional problem-solving. A formative evaluation plan was 

selected as the most appropriate method for assessing the effectiveness of the project. 
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This type of evaluation is justified because it allows for continuous reflection and 

feedback throughout the training. It is designed to inform improvements in real-time, 

making it especially useful for a professional learning experience intended to respond to 

teachers’ needs and classroom realities. The formative approach aligns with participants’ 

feedback from the study, particularly their desire for PD that is iterative, responsive, and 

grounded in their instructional experiences. The overall goal of the PD project is to 

enhance teacher knowledge of evidence-based reading strategies rooted in the Science of 

Reading, increase teacher confidence and readiness to support struggling readers and 

foster collaborative learning environments that promote reflection and sustained 

instructional growth.  

The formative evaluation will be conducted using open-ended questionnaires 

administered to participating third through fifth-grade teachers after each of the three PD 

sessions. These questionnaires are designed to capture teachers’ perceptions of the 

training in real-time and gather actionable feedback. On the first day, teachers will be 

asked to reflect on their existing knowledge, what they learned during the session, any 

lingering questions or areas of confusion, the most meaningful insight they gained, and 

whether they found the session helpful. The second day’s questionnaire will prompt 

teachers to describe new strategies learned, potential implementation plans, their most 

meaningful takeaway, and whether the session deepened their understanding of how to 

meet the needs of struggling readers. On the final day of the PD, participants will reflect 

on the cumulative experience, identifying the most valuable aspects of the training, 

offering suggestions for improvement, and indicating whether the sessions increased their 
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confidence and motivation to implement the instructional practices covered throughout 

the training. 

The evaluation findings will guide future improvements to the PD sessions and 

support conversations with school leadership about extending and sustaining professional 

learning opportunities for teachers. The overall evaluation goal is to ensure that the PD is 

effective and responsive, supporting meaningful instructional changes that can lead to 

improved student outcomes. The participating teachers, the instructional leadership team, 

and building administrators are key stakeholders. Teachers’ reflections will be compiled 

and analyzed to determine the PD’s effectiveness and identify areas where additional 

support may be needed. The evaluation results will be shared with administrators to 

support decision-making regarding the continuation, scaling, or revision of professional 

learning initiatives. By centering the voices of teachers and aligning the training with 

their expressed needs, the evaluation process aims to foster a culture of continuous 

improvement and collaborative professional growth. 

Project Implications  

This project can contribute to positive social change by addressing systemic 

inequities in literacy instruction for students in underperforming schools. By equipping 

teachers with evidence-based instructional strategies aligned with the Science of Reading 

and fostering teacher collaboration through PD, the project aims to close literacy 

achievement gaps for students who are often most at risk of falling behind. Improving 

reading outcomes for these students increases their long-term academic success. It 

expands their access to future educational and economic opportunities, contributing to 
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greater equity within the school community and beyond. When teachers are empowered 

with high-quality professional learning, they are more likely to implement instructional 

practices that promote inclusive, student-centered learning environments where all 

learners can thrive. 

The project is important to local stakeholders, including classroom teachers, 

instructional coaches, school administrators, and district leaders, because it offers a 

replicable model for sustainable, job-embedded PD that is responsive to teachers’ real-

world instructional needs. By focusing on practical strategies and fostering a culture of 

collaborative reflection, the project can help strengthen professional learning 

communities and elevate the instructional capacity of teachers working in Title I settings. 

On a larger scale, the project holds relevance for education policymakers and researchers 

interested in addressing literacy gaps through scalable, research-informed PD models. 

The findings and outcomes of this project may contribute to the growing body of 

evidence that supports ongoing investment in targeted teacher training as a lever for 

improving student achievement and advancing educational equity in historically 

underserved communities. 
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Section 4: Reflections and Conclusions 

Project Strengths and Limitations 

One of the primary strengths of this project lies in its alignment with research-

based characteristics of effective PD. The 3-day PD series incorporate core elements such 

as content focus, active learning, sustained engagement, and collaborative structures, 

significantly improving teacher practice and student outcomes (Sims et al., 2025). By 

centering the training on evidence-based literacy strategies aligned with the science of 

reading, the project ensures that teachers are exposed to effective instructional 

approaches and supported in applying this knowledge to their classroom contexts. This 

structure reflects the recommendations of Postholm (2012), who emphasized the 

importance of PD that bridges theory and practice and is embedded within authentic 

teaching contexts. 

Integrating job-embedded learning and ongoing reflection supports deeper 

engagement, as teachers are encouraged to think critically about their practice and make 

real-time instructional adjustments. The collaborative aspect of the training where 

participants reflect, share, and solve problems promotes the development of professional 

learning communities. According to Wickham and Mullen (2020), when teachers 

collaborate around shared instructional goals and challenges, particularly in high-poverty 

settings, it can enhance collective efficacy and lead to more equitable and effective 

practices. Additionally, including teacher voice through reflective feedback enhances the 

training applicability and helps build teacher ownership, which is vital for continued 

implementation (Smith & Robinson, 2020). 
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A notable limitation of the project is that it was designed for upper elementary 

teachers in a Title I school district, and the findings may not be generalized to broader 

educational settings without adaptation. While the training content is grounded in 

research and relevant to similar high-need contexts, implementation in other settings 

would require consideration of local factors such as instructional priorities, resource 

availability, and school leadership support. As Smith and Robinson (2020) noted, PD is 

most effective when it is contextually responsive and aligned with the specific needs of 

the teachers it serves. 

Recommendations for Alternative Approaches 

The findings from this study indicated that a 3-day PD (PD) training series was 

the most appropriate project to address the challenges experienced by upper elementary 

teachers when supporting struggling readers in a high-poverty Title I school. However, 

alternative approaches could have been considered to address the problem in different yet 

meaningful ways. One such alternative approach could be the development of a 

comprehensive literacy intervention handbook or toolkit. This resource could outline 

evidence-based reading strategies aligned with the science of reading, classroom 

implementation guides, and sample lesson templates designed specifically for struggling 

readers. While this option might provide teachers with a tangible and ongoing reference, 

it would not offer the same level of hands-on, collaborative learning central to the PD 

model selected for this project. Without the opportunity to engage in guided reflection or 

professional dialogue with peers, the handbook could fall short in supporting teacher 

confidence and sustained instructional change. 
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Another alternative might have been a schoolwide literacy coaching model. Based 

on the study’s findings, teachers strongly needed continuous instructional support and 

feedback. A coaching model could pair teachers with a literacy coach who provides 

modeling, co-teaching opportunities, and targeted feedback throughout the year. This 

approach could promote deeper instructional shifts over time and foster stronger 

schoolwide alignment in literacy practices. However, implementing a coaching model 

would require significant time, staffing, and budget considerations. Additionally, it might 

not immediately meet teachers’ desire for concentrated and structured training 

experiences that can be implemented quickly and purposefully in the classroom. 

Despite the merits of these alternative approaches, the 3-day PD training was the 

most comprehensive and practical method for addressing the needs identified in the 

study. It allows teachers to learn, practice, and reflect in a supportive environment while 

engaging in collaborative discussions around evidence-based literacy practices. This 

format best supports immediate teacher learning and promotes the development of 

sustainable professional learning communities, which are crucial for improving 

instructional effectiveness and literacy outcomes for students in high-poverty settings. 

Scholarship, Project Development and Evaluation, and Leadership and Change 

While conducting this research and developing the PD project, I have grown 

immensely as a scholar, practitioner, and instructional leader. Engaging in a qualitative 

research study required me to balance my dual perspective as a researcher and a former 

educator who has personally experienced the challenges of supporting struggling readers 

in high-poverty settings. This process compelled me to critically reflect on the lived 
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experiences of fellow teachers while maintaining the objectivity necessary to 

authentically represent their voices. This process helped deepen my understanding of 

literacy practices and highlighted the necessity of grounding instructional support in data 

and authentic teacher voice. I developed the capacity to analyze qualitative data 

systematically, identify meaningful patterns, and maintain objectivity in presenting the 

findings. These skills have enhanced my academic discipline and strengthened my 

confidence as a researcher. 

Reviewing the literature required me to move beyond simply gathering 

information and instead engage in a thoughtful synthesis of evidence-based practices. I 

discovered that the development of a literature review is not a linear process but a 

recursive one, where understanding deepens with each iteration. I was challenged to 

examine various perspectives on effective PD, including contradictory findings, which 

pushed me to think about how to contextualize and apply research to real-world 

problems. This process of scholarly inquiry reinforced the importance of grounding 

educational solutions in theory and evidence, while remaining sensitive to the needs and 

contexts of the teachers involved. 

Designing the PD project based on study findings allowed me to integrate 

research with practical applications. I was able to translate what I learned from both the 

literature and the participant interviews into a responsive training model that prioritizes 

collaboration, active learning, and sustained instructional growth. This project reminded 

me of the power of listening to teachers and helping to construct learning opportunities 

that reflect their realities and aspirations. It also reinforced the importance of intentional 
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PD design, including opportunities for feedback, reflection, and job-embedded 

application. 

As a leader, this experience has shaped my understanding of what it means to be 

an agent of change. I am more equipped to use data to inform decisions, advocate for 

resources, and support colleagues in strengthening their instructional practice. I have 

learned to value the role of the teacher’s voice in shaping meaningful reforms and have 

developed a stronger commitment to equity and student success. Most importantly, I 

recognize the potential for research-informed leadership to serve as a catalyst for 

sustainable school improvement. 

This doctoral journey has sharpened my research and analytical skills and 

affirmed my calling to support and empower educators. I now understand the 

complexities involved in designing solutions to address instructional challenges and the 

importance of leadership grounded in empathy and evidence. Through this study, I have 

learned what it means to contribute to the profession as a scholar and practitioner 

committed to positive social change. 

Reflection on Importance of the Work 

Reflecting on the significance of this project, I recognize the critical role that PD 

plays in equipping teachers with the knowledge and tools to support struggling readers, 

particularly in high-poverty elementary schools. While I entered this study with a 

practitioner’s understanding of literacy challenges in these settings, conducting the 

research deepened my appreciation for fellow teachers’ diverse experiences and 

perspectives. Listening to their voices reminded me that professional learning must be 
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directly connected to teachers’ everyday realities and grounded in evidence-based and 

adaptable strategies. 

Before the study, I was aware of the urgency to strengthen literacy instruction, but 

I had not fully realized the magnitude of instructional gaps and the specific support 

teachers desired. Through this study, I learned that PD must go beyond theory; it must 

invite teachers to reflect, collaborate, and envision new approaches together. I hope this 

work provides a blueprint for supporting struggling readers and a reminder of the power 

of listening to and learning from the field. This study reinforced the belief that improving 

literacy outcomes requires sustained, responsive professional learning rooted in 

community, reflection, and evidence. 

Implications, Applications, and Directions for Future Research 

The results of this study have meaningful implications for practice and positive 

social change. By implementing the 3-day PD training, teachers in high-poverty schools 

may become more confident using differentiated, evidence-based literacy strategies to 

better support struggling readers. This project provides a structured, collaborative, and 

research-aligned approach to building teacher capacity that may lead to improved 

instructional practices, increased student engagement, and more equitable reading 

outcomes. In the long term, this type of focused support may contribute to breaking 

cycles of low achievement and improving students’ access to lifelong opportunities. 

Although the project was designed for a specific group of teachers, its 

components, such as grounding in the science of reading and emphasis on active, job-

embedded learning, can be adapted to other settings. Future researchers may consider 
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expanding this study to include teachers in different grade levels, geographic regions, or 

school types to explore whether similar needs and instructional gaps persist. Additionally, 

a future line of inquiry could investigate the impact of this PD model on student reading 

performance, or the long-term implementation of strategies learned during the training. 

Another avenue for research might include capturing the perspectives of instructional 

coaches or administrators to better understand how systemic support influences the 

success of literacy-focused PD. Continued exploration in these areas could further refine 

the design of professional learning that promotes sustainable instructional improvement. 

Conclusion 

This qualitative project study explored the experiences of elementary teachers in 

supporting struggling readers and used those findings to develop a responsive, 3-day PD 

training. The study illuminated teachers’ challenges and successes, highlighting a shared 

desire for more practical, evidence-based strategies to reach students who struggle most 

with reading. The PD sessions generated from these findings aim to build teacher 

knowledge and confidence in literacy instruction while fostering collaboration and 

reflection among colleagues working in high-poverty schools. 

Engaging in this research and project development process strengthened my 

understanding of what it means to be a scholar and leader committed to educational 

equity. I have grown in my ability to critically examine research, elevate practitioner 

voices, and translate findings into actionable solutions. This journey has reaffirmed my 

belief that meaningful professional learning can transform instruction and students’ lives. 

I remain committed to using research as a catalyst for positive change and supporting 
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teachers in creating classrooms where all students, especially struggling students, can 

become confident and capable readers. 
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Appendix: The Project 

PD Training: Empowering Teachers to Support Struggling Readers in Title I Elementary 

Schools 

Purpose Statement 

This comprehensive 3-day PD training was developed in direct response to 

qualitative research findings that identified critical gaps in teacher preparation and 

ongoing support for literacy instruction in Title I elementary schools. The program 

addresses five key challenges: foundational reading skill gaps, student motivation and 

engagement barriers, resource inequities, inconsistent professional support, and limited 

instructional leadership and collaboration. The training equips elementary educators with 

evidence-based strategies, collaborative structures, and sustainable implementation 

support to effectively serve struggling readers. 

Target Audience 

 Upper elementary teachers (3-5) in an urban Title I school district in Georgia. 

Local site and district-level administrators, including school principals, assistant 

principals, instructional coaches, reading specialists, and district literacy coordinators will 

be invited to attend to listen to results of the data analysis, which include the foundational 

reading skill gaps, student motivation and engagement barriers, resource inequities, 

inconsistent professional support, and limited instructional leadership and collaboration 

needs of the educators. 
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Program Goals 

 

The goals of this PD are to: 

1. Build Content Knowledge: Deepen teacher understanding of the Science of 

Reading and evidence-based foundational literacy instruction, including phonemic 

awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension components 

2. Develop Engagement Strategies: Build capacity for motivating struggling readers 

and creating positive, supportive learning environments that foster reading 

confidence and identity 

3. Enhance Differentiation Skills: Strengthen teachers’ ability to adapt resources, 

modify instruction, and provide tiered support for diverse learner needs in 

resource-constrained environments 

4. Establish Collaborative Structures: Create sustainable professional learning 

communities and peer coaching systems that support ongoing growth and 

implementation 

Expected Learning Outcomes 

 

By the completion of this 3-day program, participants will be able to: 

• Explain the five essential components of reading instruction based on reading 

science research 

• Implement systematic phonemic awareness and phonics instruction using 

evidence-based strategies 

• Create motivating reading environments that build student confidence and 
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engagement 

• Adapt and differentiate instructional materials to meet diverse student needs 

within resource constraints 

• Establish and maintain effective professional learning communities focused on 

literacy instruction 

• Develop advocacy skills for supporting struggling readers and securing necessary 

resources 

• Create comprehensive implementation plans with accountability structures and 

success measures 

Timeline 

 The PD sessions from this study may be presented before the start of the school 

year during the summer months when teachers have dedicated PD time. An additional 

option would be to schedule the PD sessions with building principals and district 

administrators to plan for possible PD dates during the school year, potentially utilizing 

existing PD days or teacher planning periods. At the conclusion of the PD sessions, a 

meeting will be scheduled with school administrators to prepare for sustainable, ongoing 

training and support around evidence-based literacy instruction, including the 

establishment of professional learning communities, peer coaching structures, and 

ongoing implementation support systems. 

 

 

Training Components and Structure 



88 

 

• Duration: Three consecutive full-day sessions (9:00 AM - 3:00 PM daily) 

• Delivery Format: Face-to-face collaborative learning with hands-on activities, 

multimedia presentations, and structured reflection 

• Follow-up Support: Monthly virtual check-ins, quarterly peer observation cycles, 

and ongoing digital resource access 

Day 1: Building Foundations - Science of Reading and Foundational Skills 

 Day 1 Learning Objectives 

 Participants will: 

• Understand the research base supporting explicit, systematic literacy 

instruction 

• Demonstrate effective phonemic awareness and phonics instructional 

strategies 

• Analyze student assessment data to inform foundational skills instruction 

• Plan differentiated foundational skills lessons for struggling readers 

• Build collaborative relationships and establish learning community norms 

Schedule 

9:00-9:30 AM: Welcome and Community Building 

Activity: Literacy Journey Sharing 

• Materials: Name tags, chart paper, markers, participant folders 

• Process: Interactive introductions using “reading teacher identity” 

sharing 

• Community Norms: Collaborative establishment of learning 
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environment expectations 

• Pre-Assessment: 10-minute knowledge and confidence baseline 

survey 

• Trainer Notes: Focus on creating psychologically safe learning 

environment; acknowledge existing teacher expertise; distribute 

materials and orient participants to resources 

9:30-10:45 AM: The Science of Reading Foundation 

Activity: Research-to-Practice Exploration 

• Materials: Research summary handouts, Scarborough’s Reading Rope visual, 

video clips 

• Content Coverage:  

o Simple View of Reading model and implications 

o Neural pathway development in reading acquisition 

o Importance of explicit, systematic instruction 

o Five essential components of reading instruction 

• Interactive Elements: Small group analysis of reading development continuum; 

“myth-busting” activity addressing common misconceptions 

• Trainer Notes: Use concrete classroom examples; connect research to 

participants’ daily experiences; address resistance to “skills-based” instruction by 

emphasizing comprehension connections 

10:45-11:00 AM: Break 

11:00 AM-12:15 PM: Phonemic Awareness Deep Dive 
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Activity: Sound Manipulation Workshop 

• Materials: Sound boxes, manipulatives, phonemic awareness assessment tools, 

activity cards 

• Content Coverage:  

o Phonemic awareness developmental continuum 

o Explicit instruction techniques and language 

o Multi-sensory approaches for diverse learners 

o Assessment and progress monitoring strategies 

• Hands-on Practice: Participants experience PA activities as learners, then 

practice facilitation with partners 

• Differentiation Focus: Adaptations for students with auditory processing 

challenges, English language learners, and attention difficulties 

• Trainer Notes: Model activities exactly as participants should implement; 

provide specific instructional language scripts; emphasize fun and engagement 

alongside skill development 

12:15-1:15 PM: Lunch 

1:15-2:15 PM: Systematic Phonics Instruction 

Activity: Word Building and Decoding Workshop 

• Materials: Letter tiles, word building mats, decodable texts, scope and sequence 

charts 

• Content Coverage:  

o Systematic vs. incidental phonics instruction 
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o Scope and sequence planning and pacing 

o Explicit teaching routines and procedures 

o Integration with authentic reading experiences 

• Hands-on Practice: Word building activities, decoding practice, analysis of 

decodable text features 

• Resource Analysis: Evaluation of current curriculum materials for systematic 

instruction alignment 

• Trainer Notes: Emphasize systematic progression; model think-alouds for 

decoding; address concerns about “boring” instruction by demonstrating engaging 

delivery 

2:15-2:45 PM: Fluency Development Strategies 

Activity: Building Reading Automaticity 

• Materials: Fluency assessment tools, repeated reading materials, progress 

monitoring charts 

• Content Coverage:  

o Three components of fluency: accuracy, rate, and prosody 

o Evidence-based fluency instruction methods 

o Progress monitoring and goal-setting strategies 

o Connection between fluency and comprehension 

• Practice Session: Paired reading, echo reading, and reader’s theater techniques 

• Trainer Notes: Demonstrate how fluency instruction supports comprehension; 

provide concrete examples of appropriate text levels; model positive error 
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correction 

2:45-3:00 PM: Reflection and Day 1 Action Planning 

Activity: Learning Synthesis and Goal Setting 

• Materials: Reflection journals, action planning templates, exit tickets 

• Process: Individual reflection followed by partner sharing; identification of 

immediate implementation priorities 

• Day 1 Evaluation: Completion of structured feedback questionnaire 

• Tomorrow’s Preview: Overview of student engagement and motivation focus 

• Trainer Notes: Encourage honest reflection about implementation challenges; 

collect feedback for Day 2 adjustments; end with encouragement and excitement 

for continued learning 

Day 2: Engaging Learners - Motivation, Differentiation, and Resource Adaptation 

Day 2 Learning Objectives 

 Participants will: 

• Implement evidence-based strategies for motivating struggling readers and 

building reading identity 

• Create positive classroom environments that support risk-taking and 

growth 

• Adapt instructional materials and resources to meet diverse student needs 

• Use formative assessment data to guide instructional decisions and 

grouping 

• Integrate technology tools to enhance engagement and provide 
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differentiated support 

Schedule 

9:00-9:15 AM: Welcome Back and Implementation Sharing 

Activity: Success Story Circle 

• Materials: Chart paper for documentation 

• Process: Quick sharing of any Day 1 implementation attempts or insights 

• Energy Building: Brief movement activity connecting to reading motivation 

• Day 2 Overview: Preview of engagement and differentiation focus 

9:15-10:30 AM: Understanding Reading Motivation 

Activity: Student Perspective Analysis 

• Materials: Student case studies, motivation research summaries, video clips of 

struggling readers 

• Content Coverage:  

o Impact of repeated failure on reading motivation and identity 

o Self-determination theory: autonomy, competence, and relatedness 

o Building reading self-efficacy and positive identity 

o Cultural considerations in literacy motivation 

• Interactive Analysis: Case study exploration in small groups; brainstorming 

motivation challenges and solutions 

• Research Connection: Evidence on motivation’s impact on reading achievement 

and long-term outcomes 

• Trainer Notes: Use authentic student voices and experiences; address emotional 
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aspects of reading struggles; connect to participants’ own experiences with 

motivated vs. unmotivated students 

10:30-10:45 AM: Break 

10:45 AM-12:00 PM: Creating Engaging Learning Environments 

Activity: Environment and Instruction Design Workshop 

• Materials: Classroom environment photos, strategy cards, planning templates 

• Content Coverage:  

o Physical environment considerations for struggling readers 

o Instructional routines that build confidence and success 

o Choice and autonomy in reading activities 

o Celebration and recognition systems 

• Hands-on Practice: Role-playing difficult student scenarios; practicing positive 

error correction; designing choice menus 

• Gallery Walk: Analysis of engaging classroom reading environments with 

implementation planning 

• Trainer Notes: Provide concrete, immediately implementable strategies; address 

concerns about balancing engagement with skill instruction; model enthusiastic, 

encouraging instructional language 

12:15-1:15 PM: Lunch 

1:15-2:15 PM: Resource Adaptation and Differentiation 

Activity: Materials Makeover Workshop 

• Materials: Sample curriculum materials, adaptation tools, technology devices, 
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differentiation examples 

• Content Coverage:  

o Universal Design for Learning principles in reading instruction 

o Text adaptation strategies: visual, auditory, and content modifications 

o Creating multiple entry points for struggling readers 

o Technology tools for support and accommodation 

• Hands-on Practice: Adapting actual curriculum materials; creating tiered 

instruction examples; exploring assistive technology options 

• Resource Development: Building personal toolkit of adaptation strategies and 

resources 

• Trainer Notes: Acknowledge resource constraints in Title I schools; provide low-

cost and no-cost solutions; emphasize maintaining rigor while providing support; 

model creative problem-solving 

2:15-2:25 PM: Break 

2:15-3:00 PM: Data-Driven Instruction and Flexible Grouping 

Activity: Data Analysis and Grouping Workshop 

• Materials: Sample student data, progress monitoring tools, grouping templates 

• Content Coverage:  

o Formative assessment strategies for reading instruction 

o Progress monitoring systems and data analysis 

o Flexible grouping strategies and implementation 

o Student self-monitoring and goal-setting 
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• Practice Session: Analyzing student data for instructional decisions; planning 

flexible group rotations; creating student-friendly progress displays 

• Technology Integration: Digital tools for data collection and analysis 

• Day 2 Evaluation: Reflection questionnaire completion and feedback collection 

• Trainer Notes: Emphasize data as tool for helping students rather than judging 

them; model student involvement in progress monitoring; preview Day 3 

collaboration focus 

Day 3: Building Community - Collaboration, Leadership, and Sustainability 

Day 3 Learning Objectives 

 Participants will: 

• Establish effective professional learning communities focused on literacy 

instruction 

• Implement peer coaching and observation protocols for ongoing 

professional growth 

• Develop advocacy skills for supporting struggling readers and securing 

resources 

• Create comprehensive action plans for sustained implementation 

• Build leadership capacity for literacy improvement initiatives 

 

Schedule 

9:00-9:15 AM: Celebration and Momentum Building 

Activity: Implementation Celebration 
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• Materials: Success badges, celebration chart 

• Process: Sharing of any implementation attempts from Days 1-2; problem-

solving implementation challenges 

• Energy Focus: Building momentum for sustainability and long-term change 

• Day 3 Overview: Community building and sustainability focus 

9:15-10:30 AM: Professional Learning Communities 

Activity: PLC Design and Planning Workshop 

• Materials: PLC research summaries, meeting templates, collaboration protocols 

• Content Coverage:  

o Characteristics of effective professional learning communities 

o Meeting structures and protocols for examining student work 

o Shared leadership and accountability systems 

o Overcoming barriers to collaboration 

• Hands-on Practice: Practicing collaboration protocols; designing meeting 

agendas; establishing PLC norms and commitments 

• Research Base: Evidence on PLCs’ impact on teacher practice and student 

outcomes 

• Trainer Notes: Address time and scheduling concerns; emphasize PLCs as 

support systems rather than additional burdens; model effective collaboration 

throughout session 

10:30-10:45 AM: Break 

10:45 AM-12:00 PM: Peer Coaching and Observation 
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Activity: Coaching Skills Development Workshop 

• Materials: Observation forms, coaching conversation guides, video examples of 

effective coaching 

• Content Coverage:  

o Benefits of peer observation for professional growth 

o Non-evaluative observation techniques and tools 

o Coaching conversation structures and questioning strategies 

o Building trust and psychological safety 

• Role-Playing Practice: Coaching conversations, observation debriefs, feedback 

delivery techniques 

• Protocol Development: Creating observation schedules and feedback systems 

• Trainer Notes: Address fears about being observed; emphasize growth-focused 

approach; model effective feedback throughout all activities 

12:00-1:00 PM: Lunch 

1:00 -2:00 PM: Advocacy and Leadership Development 

Activity: Building Support for Literacy Instruction 

• Materials: Advocacy templates, communication guides, data presentation tools 

• Content Coverage:  

o Communicating effectively with administrators about literacy needs 

o Using data to advocate for resources and support 

o Engaging families as literacy advocates 

o Building coalitions for literacy improvement 
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• Practice Session: Presenting student data to administrators; writing resource 

requests; planning family engagement activities 

• Leadership Development: Identifying teacher leadership opportunities; building 

confidence for advocacy 

• Trainer Notes: Empower teachers as advocates for their students; provide 

concrete tools and scripts; address power dynamics and professional 

communication 

2:00-2:15 PM: Break 

2:15-3:00 PM: Action Planning and Commitment 

Activity: Comprehensive Implementation Planning 

• Materials: Implementation templates, accountability partner cards, commitment 

certificates 

• Process: Individual action plan development; partner pairing for accountability; 

whole group commitment sharing 

• Planning Components: 30-day, 90-day, and year-long goals; success indicators; 

resource needs; accountability systems 

• Celebration and Closure: Group commitment ceremony; appreciation and 

recognition 

• Final Evaluation: Comprehensive program evaluation and feedback collection 

• Trainer Notes: Ensure action plans are specific and realistic; create meaningful 

accountability systems; end with inspiration and confidence building 
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