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Executive	Summary	
	
The	Massachusetts	Personalized	Learning	Edtech	Consortium	(MAPLE)	Consortium	is	a	
public-private	partnership	between	the	Massachusetts	Department	of	Elementary	and	
Secondary	Education	and	the	LearnLaunch	Institute.		A	consortium	of	31	school	districts	
representing	one	out	of	every	six	students	in	Massachusetts	public	schools,	MAPLE’s	
goal	is	to	further	and	deepen	the	growth	of	personalizing	learning	throughout	the	state.	
The	consortium	is	comprised	of	14	“Catalyst	Districts,”	those	that	have	made	a	strategic	
commitment	to	personalizing	learning	for	all	students,	and	17	General	Members	that	
are	beginning	to	work	towards	personalizing	learning.	
	
One	of	MAPLE’s	early	objectives	is	to	map	the	current	landscape	of	personalized	
learning	in	K-12	Massachusetts	districts,	creating	a	snapshot	of	personalized	learning	
practices	and	related	resources	and	capabilities	throughout	the	Commonwealth	of	
Massachusetts.			
	
Goals	of	the	Landscape	Analysis	
	
The	Landscape	Analysis	will	serve	as	a	guide	for	future	MAPLE	programming,	identify	
school	exemplars	to	share	successful	practices,	provide	a	baseline	to	develop	metrics	to	
measure	progress	in	catalyzing	personalized	learning	in	districts,	and	inform	public	
discussions	about	educational	priorities.		
	
The	Landscape	Analysis	will	also	be	useful	to	organizations	interested	in	supporting	
transforming	learning	and	teaching	practices	in	Massachusetts	to	better	prepare	all	
students	for	their	futures.		
	
Methodology	
	
The	Landscape	Analysis	study	is	guided	by	three	key	questions:	
	

1. What	is	the	prevalence	of	personalized	learning	practices	in	Massachusetts	
school	districts?	

2. What	is	the	prevalence,	depth,	and	description	of	personalized	learning	practices	
in	the	14	Catalyst	Member	districts?	

3. What	is	the	level	of	technical	infrastructure	and	availability	of	devices	in	
Massachusetts	public	school	districts?	

	
Data	was	collected	from	multiple	sources,	qualitative	and	quantitative,	using	three	
methods	and	sources:	(1)	a	statewide	personalized	learning	survey	of	leaders	in	each	
school	district,	(2)	in-depth	focus	group	interviews	and	conversations	with	Catalyst	
Districts	about	their	path	to	personalized	learning,	and	(3)	a	technical	infrastructure	
assessment	collected	by	the	Massachusetts	Statewide	Building	Authority	in	2016.		
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Key	Preliminary	Findings	

1. Our	most	advanced	districts	are	still	early	in	their	transition	to	providing	students	
with	personalized	learning	experiences,	but	can	provide	good	examples	of	
personalizing	learning	to	other	districts.		

a. Most	Catalyst	Districts	have	strategic	plans	that	include	personalized	learning	
elements,	but	only	a	few	have	comprehensive	plans.	

b. Demand	from	educators	for	“seeing	personalized	learning	in	action”	means	
we	need	to	leverage	the	bright	spots	in	these	districts	more	extensively.	

2. Few	if	any	districts	in	the	state	have	migrated	from	traditional	teacher-led	classroom	
practices	to	personalized	learning	modalities	for	most	of	their	students	and	
classrooms.∗		

a. Over	69%	of	districts	report	that	traditional	whole-class,	teacher-led	
instruction	is	“always”	or	“often”	the	norm	in	their	schools.		

b. Only	8%	of	districts	report	that	students	“often”	progress	individually	
through	targeted	online	content	while	dynamic	groups	practice	skills	face-to-
face	with	teachers	and	with	peers.	

	

3. The	most	common	challenges	for	districts	to	expand	personalized	learning	in	their	
schools	are	in	the	areas	of	teacher	professional	development,	resource	constraints	
(time,	funds),	and	educators	experiencing	what	personalized	learning	looks	like	in	
the	classroom.		

																																																								
∗	Source:		MAPLE	Statewide	PL	Survey	(n	=	76)	
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a. However,	the	leading	Catalyst	districts	are	demonstrating	a	direction	for	the	
state	in	educator	professional	development	with	programs	for	understanding	
by	design,	developing	a	culture	of	innovation,	blended	learning,	using	digital	
resources,	and	making	student	thinking	visible.	

4. Collectively,	districts	have	not	yet	identified	appropriate	measures	to	judge	progress	
and	effectiveness	of	moving	towards	personalized	learning	practices.		

a. However,	the	leading	Catalyst	districts	report	focusing	more	on	improving	
social	and	emotional	learning,	student	well-being,	and	student	autonomy.	

5. Most	districts	have	sufficient	WAN	and	LAN	capacity	to	scale	personalize	learning,	
but	significant	investment	in	expanding	access	to	computing	devices	is	still	required.			

a. Only	303	(16%)	of	schools	meet	all	three	criteria	(LAN	capacity,	WAN	
capacity,	device	access)	to	be	deemed	ready	to	scale	personalized	learning.		

b. Almost	half	of	schools,	however,	have	sufficient	technical	capabilities	to	
introduce	personalized	learning	practices.	

	
All	MA	
Schools	
Districts	

Urban	
Network	
Districts	

MAPLE	
Consortium	
Districts	

MAPLE	
Catalysts	
Districts	

Rural/CES	
Districts	

#	Schools	at	1:1	
devices/student	

303	
(16%)	

71	
(12%)	

96	
(32%)	

45	
(43%)	

21	
(25%)	

#	Schools	at	2:1	
devices/student	

391	
(21%)	

146	
(25%)	

73	
(25%)	

35	
(34%)	

13	
(16%)	

#	Schools	at	3:1	
devices/student	

227	
(12%)	

62	
(11%)	

28	
(9%)	

14	
(13%)	

7	
(8%)	

Total	schools	
with		3:1	device	
ratios	or	better	

921	
(49%)	

279	
(49%)	

197	
(67%)	

94	
(90%)	

41	
(49%)	

	

6. There	is	an	equity	gap:		Our	disadvantaged	students	are	most	likely	to	be	in	schools	
least	prepared	technically	and	otherwise	to	be	able	to	experience	personalized	
learning.		

a. Urban	districts,	with	the	highest	proportion	of	disadvantaged	students,	are	
least	prepared	technically	due	to	device	limitations.	Only	11.5%	of	students	
in	urban	districts	are	in	schools	deemed	ready	to	scale	personalized	learning.	

b. Meanwhile,	43%	of	the	schools	in	our	Catalyst	group,	largely	suburban	and	
better-resources,	are	ready	to	provide	their	students	with	personalized	
learning	opportunities.		
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About	the	MAPLE	Consortium			
	
The	Massachusetts	Personalized	Learning	Edtech	Consortium	(MAPLE)	Consortium	is	a	public-
private	partnership	to	further	and	deepen	the	growth	of	personalized	learning	in	K-12	public	
schools	in	the	Commonwealth.	LearnLaunch	Institute	partners	with	the	Massachusetts	
Department	of	Elementary	and	Secondary	Education	to	create	this	consortium	that	is	aligned	
with	the	Department's	strategic	priorities	to	strengthen	curriculum,	instruction,	and	assessment,	
and	use	data	and	technology	to	support	student	learning	and	performance.		
	

About	LearnLaunch	Institute	

LearnLaunch	Institute	is	a	nonprofit	dedicated	to	building	a	community	to	drive	innovation	to	

transform	learning	and	increase	achievement.	Our	education	innovation	ecosystem	mobilizes	

educators,	entrepreneurs,	learners,	investors,	and	industry	affiliates.		

	
The	vision	for	MAPLE	is	to	accelerate	and	scale	up	personalizing	learning,	enabled	by	technology	
in	K-12	public	education.	MAPLE	connects	schools	with	necessary	resources	–	a	strong	peer	
learning	community,	professional	learning,	digital	tools,	funding	strategies,	and	an	emerging	
evidence	base	–	to	create	thoughtful	and	innovative	new	models	of	teaching	and	learning	to	
improve	student	engagement	and	achievement.		
	

About	MAPLE	

Massachusetts	Personalized	Learning	Edtech	(MAPLE)	Consortium	is	a	public-private	partnership	

to	catalyze	personalized	learning	in	the	Commonwealth	with	the	purpose	of	better	preparing	ALL	

students	for	their	future.	

	
MAPLE	aims	to	bring	coherence	to	the	present	constellation	of	efforts	by	connecting	K-12	school	
districts	across	the	innovation	spectrum.	It	enables	district	and	school	leaders	to	learn	more	
from	each	other,	provides	information	about	resources	that	strengthen	local	models,	and	
nurtures	the	discovery	of	new	ideas	that	support	transforming	learning	and	teaching.	MAPLE	
connects	and	educates	practitioners,	allowing	them	to	discover	new	insights.	It	also	aims	to	
provide	an	important	forum	on	personalizing	learning	to	build	public	will	and	policy	leadership.			
	
Key	Goals	
	

§ Map	the	current	landscape	of	personalized	learning	models	in	K-12	Massachusetts	
districts,	identify	gaps	and	energize	solutions	to	fill	gaps	across	the	spectrum	of	models.		

§ Connect	K-12	districts	across	the	innovation	spectrum	to	learn	from	each	other,	provide	
resources	that	strengthen	local	models,	and	nurture	the	discovery	of	new	ideas	to	
transform	learning	and	teaching.	

§ Mobilize	public	demand	for	personalized	learning,	demonstrate	the	efficacy	of	models	of	
personalized	learning,	and	ultimately	bring	personalized	learning	enabled	by	technology	
to	scale	in	Massachusetts.		

	
For	more	detail	on	MAPLE,	visit	the	website	at	http://learnlaunch.org/MAPLE/	
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Map	the	Current	Landscape	
	
This	Landscape	Analysis	report	maps	the	current	landscape	of	personalized	learning	in	K-12	
Massachusetts	districts.	It	begins	to	inventory	practices,	and	approaches	that	support	
personalized	learning	in	the	Commonwealth.	This	July	2017	report	provides	a	preliminary	
attempt	to	understand	district	readiness	and	progress	on	the	pathway	to	personalizing	learning.		
MAPLE	will	continue	to	expand	upon	these	initial	findings.		

MAPLE	Catalyst	and	General	Member	Districts	

MAPLE	includes	K-12	school	districts	across	the	innovation	spectrum,	classifying	the	districts	into	
three	categories:	Catalyst,	General,	and	Non-member.	MAPLE	currently	has	31	member	districts,	
including	both	Catalyst	and	General,	that	include	160,592	students.	This	represents	about	one	of	
six	students	in	Massachusetts.	Member	districts	are	43%	African-American	and	Hispanic,	
compared	to	28%	African-American	and	Hispanic	in	the	state	as	a	whole,	and	39%	are	from	
economically	disadvantaged	homes	compared	to	29%	in	the	state	as	a	whole.		
	
Figure	1.	31	MAPLE	Member	Districts	

	
	
The	14	Catalyst	Member	Districts	are	most	engaged	and	strategically	committed	to	personalized	
learning.	They	are	able	and	willing	to	share	their	successful	practices	and	challenges	with	other	
Massachusetts	districts.	Catalyst	Districts	sign	an	MOU,	agreeing	to	be	very	active	contributors	
and	learners	in	the	MAPLE	learning	community	that	supports	all	Massachusetts	districts	in	
moving	forward	with	personalizing	learning.		
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General	Members	Districts	are	interested	in	seeing	working	models,	learning	what	pedagogies,	
strategies,	and	technologies	are	successful,	and	participating	in	a	learning	community,	but	are	
not	yet	fully	committed	to	personalizing	learning	at	the	district	level.	
	
MAPLE	Member	Districts,	bold	denotes	Catalyst	Member	District	

Andover	 Duxbury	 Millis	 RC	Mahar	
Arlington	 Fall	River	 Natick	 Revere	
Attleboro	 Fitchburg	 Needham	 Somerville	
Beverly	 Greater	Lawrence	

Tech	
New	Bedford	 Springfield	

Brockton	 Groton-	Dunstable	 North	Reading	 Waltham	
Burlington	 Harvard	 Orange	 Wareham	

Chelsea	 Lexington	 Petersham	 Westford	
Concord	 MA	Virtual	Academy	 Quaboag	Regional	 	

	
	
MAPLE	Partners		
MAPLE	receives	support	from	a	variety	of	partners	for	thought	leadership,	professional	learning	
opportunities,	research,	and	funding.	Partners	include:	
	

• Thought	leaders	such	as	The	Learning	Accelerator,	the	Clayton	Christensen	Institute,	
Highlander	Institute,	and	November	Learning;	

• Professional	organizations	such	as	the	state	associations	for	superintendents,	school	
committees,	curriculum	development,	and	educational	technology	(MASS,	MASC,	
MASCD,	and	MassCUE);	

• School	support	and	technical	assistance	organizations	such	as	the	Center	for	
Collaborative	Education,	Next	Generation	Learning	Challenges,	EdElements,	
FableVision/Reynolds	Center,	and	NE	Summit	Learning;	

• Researchers	at	higher	education	institutions	such	as	Harvard	CPRE	and	MIT	Office	of	
Digital	Learning;	

• Product	and	service	providers	such	as	Future	Ready	and	Friday	Institute.	
	
	
MAPLE	Personalized	Learning	Defined	
	
Personalized	learning	seeks	to	accelerate	student	learning	by	tailoring	the	instructional	
environment	—	the	what,	when,	how	and	where	students	learn	—	to	address	the	individual	
needs,	skills	and	interests	of	each	student.	
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Figure	2.	MAPLE	Definition	of	Personalized	Learning		

	

	
Within	a	framework	of	established	curriculum	standards	and	high	expectations,	personalized	
learning	motivates	students	to	reach	their	goals.	Students	take	ownership	of	their	own	learning	
and	develop	deep,	personal	connections	with	each	other,	their	teachers	and	other	adults.	
	
The	effective	use	of	technology	bolsters	personalized	learning	activities	by	providing	students,	
teachers	and	administrators	with	customized	information	about	student	learning	in	order	to	
guide	instructional	practices	and	scale	personalized	learning	affordably	and	efficiently.	Effective	
use	of	technology	allows	teachers	and	students	to	focus	more	on	creativity,	critical	thinking,	and	
collaboration.	
	
The	MAPLE	definition	of	personalized	learning	consists	of	6	elements:	
	

1. Personal	Connections	–	Personalized	learning	supports	deep	personal	connections	
between	students,	teachers	and	other	adults	in	order	to	foster	learning.	

2. Personal	Learning	Pathways	-	Personal	Learning	Pathways	are	needed	so	that	each	
student	will	feel	motivated	to	reach	their	goals	and	take	ownership	of	their	learning.	

3. Competency-based	Progression	-	Personalized	learning	includes	working	within	a	
framework	of	curriculum	standards	and	high	expectations.	

4. Learner	Profiles	-	Personalized	learning	provides	teachers	with	detailed	and	timely	
knowledge	of	student	learning	to	guide	instructional	activities	and	strategies.	

5. Flexible	Learning	Environments	-	The	what,	when,	how,	and	where	of	learning	is	flexible	
and	responsive	to	individual	student	needs.	

6. Effective	Technology	-	Technologies	used	are	effective,	affordable,	scalable,	and	support	
PL	strategies	and	goals.		
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Personalized	learning	is	seen	as	an	imperative	if	Massachusetts	is	to	close	the	significant	poverty-
based	achievement	gap	in	student	learning.	The	State	boasts	a	first	place	ranking	in	4th	and	8th	
grade	reading,	but	ranks	at	almost	the	bottom	–	48th		–	in	terms	of	the	poverty-based	
achievement	gap.1	By	focusing	on	student	learning	needs,	flexible	learning	environments,	and	
effective	technology,	personalized	learning	will	greatly	reduce	achievement	gaps.		
	
Personalizing	learning	is	also	seen	as	essential	to	preparing	students	for	the	21st	century	job	
market.	A	2016	survey	by	the	Massachusetts	Business	Alliance	for	Education	found	that	75%	of	
employers	report	difficulty	hiring	employees	with	the	right	skills,	and	72%	of	business	leaders	
agree	that	schools	need	to	change	to	meet	workforce	needs.2		
	
Landscape	Analysis:	Goals	and	Methodology	
		
This	landscape	analysis	focuses	on	taking	a	snapshot	of	personalized	learning	practices	and	
related	capabilities	throughout	the	Commonwealth	of	Massachusetts	to	serve	as	a	guide	for	
future	MAPLE	programming,	identifying	school	exemplars	to	share	successful	practices,	
providing	a	baseline	to	develop	metrics	to	measure	personalized	learning	implementations,	and	
informing	public	discussions	about	educational	priorities.		
	
Goals	of	the	Landscape	Analysis	
	

1. Guide	future	MAPLE	programming	by	identifying	gaps	and	pain	points	for	schools	across	
the	state	as	they	work	to	implement	personalized	learning	within	their	districts.	This	is	
not	specific	to	the	use	of	technology,	but	rather	investigates	what	districts	are	doing	in	
each	realm	that	is	required	to	personalize	learning	for	students	including	staff	
development,	use	of	technology	and	administrator	involvement.	

	
2. Determine	“bright	spots”	that	districts	are	proud	of	and	view	as	working	well	to	use	as	

exemplars	for	schools	to	better	understand	different	aspects	and	strategies	for	
implementing	personalized	learning	effectively.	These	bright	spots	may	be	identified	
from	Catalyst	Districts	that	are	generally	further	ahead	in	implementing	personalized	
learning,	but	also	from	general	or	nonmember	districts	that	have	identified	strategies	
that	they	think	are	working	well	to	personalize	student	learning.	

	
3. Establish	baseline	metrics	that	can	be	used	to	monitor	progress	on	personalized	learning	

implementations	over	time	within	the	Catalyst	and	General	Member	Districts,	and	also	
across	the	state.	This	includes	a	better	understanding	of	what	metrics	schools	are	
currently	tracking	and	where	schools	fall	within	these	identified	metrics.	

																																																								
1	Education	Week	Research	Center	(2016).	Massachusetts	State	Highlights.	Called	to	Account:	New	Directions	in	
School	Accountability.	Available:	http://www.edweek.org/media/ew/qc/2016/shr/em16shr.ma.h35.pdf	
2	The	MassInc	Polling	Group.	(September	20,	2016).	Mass.	business	leaders	focus	on	real	world	skills,	good	
teachers.	Available:	https://www.mbae.org/2016-ma-employer-survey-on-education-and-workforce-readiness/ 
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4. Identify	gaps	in	the	technical	preparedness	of	school	districts	to	be	able	to	implement	

personalized	learning	models	for	all	students.		
	
In	addition	to	informing	MAPLE	programming	and	identifying	emerging	bright	spots	of	
innovation	in	Massachusetts	districts,	this	landscape	analysis	will	be	useful	to	organizations	
interested	in	supporting	the	reforming	of	teaching	and	learning	practices	in	Massachusetts	to	
better	preparing	all	students	for	their	futures.	Hence,	these	initial	findings	are	being	shared	with	
the	Massachusetts	Department	of	Elementary	and	Secondary	Education,	MAPLE	funders,	and	
MAPLE	partners,	such	as	the	Massachusetts	Business	Alliance	for	Education,	the	Massachusetts	
Association	of	School	Committees,	and	the	Massachusetts	Association	of	School	
Superintendents.	
	
Landscape	Analysis	Methodology	
	
The	landscape	analysis	began	with	the	design	of	the	study	in	February	2017,	and	the	collection	of	
data	in	March	through	June	2017.	The	landscape	analysis	study	was	guided	by	three	key	
questions:	
	

4. What	is	the	prevalence	of	personalized	learning	practices	in	Massachusetts	school	
districts?	

5. What	is	the	prevalence,	depth,	and	description	of	personalized	learning	practices	in	the	
14	Catalyst	Member	districts?	

6. What	is	the	level	of	technical	infrastructure	and	availability	of	devices	in	Massachusetts	
public	school	districts?	

	
In	order	to	answer	the	landscape	analysis	key	questions,	data	was	collected	from	multiple	
sources,	qualitative	and	quantitative,	using	three	methods	and	sources.	The	three	strands	
include:	(1)	in-depth	focus	group	interviews	and	conversations	with	Catalyst	Districts	about	their	
path	to	personalized	learning,	(2)	a	statewide	personalized	learning	survey	of	leaders	in	each	
school	district,	and	(3)	a	technical	infrastructure	assessment	collected	by	the	Massachusetts	
Statewide	Building	Authority	in	2016.		
	
The	research	methodologies	and	sources	of	each	strand	are	described	below,	with	more	detail	in	
Appendix	A.	Landscape	Study	Methodology.	
	

Statewide	Personalized	Learning	Survey	

In	April	all	superintendents	across	the	state	received	a	10-15-minute	survey	with	instructions	to	
identify	and	pass	the	survey	on	to	be	answered	by	the	appropriate	staff	person	in	their	district.	
Of	the	404	districts,	76	districts	participated	in	the	survey	between	April	11	and	July	6,	2017.	This	
represents	an	18%	rate	of	return.	Thirty	percent	of	Massachusetts	students	are	represented	in	
the	survey	responses.	
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The	map	below,	Figure	3,	indicates	which	districts	participated	in	the	survey.		
	 	 	 	
Figure	3:	Districts	that	Participated	in	the	Statewide	Survey	

	
		
The	goal	was	to	reach	a	30%	response	rate.	To	garner	more	responses,	the	survey	completion	
due	date	was	extended	twice.	However,	the	demographics	of	the	responding	districts	are	similar	
to	the	demographics	of	the	state.		

Catalyst	Focus	Group	Interviews	

A	qualitative	study	using	focus	groups	was	conducted	with	the	goal	of	more	deeply	
understanding	what	school	districts	have	been	doing	in	order	to	implement	personalized	
learning	in	Massachusetts.		
	
Five	focus	groups	took	place	from	mid-March	2017	to	mid-April	2017.	They	were	conducted	with	
14	Catalyst	Districts,	with	2	to	4	districts	present	at	each	focus	group	discussion.	Districts	
included	in	the	focus	groups	were:	Andover,	Arlington,	Beverly,	Burlington,	Concord-Carlisle,	
Duxbury,	Millis,	Natick,	Needham,	North	Reading,	Revere,	Somerville,	Wareham,	Westford.	Each	
focus	group	had	a	variety	of	people	present,	from	superintendents	to	digital	leaders	and	
teachers	from	district	schools,	and	all	participants	had	the	opportunity	to	share	their	experiences	
and	ideas	about	personalized	learning.	In	total,	thirty-eight	educators	participated	in	the	focus	
group	discussions.	
	
The	focus	group	questions	were	open-ended	and	the	conversations	were	wide-ranging,	putting	
context	to	the	issues	that	arose	from	the	state	survey	which	was	sent	out	around	the	same	time	
period.	The	same	five	questions	were	asked	in	each	focus	group	session.	The	questions	were	

12



	

designed	to	understand	how	much	multi-year	planning	for	personalized	learning	is	taking	place	
across	each	district	district;	what	measures	of	success	have	been	articulated;	how	districts	are	
identifying	student	goals,	strengths	and	weaknesses;	what	is	needed	to	further	effective	
personalized	learning;	and	if	hiring	plans	incorporate	recruiting	for	personnel	with	experience	in	
personalized	and	digital	learning.	

State	Technical	Infrastructure	Study	

MAPLE	was	given	early	access	to	the	2016	survey	results	of	1881	Massachusetts	schools	done	by	
the	Massachusetts	School	Building	Authority.		This	survey,	done	largely	in-person,	is	repeated	
every	five	years,	and	is	the	best	source	of	building-level	technical	infrastructure	available.	
However,	as	it	was	done	in	2016	and	districts	are	continuously	upgrading	their	technical	
infrastructure	(and	especially	buying	new	or	replacement	devices),	the	MA	Department	of	
Elementary	and	Secondary	Education	augmented	this	study.	
	
The	questions	on	the	survey	instrument	used	by	the	MSBA	can	be	found	in	Appendix	D.	
	
In	addition,	as	the	device	data	is	the	most	dynamic,	the	MAPLE	team	has	reviewed	all	device	data	
with	its	Catalyst	District	members,	and	will	continue	to	update	device	data	for	other	member	
districts.		
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Statewide	Survey	Highlights	
	
The	MAPLE	Personalized	Learning	Statewide	Survey	was	sent	to	Superintendents	and	Assistant	Superintendents	in	all	Massachusetts	school	
districts.		The	short	survey	covered	the	following	areas:	
	

• Teaching	and	learning	practices	in	district	classrooms	
• Professional	development	to	support	personalization	of	learning	
• District	roles	that	support	teachers	in	their	classrooms	to	personalize	learning	
• Platforms	in	use	to	support	personalization	of	learning	
• Critical	needs	to	accelerate	the	personalization	of	learning	in	their	schools	

	
Student	Learning	Experiences	
	
The	first	question	on	the	MAPLE	Statewide	Survey	was	designed	using	the	Highlander	Institute,	Personalized	Learning	Progression,	2017.	(See	
Appendix	--)	to	gauge	the	teaching	practices	in	use	in	the	district.	Each	sub-question	is	a	characteristic	in	the	progression	from	Traditional	
Instruction	to	Fully	Personalized,	as	either	occurring:	Always,	Often,	Sometimes,	or	Never.	The	intent	is	to	determine	where	on	the	progression	to	
personalized	learning	each	district	might	be.		There	are	three	key	takeaways.		
	

1) Based	on	the	(Highlander)	
progression	of	PL,	there	is	a	lot	of	
progress	yet	to	be	made	in	most	
MA	school	districts.		The	chart	
indicates	that	traditional	teaching	
practices	–	same	content	for	all	
students	delivered	at	the	same	
pace,	and	whole-class	teacher-led	
instruction,	are	dominant	across	
Massachusetts	schools.		
	
	
	
	

 -   10.0	 20.0	 30.0	 40.0	 50.0	 60.0	 70.0	 80.0	 90.0	100.0	

Leveled	content/RTI	Model

Teacher-led	small	groups	rotations

Whole-class	teacher-led

Similar	content	at	same	pace

Always Often Sometimes Never
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However,	most	districts	report	some	
level	of	personalization	of	their	teaching	
practices,	with	24/7	learning	being	the	
modality	most	frequently	reported	as	
“Always”	or	“Often.”			Examples	of	this	
would	be	online	classes	for	special	or	
advanced	topics,	blended	learning	
classrooms,	and	internships	and	
apprenticeships	outside	of	school.			
More	advanced	personalization,	such	as	
students	progressing	individually	while	
practicing	skills	in	groups	based	on	real-
time	formative	assessment	data,	are	
much	less	common.		

	
	
	
	
	

2) On	three	indicators	of	Personalization,	Catalyst	districts	are	further	along	in	moments	of	progression	than	other	districts.	In	Catalyst	districts	
it	is	more	likely	to	have	peer	to	peer	coaching	and	evaluation	drive	instruction	and	grouping,	more	likely	to	engage	in	24/7	learning	using	
digital	resources,	and	more	like	to	place	greater	emphasis	on	real-world	learning	challenges.	The	first	two	may	be	a	result	of	these	districts	
having	more	years	and	resources	to	experiment	with	integrating	technology	into	teaching	and	learning.		
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3) On	other	indicators	of	Personalization,	Catalyst	districts	are	not	much	different	with	regard	to	integrating	personalization	in	instruction	as	
districts	in	the	survey	overall.	The	data	shows	only	slight	differences	in	integrating	self-paced	and	blended	learning	opportunities	compared	
to	all	other	districts.	This	finding	seems	counter-intuitive	and	may	reflect	confusion	over	the	definitions	of	the	categories,	or	limits	of	
conducting	the	survey	via	district	central	offices	rather	than	school	principals.	
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Personalized	Learning	Initiatives	and	Hopes	
	
Respondents	were	asked	an	open-ended	question	to	get	at	the	constraints	on	their	ability	to	migrate	more	quickly	to	personalization	of	learning	
experiences	for	their	students:		“What	is	one	important	problem	in	your	district	that	you	think	a	shift	toward	more	personalized	learning	might	
solve?			What	would	be	most	helpful	to	better	implement	personalized	learning	in	your	district	in	the	near	future?”	
	
Respondents	listed	what	would	
be	most	helpful	to	better	
implement	personalized	
learning	in	their	district	in	the	
near	future.	The	list	and	
frequency	of	the	top	requests	
shows	that	teacher	
professional	development	
significantly	exceeds	other	
needs,	and	Funding/Time,	and	
seeing	personalized	learning	in	
action	(which	is	also	a	form	of	
professional	development),	are	
also	high	on	the	list.		
	
Note:	The	full	analysis	of	this	
question	is	still	under	
consideration.	
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Professional	Development	
	
Respondents	were	asked	“What	are	examples	of	professional	development	topics	that	are	currently	offered	to	teachers	or	administrators	to	
support	personalizing	learning?”		This	question	aimed	to	understand	if	and	how	teachers	are	supported	through	professional	development	to	
personalize	learning.	Also,	to	determine	which	PD	topics	are	most	commonly	offered	in	support	of	personalized	learning.		
	

	
	
Catalyst	districts	are	demonstrating	a	wider	scope	in	their	professional	development	focus	than	all	other	districts.	75%	of	Catalyst	districts	are	
reporting	a	professional	development	emphasis	on	Blended	Learning,	while	only	28%	of	all	other	districts	are	focusing	on	this	topic.	This	may	be	
attributed	to	the	technology	available	within	individual	districts,	but	also	highlights	the	Catalyst	district’s	emphasis	on	professional	development	to	
support	integrating	new	technologies.	Catalyst	districts	were	23%	more	likely	to	focus	on	developing	a	culture	that	supports	innovation,	27%	more	
likely	to	focus	on	open	education	resources,	and	21%	more	likely	to	focus	on	Universal	Design	for	Learning.	Although	these	numbers	may	not	seem	
significant,	when	comparing	this	to	professional	development	topics	connected	to	state	accountability	and	improvement	standards,	it	is	clear	that	
Catalysts	are	placing	a	greater	emphasis	on	innovation.	For	example,	Social	Emotional	Learning,	Digital	Literacy,	and	Data	Driven	Instruction	are	
connected	to	state	policies	on	accountability	and	improvement,	and	Catalysts	are	placing	an	almost	equal	emphasis	on	these	topics.			
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Measuring	Progress	with	Personalized	Learning	
	
Respondents	were	asked	“How	do	you	measure	success?	Indicate	the	metric(s)	below	for	which	you	gather	data	to	inform	student	success.”	
	
This	question	aimed	to	understand	the	different	means	by	which	districts	measure	their	own	success	in	achieving	their	goals,	including	the	uses	of	
standardized	test	results,	behavioral	measure,	and	surveys.		We	were	also	interested	to	see	if	these	metrics	differed	between	our	Catalyst	districts	
and	respondents	more	generally.			
	
When	looking	at	measurements	for	student	success	across	all	categories,	it	appears	as	that	all	other	districts	are	placing	a	larger	focus	on	
accountability	data	as	compared	to	data	on	student	learning.	When	looking	at	Accountability	Data,	improving	grades	and	test	scores	are	reported	
to	be	a	larger	focus	in	other	districts	than	in	our	Catalyst	districts.	This	is	not	surprising	as	our	Catalyst	districts	are	mostly	made	up	of	schools	at	
levels	1	and	2,	and	so	do	not	need	to	focus	as	aggressively	on	state-mandated	accountability	measures.		Catalyst	districts	are	placing	more	
emphasis	on	measuring	social-emotional	learning	and	well-being	than	all	other	districts,	and	student	engagement	and	autonomy	are	also	being	
weighed	at	greater	rates	than	in	the	other	districts.		
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Support	Functions	for	Personalized	Learning	
	
The	goal	of	this	question	was	to	understand	what	roles	support	personalizing	learning	in	schools.	More	specifically,	how	are	the	elements	of	PL	being	supported	
by	personnel.			We	provided	a	list	of	support	functions	and	asked	respondents	to	choose	the	title	of	the	person	who	performs	that	function	on	a	
regular	basis.		
	
All	districts	are	leveraging	a	variety	of	positions	to	push	forward	with	innovation.	No	one	role	is	more	supportive	of	personalizing	learning.	Districts	
are	most	likely	to	rely	on	building	administrators,	curriculum	directors,	and	instructional	coaches	when	supporting	teaching	and	learning.	The	
structures	of	Catalyst	districts	need	to	be	further	examined	to	distinguish	their	work	from	other	districts.	It	is,	however,	probably	likely	that	edtech	
specialists	who	might	be	more	prevalent	in	Catalyst	districts,	are	helping	with	assistive	technology	and	tech	tools	for	instruction	more	than	any	
other	group,	while	real	time	data	to	guide	instruction	and	learning	is	shared	by	building	administrators	and	curriculum	directors.		
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Catalyst	Focus	Group	Interview	Highlights	
	
There	are	a	variety	of	rich	and	informative	takeaways	and	considerations	from	each	of	the	focus	
group	questions.	Five	focus	groups	met,	including	two	to	four	districts	at	each	session.	In	total,	
thirty-eight	Catalyst	district	and	school	leaders	contributed	to	these	discussions.	Many	of	these	
discussion	highlights	represent	important	considerations	for	programming	going	forward.	(For	
additional	detail,	see:	Appendix	B1-	Focus	Group	Questions;	Appendix	B2	–	Focus	Group	Chart)	

Takeaway	#1:	Most	Catalyst	Districts	have	strategic	plans	that	include	personalized	learning	
elements,	but	only	a	few	have	comprehensive	plans.	

“The	key	design	principals	behind	changes	in	Revere	are	our	‘Four	Pillars’	of	student	

learning	–	Personalized	Learning;	Competency-based	learning;	Anytime,	Anywhere	

Learning;	and	Student	Ownership.”	-	Revere	
	

	“Personalized	learning	is	part	of	our	approach	to	how	we	do	teaching	and	learning…	

everything	is	on	a	continuum	and	we	continue	to	deepen	the	different	pieces	of	

personalized	learning	as	part	of	our	different	initiatives…	it	[PL]	is	a	part	of	our	core	

instructional	values.”	-	Natick		
	

	
	
In	addition	to	providing	MAPLE	with	a	general	understanding	of	what	plans	are	currently	in	place	
within	Catalyst	member	districts,	the	question	also	shed	light	on	the	level	of	detail	being	paid	
specifically	to	“personalized	learning”	as	defined	by	MAPLE,	in	each	of	the	participating	districts.	
The	majority	of	Catalyst	districts	do	not	have	specific	plans	for	personalized	learning,	but	rather	
include	elements	that	connect	to	personalized	learning,	such	as	student	engagement,	
technology	implementation,	or	social	emotional	learning	within	their	district-level	improvement	
plans.	Most	plans	in	the	Catalyst	districts	are	progressing.		
	
Specifically,	28%	(4)	of	districts	interviewed	described	an	exemplar	phase	with	personalized	
learning	explicitly	embedded	in	a	multi-year	plan	with	action	steps.	One	district	was	found	to	be	
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in	the	beginning	phase	of	talking	about	personalized	learning,	while	five	of	the	districts	were	
determined	to	be	in	a	progressing	phase,	(beginning	to	use	components	of	personalized	learning	
in	plans).	Beginning	and	progressing	phase	districts	have	not	explicitly	embedded	personalized	
learning	in	a	multi-year	plan	or	articulated	action	steps.		
	
Planning	for	personalized	learning	for	most	districts	consisted	of	having	a	“suite	of	innovations”	
that	were	not	yet	explicitly	embedded	in	a	multi-year	plan.	This	suite	included	elements	of	
personalized	learning	such	as	fostering	student	engagement	or	instituting	technical	
requirements	that	had	been	scoped	out	as	drivers	towards	supporting	personalized	learning.	
	
Catalyst	district	leaders	participating	in	focus	groups	indicated	the	following	considerations	are	
important	when	instituting	personalized	learning	plans:	
	
1. Emphasize	the	importance	of	success	for	all	students.	There	was	100%	agreement	among	

administrators	that	they	need	to	be	explicit	that	“all	students	means	all	students.”	
Administrators	cited	concerns	about	significant	achievement	gaps	and	equity	issues	with	
students	in	their	districts.	

	
“We	want	to	help	faculty	understand	why	personalized	learning	is	so	important...”	-	

Somerville	

	
2. Clearly	define	personalized	learning.	The	majority	of	administrators	agreed	that	there	is	a	

need	to	first	define	the	terminology	associated	with	creating	a	more	personalized	learning	
environment	before	creating	a	plan	to	specifically	address	identified	components.	36%	of	
administrators	specifically	cited	this	need	to	define	terminology	surrounding	personalized	
learning	before	moving	forward	with	a	plan	for	how	to	achieve	more	personalized	learning.	

“To	convincingly	create	a	plan	and	get	buy-in	for	it,	begin	by	defining	the	terminology	

associated	with	personalized	learning.”	–	Natick	

3. Develop	and	nurture	teacher	early	adopters	as	leaders.	50%	of	administrators	interviewed	
cited	teacher	leadership	as	critical	to	making	progress	with	personalized	learning	goals.		
Several	district	leaders	referenced	early	adopter	teacher	leadership	as	critical.	In	leading	
districts,	early	adopter	educators	are	given	the	opportunity	to	serve	on	an	innovation	team,	
which	provides	a	structured	teacher	leadership	opportunity	and	the	chance	for	teachers	to	
support	other	teachers	within	the	district.		

	
4. Develop	consistent	implementation	through	professional	development.	The	majority	of	

administrators	interviewed	also	highlighted	a	need	to	work	with	faculty	to	help	form	a	
cohesive	understanding	of	the	intended	work.	36%	of	districts	cited	formal	&	informal	
professional	development	as	critical	to	making	progress	in	personalized	learning.	Professional	
Learning	Communities	(PLCs)	were	mentioned	as	most	helpful	in	fostering	teacher	
development.	
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5. Develop	an	implementation	timeline	with	flexibility	to	manage	workloads.	Many	
administrators	emphasized	the	need	for	creating	an	implementation	timeline	when	
establishing	a	plan,	and	to	provide	opportunities	for	re-evaluating	and	adjusting	the	timeline	
annually	to	create	manageable	workloads	for	implementation	team	members.	Clear	goals	
and	short	cycles	for	specific	work	can	support	implementation	activities	that	make	the	
rollout	of	new	ideas	more	manageable.	Administrators	reported	varying	lengths	of	timelines	
that	ranged	from	2	to	5	years	and	recommended	that	specific	action	steps	be	clearly	defined	
and	communicated	to	stakeholders	with	ongoing	discussions	of	progress	made.	

	
The	pace	at	which	we’re	running	[our	plan]	is	based	around	how	we	can	resource	it.	We	

want	to	be	practical	and	properly	support	our	instructional	staff.”	-	Somerville	
	
	“Our	strategic	plan	was	written	in	2011,	to	be	a	working	document	for	2012-2017…	It	

was	a	very	visionary	plan	that	led	to	the	discussions	we’re	having	now.”	-	Duxbury	
	

Takeaway	#2:	Most	Catalyst	Districts	track	student	learning	and	achievement,	but	specific	
Personalized	Learning	metrics	have	not	been	identified.	

As	a	follow-up	to	having	district	administrators	report	on	their	plans	related	to	implementing	
personalized	learning	across	the	district,	participants	were	also	asked	to	report	on	the	metrics	
being	used	to	track	the	success	of	their	plans.	With	the	goal	of	determining	which	measures	are	
being	tracked	or	which	metrics	are	going	to	be	tracked	in	the	future,	administrators	were	given	
the	opportunity	to	share	the	status	of	personalized	learning	data	collection.	
	
Administrators	reported	that	although	many	of	the	districts	are	using	surveys	to	measure	
student	and	parent	engagement	and	many	districts	are	actively	tracking	academic	indicators	of	
progress	through	a	variety	of	electronic	platforms,	no	districts	have	determined	metrics	specific	
to	personalized	learning.		
	
Other	useful	information	discussed	about	current	data	tracking	practices	and	data	use	included:	
	
• Districts	leaders	reported	actively	tracking	academic	indicators	of	progress	through	a	variety	

of	electronic	platforms.	71%	of	districts	are	using	a	variety	of	data	to	identify	areas	where	
students	are	struggling.	
	

• Districts	leaders	reported	that	their	administrators	and	teachers	are	primarily	using	data	to	
inform	instruction,	track	improvements,	monitor	student	progress,	and	identify	district	
needs.	The	majority	of	districts	are	using	some	form	data	to	drive	instruction;	and	50%	of	
districts	are	using	data	to	track	improvements	along	a	trajectory	of	existing	initiatives.	

	
• Using	surveys	to	collect	data	is	a	common	strategy	for	collecting	data	by	school	districts.	93%	

of	districts	referenced	surveying	staff,	64%	of	districts	referenced	surveying	students,	and	
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14%	of	districts	referenced	surveying	the	community.	Many	leaders	reported	using	
technology	platforms	for	surveying	and	collecting	data.	

	

Takeaway	#3:	Catalyst	Districts	face	certain	barriers	in	tracking	student	data	to	inform	
Personalized	Learning.	

Some	administrators	cited	a	lack	of	systems	for	tracking	student	data	to	inform	personalized	
learning,	as	assessments	and	feedback	from	personalized	learning	endeavors	can	be	difficult	to	
quantify.	Furthermore,	both	money	and	time	pose	barriers	to	extensive	data	collection,	
especially	when	the	data	collection	is	most	appropriately	undertaken	by	teachers.		
	
In	general,	administrators	referenced	challenges	related	to	current	data	tracking	activities	as	well	
as	potential	challenges	with	establishing	and	tracking	data	related	to	personalized	learning.	
Quantifying	anecdotal	evidence,	not	overburdening	teachers	and	other	staff,	and	determining	
appropriate	metrics	make	data	tracking	challenging.	In	particular,	identifying	useful	metrics	for	
personalized	learning	is	challenging	because	of	the	difficulty	in	characterizing	and	quantifying	
components	of	personalized	learning.		
	
In	order	to	better	understand	how	MAPLE	Catalyst	Districts	are	using	student	data	and	
information	to	drive	personalized	learning,	district	administrators	were	also	specifically	asked	
how	their	district	gathers	student	information—from	collecting	and	storing	student	information	
to	ensuring	that	this	data	follows	students	through	grade-level	transitions.	The	focus	was	on	
determining	how	districts	get	to	know	their	students’	goals,	aspirations,	interests,	strengths	and	
weaknesses	including	identifying	who	was	in	charge	of	this	type	of	information	and	where	it	was	
housed.		
	
District	administrators	reported	that	there	are	numerous	barriers	that	make	the	meaningful	
collection	of	this	ongoing	student	data	difficult,	and	that	using	ongoing	student	data	to	drive	
personalized	learning	is	infrequently	occurring	at	this	point	in	time.	Resource	challenges	
including	time	and	staff	make	formal	collection	of	student	data	difficult,	even	though	it	is	
acknowledged	as	important.	While	some	administrators	remarked	that	student	information	
systems,	such	as	Aspen	X2,	have	provided	a	helpful	electronic	platform	that	makes	general	
student	information	(grades,	attendance,	standardized	test	scores)	readily	available,	it	has	been	
difficult	to	find	ways	to	store	and	pass	on	student	information	that	is	less	numerical	and	more	
holistic.		
	
Some	schools	have	found	that	advisory	programs	or	built-in	flex-blocks	are	useful	in	ensuring	
that	all	students	have	the	ability	to	form	meaningful	relationships	with	teachers	and	other	adults	
within	the	school	to	better	understand	student	needs.	Other	school	district	leaders	cited	
student-created	portfolios,	project	based	learning,	and	conferencing	at	the	beginning	and	end	of	
the	school	year	as	devices	for	sharing	this	kind	of	holistic	student	information	in	a	way	that	is	
relevant	and	meaningful	to	furthering	personalized	learning	activities.		
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The	following	information	was	also	gathered	and	helps	to	better	understand	the	current	
landscape	and	the	challenges	experienced	by	district	administrators	in	collecting	useful	
information	about	students	to	help	inform	personalized	learning	strategies:	

• Only	14%	of	administrators	interviewed	mentioned	that	teachers	specifically	used	data	to	
personalize	learning.		

• Advisory	programs	and	conferencing	are	used	to	form	relationships	and	better	understand	
student	strengths	and	weaknesses.	28%	of	districts	cited	leveraging	advisory	programs	to	
support	student	needs	and	57%	of	districts	leverage	student-teacher	conferences,	but	they	
do	so	in	different	capacities	and	for	different	purposes.	

• 100%	of	districts	cited	school	counselor	record	keeping	as	a	primary	faculty	and	
administrator	resource	for	compiling	and	sharing	student	data	within	the	limitations	of	
confidentiality.	

• 50%	of	districts	cited	having	an	electronic	database	for	storing	student	data,	although	most	
districts	use	a	combination	of	electronic	data	resources,	teacher-	to-teacher	conferencing,	
and	student-teacher	conferencing	to	collect	student	data.	

	

Takeaway	#4:	Barriers	to	Personalized	Learning	include	a	significant	need	for	personalized	
professional	development.	

Focus	group	participants	were	asked	to	describe	the	most	acute	need	they	see	in	terms	of	
furthering	the	effective	use	of	personalized	learning	with	educators	who	are	not	early	adopters.	
The	goal	of	this	question	was	to	have	participants	self-identify	barriers	to	personalized	learning	
and	to	gain	a	clearer	understanding	of	what	resources	districts	might	need.	
	

“Be	prepared	to	include	significant	PD	for	personalized	learning	for	all	teachers	and	

administrators.	Make	sure	to	make	the	PD	itself	personalized.”	-	Beverly	

	
The	majority	(70%)	of	districts	cited	a	need	for	more	tailored	professional	development	as	well	
as	developing	ways	to	build	teacher	buy-in	as	significant	barriers	to	implementing	personalized	
learning.	District	administrators	specifically	mentioned	a	need	to	personalize	professional	
development	in	a	way	that	would	allow	for	teachers	to	get	a	more	customized	experience.	Many	
districts	mentioned	existing	mentoring	and	coaching	programs	within	their	districts,	and	some	
districts	cited	job-embedded	professional	development	coaching	as	helpful.		
	
Of	note	was	the	need	for	customized	professional	development	that	could	address	the	needs	of	
different	audiences:	teacher	early-and	late-adopters	and	principals	have	different	learning	
needs.	To	bring	about	change	at	the	school	and	classroom	level,	job-embedded	professional	
development	with	coaching	and	access	to	Personal	Learning	Communities	(PLCs)	was	seen	as	
potentially	effective.	Buy-in,	in	terms	of	changing	mindsets,	and	boosting	motivation	were	seen	
as	avenues	to	be	addressed	to	bring	about	change	from	all	participants.	
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An	additional	barrier	discussed	by	43%	of	administrators	was	state	policy	regarding	content	
standards	and	testing.	Many	district	administrators	remarked	that	although	their	teachers	are	
encouraged	to	take	risks	with	non-traditional	assignments	and	personalized	learning	activities,	
many	teachers	indicate	that	they	feel	limited	by	state	standards	and	the	need	to	teach	specific	
content	for	testing.		43%	of	administrators	mentioned	that	because	teachers	feel	pressure	to	
have	students	do	well	on	state	assessments	much	of	the	focus	in	the	classroom	addresses	this	
goal	rather	than	deeper	learning	goals.	Introducing	competency-based	learning	within	a	state	
standards-based	framework	can	be	a	difficult	“sell”	to	teachers	and	principals.		
	
Community	support	including	parents	and	students	was	also	a	component	mentioned	by	several	
administrators.	Education	about	expectations	and	helping	parents	and	students	understand	the	
value	of	personalized	learning	assignments	that	are	dissimilar	to	traditional	homework	needs	to	
be	a	part	of	any	personalized	learning	implementation.	
	
The	majority	of	district	administrators	(63%)	cited	time	constraints	as	a	barrier,	both	in	terms	of	
finding	time	in	the	school	day	schedule	to	allow	teachers	enough	room	to	take	on	more	complex	
lessons,	as	well	as	time	constraints	with	regard	to	providing	teachers	with	professional	
development	opportunities.	The	majority	of	focus	group	respondents	indicated	that	movement	
towards	implementing	personalized	learning	requires	a	persistent	and	steady	pace	while	at	the	
same	time	figuring	out	how	to	allot	time	for	activities	related	to	personalized	learning	including	
data	collection	and	review	in	order	to	ensure	that	staff	do	not	feel	overburdened.	

Takeaway	#5:	Personalized	Learning	is	not	explicit	in	the	Catalyst	District	hiring	process.	

In	order	to	better	understand	whether	or	not	personalized	learning	and	digital	learning	are	
integrated	into	talent	recruitment	efforts	of	MAPLE	districts,	focus	group	participants	were	
asked	to	describe	their	hiring	and	recruiting	plans.	
	
Most	districts	(71%)	cited	comfort	and	experience	with	technology	as	a	question	for	potential	
new	hires,	with	the	goal	of	hiring	individuals	that	were	open	to,	or	had	experience	with,	using	
technology	to	improve	student	outcomes.	While	no	districts	cited	a	clear	recruiting	plan	outside	
of	their	standard	process	of	posting	jobs	and	interviewing	candidates,	some	districts	(28%)	
referenced	hiring	rubrics	that	include	references	to	elements	of	personalized	learning	such	as	
growth	mindset	and	openness	to	learning	new	practices.	The	focus	was	not	on	technical	skills,	
but	to	having	a	positive	attitude	toward	educational	technology	generally.	
	

Although	specific	attention	to	personalized	learning	was	not	found	in	the	majority	of	MAPLE	
districts	hiring	practices,	many	districts	did	reference	onboarding	programs	for	new	hires	that	
incorporate	elements	of	personalized	learning	into	their	induction	plans.	Some	district	
administrators	referenced	partnering	with	local	higher	education	institutions	to	offer	new	hires,	
and	some	administrators	reported	coming	up	with	creative	onboarding	programs	that	model	the	
personalized	instruction	new	hires	are	expected	to	implement	in	their	classrooms.	

28



	

	
Takeaway	#6:	There	is	a	lot	to	learn	from	emerging	Personalized	Learning	bright	spots.		
	
The	Catalyst	Interview	Focus	Groups	helped	identify	what	factors	define	a	bright	spot	and	where	
there	are	emerging	bright	spots.	One	of	the	overall	goals	of	the	landscape	analysis	is	to	identify	
emerging	bright	spots	in	Massachusetts.	At	this	point,	it	is	apparent	from	the	Focus	Group	
interviews	that	most	of	the	Catalyst	districts	have	personalizing	learning	practices	that	are	
worthwhile	to	highlight	as	emerging	bright	spots.	Andover,	Millis,	Revere,	and	Natick	have	
embedded	personalized	learning	strategies	in	multi-year	plans	that	include	action	steps.		Natick	
administrators	described	an	impressive	suite	of	innovations	that	explained	how	complicated	and	
multi-faceted	implementing	personalizing	learning	is	in	practice.		
	
By	identifying	these	early	leaders,	MAPLE	will	continue	to	provide	support	to	move	all	the	
Catalyst	districts	to	the	next	level,	while	focusing	on	making	sure	all	the	districts	in	the	MAPLE	
network	learn	about	the	promising	practices	and	are	better	supported	to	forge	ahead	
implementing	what	could	work	in	their	own	contexts.		
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State	Data	on	Infrastructure	
	
Goals	of	the	Technical	Analysis	for	Personalized	Leaning	Readiness	
	
The	goal	of	this	part	of	the	MAPLE	Landscape	Analysis	for	Personalized	Learning	is	to	look	at	the	
state	of	technical	preparedness	for	schools	across	the	Commonwealth	to	be	able	to	offer	
personalized	learning	experiences	for	all	their	students	throughout	the	school	year.	In	other	
words,	what	schools	are	technically	capable	to	use	personalized	learning	practices	as	their	
primary	approach	to	teaching	and	learning?		All	MA	schools	have	invested	significant	sums	in	
WiFi,	WAN	capacity	including	fiber	connections	to	the	Internet,	and	in	various	kinds	of	
computing	devices	in	the	last	couple	of	years.		These	investments	have	been	driven	by	state	
mandates	(e.g.	to	support	online	delivery	of	MCAS),	by	teacher-driven	initiatives	to	incorporate	
more	technology	into	their	practices,	by	district	strategic	plans	to	help	students	prepare	for	21st	
Century	careers,	and	more.	But	these	investments	do	not	necessarily	lead	to	having	sufficient	
technical	capability	to	support	a	large-scale	replacement	of	traditional	classroom	practices	with	
ones	that	are	personalized	to	the	needs	of	all	students.	For	this,	technology	solutions	need	to	be	
both	able	to	support	a	broad	set	of	student	experiences	as	well	as	provide	teachers	and	
administrators	the	data	and	tools	to	adequately	know	where	students	are	and	offer	them	
appropriate	learning	challenges.		
	
This	part	of	the	MAPLE	Landscape	Analysis	is	an	attempt	to	measure	the	gap	between	what	
schools	need	to	be	fully	personalized	and	where	they	are	today.		
	
Definitions	
	
For	schools	to	be	fully	prepared	to	offer	all	students	personalized	learning	experiences	at	a	
standard	practice,	they	must	be	ready	on	the	three	dimensions	of	Internet	bandwidth,	LAN	
capacity,	and	device	availability.		
	
Internet	Readiness/Fiber	Ready:	Using	the	MSBA	survey	question	“Does	the	school	have	a	fiber	
connection?”	as	the	key	consideration	for	determining	readiness	along	this	dimension,	this	
question	was	then	checked	and	verified	with	information	about	the	districts	e-rate	participation,	
and	by	the	Department’s	direct	contact	with	the	district.		See	table	below.		
	
LAN	Capacity/WiFi	Readiness:		The	MSBA	survey	question	“Does	the	school	have	a	LAN	capable	
of	delivering	1	Gbps	inside	the	school?”	was	used	as	the	key	consideration	and	was	augmented	
with	information	about	district	participation	in	the	Digital	Connections	Partnership	Schools	
(DCPS)	grant	program,	as	well	as	by	the	Department’s	direct	contact	with	the	district.		
	
	 Internet/Fiber	Ready	

Yes	

▪ Schools	answering	“Yes”	to	the	MSBA	question,	“Does	the	school	have	a	fiber	
connection?”	for	which	ESH	has	verified	are	taking	fiber	service	via	E-rate	data	or	
direct	consultation	

▪ Virtual	schools	(i.e.,	GCVS,	TECCA)	
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No	

▪ Schools	answering	“No”	to	the	MSBA	question,	“Does	the	school	have	a	fiber	
connection?”	

▪ Schools	answering	“Yes”	to	the	MSBA	question	for	which	ESH	verified	are	connected	
to	but	not	taking	fiber	service	

	 WiFi/LAN	Ready	

Yes	

▪ Schools	answering	“Yes”	to	the	MSBA	survey	question,	“Does	the	school	have	a	LAN	
capable	of	delivering	1	Gbps	inside	the	school?”	

▪ Schools	that	received	a	DCPS	grant	in	rounds	1a,	1b,	or	2	
▪ Schools	in	districts	ESE/ESH	had	direct	communications	with	(e.g.,	Boston,	Duxbury,	

Cambridge,	etc.)	
▪ Virtual	schools	(i.e.,	GCVS,	TECCA)	

No	
▪ Schools	answering	“No”	to	the	MSBA	question,	“Does	the	school	have	a	LAN	capable	

of	delivering	1	Gbps	inside	the	school?”	
	
MA	Schools	Ready	to	Scale	Personalized	Learning		
	
Only	303,	or	16%,	of	MA	schools	in	the	survey	appear	ready	to	move	towards	a	fully	personalized	
teaching	and	learning	approach	in	terms	of	technical	preparedness.	These	schools	are	those	that	
our	survey	research	indicates	are	“Fiber	ready,”	“WiFi	ready,”	and	have	a	1:1	student	to	device	
ratio.	Many	more	schools	have	sufficient	WAN	and	LAN	capacity	and	are	only	lacking	sufficient	
computing	devices	to	fully	personalize	their	practices.		Almost	half,	921	out	of	1881,	of	the	
schools	in	the	survey	fall	into	the	category	of	having	one	device	for	at	least	every	three	students	
while	having	sufficient	LAN	and	WAN	capacity	to	suggest	they	are	close	to	be	able	to	scale	
personalized	learning	for	their	students.		
	
These	schools	are	not	distributed	evenly	across	the	Commonwealth.	The	14	MAPLE	Catalyst	
districts	have	45	schools	–	43%	of	their	total	–	that	are	prepared	to	scale,	evidence	of	the	
technology	investments	they	have	been	making	the	last	few	years.		On	the	other	end	of	the	
spectrum,	only	71	(12%)	schools	within	the	574	schools	in	large	urban	districts	meet	our	criteria	
for	being	ready	for	personalized	learning	at	scale.	As	almost	half	of	the	Urban	Network	schools	
(279	or	49%)	meet	the	criteria	for	LAN	and	WAN	capacity,	the	most	significant	limiting	factor	
across	this	network	is	in	the	area	of	sufficient	devices.		
	

	
All	MA	
Schools	
Districts	

Urban	
Network	
Districts	

MAPLE	
Consortium	
Districts	

MAPLE	
Catalysts	
Districts	

Rural/CES	
Districts	

#	Schools	Ready	at	
1:1	

303	
(16%)	

71	
(12%)	

96	
(32%)	

45	
(43%)	

21	
(25%)	

#	Schools	Ready	at	
2:1	or	3:1	

618	
(33%)	

208	
(36%)	

101	
(34%)	

49	
(47%)	

20	
(24%)	

Total	at	1:1	to	3:1	
device	ratios	

921	
(49%)	

279	
(49%)	

197	
(67%)	

94	
(90%)	

41	
(49%)	
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Our	proxy	for	rural	districts,	the	CES	districts,	lag	behind	the	generally	suburban	districts	in	the	
MAPLE	Consortium	but	are	further	ahead	than	our	largest	urban	districts.	In	terms	of	minimal	
readiness,	with	one	device	for	3	or	fewer	students,	these	rural	districts	are	roughly	on	par	with	
the	state	overall.		
	 	
A	Stark	Contrast:		MAPLE	Catalyst	Districts	vs.	Urban	Network	Districts		
	
The	table	above	is	one	way	to	see	the	contracts	between	MAPLE’s	largest	and	most	
disadvantaged	districts,	those	in	the	Urban	Superintendents	Network,	with	the	better-resourced	
districts	in	the	MAPLE	Catalyst	group,	which	are	more	generally	suburban.	Another	way	to	see	
their	relative	technical	preparedness	is	in	the	scatter	plot	below,	which	plots	the	26	urban	
districts	against	the	14	Catalyst	districts	(with	2	districts,	Revere	and	Somerville,	in	common),	on	
two	of	the	three	dimensions	of	technical	readiness	for	personalized	learning	at	scale:	WiFi	
readiness	and	device	readiness	(1:1).			
	
The	(blue)	Catalyst	districts	are	found	to	have	around	90-100%	WiFi	readiness,	but	with	a	wide	
range	in	terms	of	devices	–	from	0%	for	a	two	to	100%	for	Andover.	But	the	Urban	(red)	districts	
are	grouped	in	the	two	lower	corners	–	7	of	the	25	with	both	WiFi	and	device	readiness	below	
40%,	with	Lawrence	and	Worcester	being	the	lease	technically	prepared,	and	most	of	the	rest	
above	80%	in	terms	of	WiFi	readiness	but	less	than	30%	in	terms	of	device	readiness.	Springfield	
represents	an	exception,	at	66%	device	readiness	and	100%	WiFi	readiness.					
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The	View	Across	All	Massachusetts	Schools		
	
The	table	below	shows	the	state	of	the	1881	schools	in	the	MSBA	survey	across	all	three	
dimensions	–	Internet	capacity,	LAN	capacity,	and	device	availability.	Most	schools	(85%)	are	
Internet-ready,	and	almost	as	many	have	sufficient	LAN	capacity	as	well.		There	is	a	significant	
drop-off	when	it	comes	to	devices,	however,	with	only	21%	of	schools	having	sufficient	devices	
to	offer	every	student	a	device	at	all	times.		Per	the	note	above,	this	number	is	likely	to	
understate	the	real	situation,	as	schools	are	buying	new	or	replacement	devices	on	a	regular	
basis.				
	

Category	of	Technical	Readiness	
All	MA	Schools	

(1881)	

Internet	bandwidth	(“Fiber	Ready”)	 85%	

LAN	capacity	(“WiFi	Ready”)	 79%	

Device	ready	(1	student/device)	 21%	

Library/Cafeteria	WiFi	 68%	

Minimal	device	readiness	(3	students/device)	 66%	

	
As	students	working	on	their	own	on	a	device	will	often	want	to	access	Internet	resources	out	of	
class,	this	landscape	analysis	also	includes	an	analysis	of	which	schools	have	invested	in	adding	
WiFi	access	points	in	libraries	and	cafeterias.		As	of	late	2016,	68%	of	schools	reported	having	
WiFi	available	in	these	common	areas.	This	suggests	that	the	need	is	well-recognized,	although	
more	technology	investment	is	still	needed	to	provide	both	full	coverage	and	good	performance.		
	
The	View	Across	Schools	in	the	MAPLE	Consortium		
	
The	table	below	contrasts	the	state	of	the	296	schools	in	our	31	MAPLE	Consortium	districts	with	
the	whole	population	of	1881	schools	in	the	MSBA	survey.		As	the	MAPLE	districts	are	self-
selected	as	being	very	engaged	with	moving	towards	personalized	learning	for	all	students,	it	is	
not	surprising	that	they	are	generally	further	along	in	terms	of	technical	preparedness	than	the	
state	as	a	whole.			
	

Category	of	Technical	Readiness	
All	MA	Schools	

(1881)	
MAPLE	Schools	

(296)	
MAPLE	Catalyst	
Schools	(104)	

Internet	bandwidth	(“Fiber	Ready”)	 85%	 94%	 96%	

LAN	capacity	(“WiFi	Ready”)	 79%	 90%	 95%	

Device	ready	(1	student/device)	 21%	 35%	 45%	

Library/Cafeteria	WiFi	 68%	 65%	 71%	

Minimal	device	readiness	(3	
students/device)	

66%	 72%	 96%	
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Almost	all	MAPLE	schools	(94%)	are	Internet-ready,	and	as	many	as	90%	have	sufficient	LAN	
capacity	as	well.		Like	the	larger	population	of	schools,	there	is	a	significant	drop-off	when	it	
comes	to	devices	–	35%	of	MAPLE	schools	versus	only	21%	of	schools	throughout	the	state	have	
sufficient	devices	to	offer	every	student	a	device	at	all	times.		When	we	loosen	our	standard	to	3	
students	per	device,	72%	of	MAPLE	schools	have	sufficient	devices	to	have	one	per	three	
students	or	better,	and	it	is	possible	this	number	could	be	greater	than	80%	when	MAPLE	
member	district	device	data	is	more	thoroughly	collected	and	analyzed.	
	
The	last	column	pulls	out	the	14	Catalyst	District	schools,	104	overall,	as	the	data	suggests	that	
these	districts	are	significantly	ahead	of	the	state	in	terms	of	technical	readiness	for	personalized	
learning	at	scale.	Nearly	all	schools	are	reported	to	have	the	LAN	and	WAN	capacity	required.		
Furthermore,	45%	of	their	schools	have	enough	devices	for	1:1,	and	almost	all	(96%)	have	
sufficient	devices	for	3:1.				
	
While	these	fourteen	districts	are	not	representative	of	where	Massachusetts	is	in	terms	of	
technical	preparation	for	large-scale	personalized	learning,	they	do	suggest	where	the	
Commonwealth	needs	to	get	to	in	order	to	fulfill	the	promise	of	personalized	learning	for	all	
students.			
	
The	View	Across	Schools	in	Urban	Superintendents	Network		
	
The	table	below	contrasts	the	state	of	the	574	schools	in	the	26	districts	that	comprise	the	Urban	
Superintendents	Network∗	with	the	whole	population	of	1881	schools	in	the	MSBA	survey.		These	
not	only	the	largest	MAPLE	districts,	but	generally	have	a	high	proportion	of	disadvantaged	
students.												
	 	
These	districts	have	been	successful	at	getting	high-speed	Internet	access	in	place,	with	94%	
being	Fiber	Ready	as	of	the	end	of	2016.		High-capacity	WiFi/LAN	is	also	in	place	in	76%	of	these	
schools,	about	on	par	with	the	state	overall.		The	number	of	devices,	however,	tell	a	different	
story:	only	15%	of	the	schools	in	these	districts	have	sufficient	devices	for	1:1,	and	at	61%,	
schools	with	a	3:1	or	better	student:device	ratio	lags	behind	the	state.	While	these	numbers	
might	be	understated	for	the	reasons	mentioned	earlier,	they	do	strongly	suggest	that	urban	
districts	will	continue	to	need	to	focus	on	acquiring	devices	if	they	are	to	be	able	to	offer	
personalized	learning	experiences	for	all	students	in	all	of	their	classes.		The	Catalyst	districts,	
which	include	two	members	of	the	Urban	Superintendents	Network	(Revere,	Somerville),	are	
leading	the	way	in	terms	of	device	deployment,	and	the	urban	districts	as	a	group	have	much	
catching	up	to	do.	It	is	worth	noting	that	Revere,	which	started	to	focus	on	personalized	learning	
over	six	years	ago,	has	implemented	1:1	programs	in	the	high	school	and	middle	schools,	and	
offers	about	2:1	device	programs	in	the	elementary	schools.		

																																																								
∗	Boston,	Brockton,	Cambridge,	Chelsea,	Chicopee,	Everett,	Fall	River,	Fitchburg,	Framingham,	Haverhill,	Holyoke,	
Lawrence,	Leominster,	Lowell,	Lynn,	Malden,	New	Bedford,	Pittsfield,	Quincy,	Revere,	Salem,	Somerville,	
Springfield,	Taunton,	Worcester.	
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Category	of	Technical	Readiness	
All	MA	Schools	

(1881)	
Urban	Network	
Schools	(574)	

Internet	bandwidth	(“Fiber	Ready”)	 85%	 94%	

LAN	capacity	(“WiFi	Ready”)	 79%	 76%	

Device	ready	(1	student/device)	 21%	 15%	

Library/Cafeteria	WiFi	 68%	 62%	

Minimal	device	readiness	(3	students/device)	 66%	 61%	

	
Fiber	Ready:	The	data	shows	that	the	state	of	Fiber	Readiness	is	typically	uniform	across	a	
district’s	schools,	so	the	94%	readiness	for	the	Urban	Network	is	a	combination	of	districts	where	
100%	of	schools	(possibly	with	the	exception	of	Pre-K	schools)	are	ready,	and	other	districts	
where	few	schools	are	Fiber	Ready.		As	of	the	end	of	2016,	the	districts	still	behind	in	this	area	
were	Chelsea,	Malden,	and	Quincy.	
	
WiFi	Ready:	The	data	for	WiFi	Readiness	across	the	Urban	Network	is	not	as	bimodal	as	it	is	with	
Fiber	Readiness,	but	there	are	still	a	limited	number	of	districts	are	behind	in	this	area.	These	
include	the	three	mentioned	above	(Chelsea,	Malden,	and	Quincy),	as	well	as	Everett,	Fall	River,	
Lawrence,	Leominster,	Lynn,	and	Worcester.	Of	the	124	schools	listed	as	not	WiFi	ready	across	
these	districts,	fully	43	are	in	Worcester,	21	are	in	Lawrence,	and	20	are	in	Lynn.			
	
The	View	Across	Schools	Rural/CES	Districts		
	
MAPLE	relies	on	a	partnership	with	the	Northhamptom,	MA-	based	Collaborative	for	Education	
Serves	(“CES”)	to	function	as	a	proxy	for	Massachusetts	rural	districts.	The	34	districts	that	
comprise	CES	have	84	schools	in	the	MSBA	survey,	with	a	total	enrollment	of	only	24,473,	or	
about	281	students	per	school	and	720	students	per	districts.	Some	of	these	districts	are	quite	
large	geographically,	and	so	they	present	different	technology	challenges	than	our	densely	
populated	urban	centers.		
	
The	table	below	contrasts	the	state	of	the	84	schools	in	the	CES	districts	with	the	whole	
population	of	1881	schools	in	the	MSBA	survey.	While	LAN	capacity	is	on	par	with	the	state	
overall,	and	device	readiness	modestly	ahead	of	the	state,	these	rural	districts	are	at	times	
challenged	to	get	high-bandwidth	access	to	the	Internet.	This	can	be	seen	in	the	fact	that	only	
75%	of	CES	schools	are	deemed	Fiber	Ready,	vs.	85%	for	the	state	overall.					
	
The	device	picture	is	interesting.	While	there	is	a	drop-off	in	readiness	when	it	comes	to	devices	
as	can	be	seen	across	all	segments,	34%	of	CES	schools	versus	only	21%	of	schools	throughout	
the	state	have	sufficient	devices	for	1:1,	and	fully	77%	have	enough	devices	to	have	one	per	
three	students	or	better.		These	numbers	put	these	districts	on	par	with	MAPLE	districts.		
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Category	of	Technical	Readiness	
All	MA	Schools	

(1881)	
CES∗	Schools	(84)	

Internet	bandwidth	(“Fiber	Ready”)	 85%	 75%	

LAN	capacity	(“WiFi	Ready”)	 79%	 77%	

Device	ready	(1	student/device)	 21%	 34%	

Library/Cafeteria	WiFi	 68%	 71%	

Minimal	device	readiness	(3	students/device)	 66%	 77%	

	
	 	

																																																								
∗	CES	=	Collaborate	for	Educational	Services,	based	in	Northampton.	Member	districts	are:	Amherst,	Amherst-
Pelham,	Belchertown,	Chesterfield-Goshen,	Conway,	Deerfield,	Easthampton,	Erving,	Franklin	County,	Frontier,	Gill-
Montague,	Granby,	Greenfield,	Hadley,	Hampshire,	Hatfield,	Hawlemont,	Institutional	Schools,	Leverett,	Mohawk	
Trail,	New	Salem-Wendell,	Northampton,	Northampton-Smith,	Orange,	Pioneer	Valley,	RC	Maher,	Rowe,	
Shutesbury,	South	Hadley,	Southampton,	Sunderland	Ware,	Westhampton,	Whately,	and	Williamsburg.	
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Landscape	Analysis	Next	Steps	
	
This	Landscape	Analysis	Report,	July	2017,	is	a	first	attempt	to	capture	an	indication	of	the	
prevalence	of	personalizing	learning	in	practice.	Ultimately	the	success	of	the	MAPLE	Landscape	
Analysis	will	be	that	it	provides	information	to:	
	

1. Generate	takeaways	and	programming	implications	for	MAPLE	
2. identify	“bright	spots”	of	personalized	learning	practices	to	share	with	districts	across	the	

Commonwealth	
3. Measure	personalized	learning	outcomes	in	Massachusetts	school	districts	
4. set	a	baseline	level	of	prevalence	of	personalized	learning	in	Massachusetts	school	

districts	
5. Identify	technology	gaps	that	must	be	filled	to	ensure	all	students	are	able	to	take	

advantage	of	personalized	learning	opportunities		
6. Support	efforts	to	strengthen	public	understanding	and	support	for	personalizing	

learning	
	
For	this	current	study,	some	of	the	measures	of	perception	about	teacher	practice	and	student	
experience	are	based	on	a	personalizing	learning	progression	(Highlander	institute)	that	was	not	
specifically	designed	or	fine-tuned	as	a	measurement	tool,	but	this	tool	is	currently	being	revised	
and	improved	for	research	purposes.		
	
Also,	for	this	first	Landscape	Analysis	Report,	there	are	gaps	in	survey	responses	on	the	
Statewide	survey,	and	N=76,	which	is	~18%	of	Massachusetts	districts.	Although	that	may	be	
demographically	representative	of	the	state,	this	survey	may	have	missed	important	variations	in	
the	prevalence	of	personalizing	learning	statewide,	especially	since	rural	districts	are	
underrepresented.	Also,	a	review	of	the	results	with	MAPLE	members	also	suggests	that	the	
quality	of	the	data	will	improve	if	it	is	collected	at	the	school	level	rather	than	the	district	level.			
	
The	MSBA	technology	survey	provides	a	baseline	to	use	with	districts	across	the	state.		It	will	
make	sense	to	verify	and	update	this	technology	information	as	additional	districts	join	the	
network.		
	
The	progress	of	MAPLE	districts	implementing	personalized	learning	will	be	updated	each	year	
based	on	this	Landscape	Analysis	initial	and	subsequently	updated	research	design	and	tools.	
Therefore,	this	methodology	will	be	improved	for	the	next	round	of	data	collection.		
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Appendix	A.	Landscape	Study	Methodology	
	
Data	Collection	Methods	and	Sources	
	

Data	Collection	Method		 Population	 Sample	Size	(N)	 Timing	

	
MAPLE	Focus	Group	
Interviews	(1.5hr-2hrs)	
	

	
Catalyst	Team	Members	

	
38	Members	
from	14	Teams*	
	

	
March-April	2017	

	
MAPLE	Statewide	
Survey	(10-20	mins)	
	

	
Mass	School	Districts	

	
76	

	
April-June	2017	

	
MSBA	Technical	
Infrastructure	District	
Survey	(Fall	2016)	
	

	
Mass	School	Districts	

	
404	

	
Fall	2016	

*	Catalyst	District	Teams	include:	Andover,	Arlington,	Beverly,	Burlington,	Concord,	Duxbury,	
Millis,	Natick,	Needham,	North	Reading,	Revere,	Somerville,	Wareham,	Westford	
	
Purposes	of	the	Landscape	Analysis	are	to	provide:	

1. information	for	program	design,	including	identifying	strengths	in	Massachusetts	
districts	that	are	“bright	spots”,	and	gaps	in	learning	and	implementation	that	are	of	
high	priority	needs	for	member	districts;	

2. an	initial	baseline	understanding	about	the	prevalence	of	personalized	learning	in	school	
districts;	

3. measures	of	progress	going	forward;	
4. information	over	time	about	the	prevalence	and	improvement	of	personalized	learning	

in	order	to	help	mobilize	a	strategy	for	strengthening	public	will	for	personalized	
learning	in	the	state;	

5. funders	and	investors	with	the	information	they	need	to	continue	to	support	the	growth	
of	personalized	learning	in	Massachusetts	public	school	districts.	

	
Success	of	this	Landscape	Analysis	will	be	to	provide	information	that:	

1. generates	takeaways	and	programming	implications	for	MAPLE	
2. identifies	“bright	spots”	of	personalized	learning	practices	
3. measures	personalized	learning	outcomes	in	Massachusetts	school	districts	
4. sets	a	baseline	level	of	prevalence	of	personalized	learning	in	Massachusetts	school	

districts	
5. supports	efforts	to	strengthen	public	will	for	personalizing	learning	
6. garners	continued	investment	by	funders	for	MAPLE	

	



Implementation	of	the	MAPLE	Consortium	and	the	progress	of	districts	implementing	
personalized	learning	will	be	evaluated	each	year	based	on	this	initial	and	subsequently	
updated	research	design	and	tools.	So,	this	methodology	will	be	improved	for	the	next	round	of	
data	collection.	It	is	proposed,	for	example:	Focus	Group	interviews	could	be	extended	to	
include	the	MAPLE	General	members;	the	questions	on	the	Statewide	survey	could	be	fine-
tuned	to	retrieve	clearer	information,	as	well	as	being	extended	to	include	a	larger	number	of	
districts;	and	the	Technical	Infrastructure	survey	might	be	analyzed	against	more	robust	
information	about	the	technical	requirements	for	the	spectrum	of	personalizing	learning	
implementations.	
	
Limitations:	

• These	tools	and	questions	are	a	first	version	attempt	to	capture	an	indication	of	the	
prevalence	of	personalizing	learning	in	practice.	

• The	measures	of	perception	about	teacher	practice	and	student	experience	are	based	
on	a	chart	describing	a	personalizing	learning	progression	that	was	not	specifically	
designed	or	fine-tuned	as	a	measurement	tool.		

• Gaps	in	survey	responses	on	the	Statewide	survey,	may	be	demographically	
representative	of	the	state,	but	they	may	have	missed	important	variations	in	the	
prevalence	of	personalizing	learning	since	N=75,	which	is	~18%	of	Mass	districts.	

	



Appendix B1: Statewide Survey Questions 
 
Question 1 – Student Learning Experiences 
 
Select one option for each type of student learning experience that tells how often it occurs in 
your district. ‡ *This question is required. 

Select one option for each type of student learning 
experience that tells how often it occurs in your 

district.‡ *This question is required. 
Neve

r Sometimes 
Ofte

n Always 

Teacher-centered instruction is delivered to the 
whole class at the same time. 

    

Students progress through similar content at the 
same pace. 

    

Teacher-driven instruction is delivered to smaller 
groups at rotating intervals in the day. 

    

Students progress through leveled content in high, 
medium, and low groups using benchmarking and 
summative data (RTI model). 

    

Targeted instruction is delivered to smaller groups 
and individuals at various times in the day supported 
by curated online content. 

    

Students progress individually through more targeted 
online content while dynamic (constantly changing) 
groups practice skills face-to-face with instructors 
and with peers. 

    

Individualized online instruction is supported by 
tutoring, check-ins, conferencing, and coaching. 

    

Students progress both online and offline individually 
and at their own pace. 

    

Students experience 24/7 learning in and out of the 
classroom using digital resources. 

    

Lessons always have a next step designed to build on 
skills, so students are never "finished." 

    

Mastery is demonstrated through 
performance-based assessments and higher order 
thinking applications. 
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Peer to peer coaching and evaluation drive 
instruction and grouping. 

    

Students are able to experience real-world learning 
challenges through internships and other authentic 
experiences. 

    

‡Characteristics drawn from © Highlander Institute, Personalized Learning Progression, 2017. 
 
 
Question 2 – Functions Performed 
 
Below is a list of functions that might be performed in your district. For each function, choose 
the title of the person who performs that function on a regular basis. If a particular function is 
not applicable, leave blank. 

Below is a list of functions that might be performed in your district. 
For each function, choose the title of the person who performs that 
function on a regular basis. If a particular function is not applicable, 

leave blank. 

Title of person(s) who 
perform this function 

most of the time 

Help teachers/students individualize student learning based on 
students’ specific strengths and needs, student interests, and/or 
individualized goals. 

 

Help teachers/students use digital tools to integrate face-to-face 
instruction with online learning. 

 

Help teachers/students use real-time data to guide 
instruction/learning. 

 

Help teachers/students build structures that allow for students to 
advance to new content based upon mastery, not seat time. 

 

Support accessibility and/or assistive technology in the classroom.  

Respond to technical support needs in the classroom.  

 
 
Question 3 – Professional Development 
 
What are examples of professional development topics that are currently offered to teachers or 
administrators to support personalizing learning? 

● Developing a culture that supports learning and innovation 
● Data-driven instruction 
● Making student thinking visible 
● Socioemotional learning, self-regulation, or mindset 
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● Understanding by design or universal design for learning 
● Mastery-or competency-based assessment practices 
● Project-based learning 
● Blended learning 
● Co-teaching 
● Digital literacy 
● Using open educational resources 
● Setting up flexible learning environments 
● Piloting educational software or hardware 
● Evaluating educational software or hardware 
● Other - Write In Please enter an 'other' value for this selection 

 

Question 4 – Learning Platforms 
 
Do you have, or expect to acquire, any of these learning platforms to enable your teachers to 
more easily personalize learning? 

Do you have, or expect to acquire, 
any of these learning platforms to 

enable your teachers to more easily 
personalize learning? 

Currently 
Using 

Exploring 
Using 

Previously 
Used 

Not 
Considering 

Blackboard (Edline)     

Brightspace (Desire2Learn)     

Buzz/Agilyx     

Canvas     

Cortex     

Google Classroom     

Gooru     

ITS Learning     

Moodle     

Schoology     

Summit     
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Question 5 – Personalized Learning Initiatives and Hopes 
 
What is one important problem in your district that you think a shift toward more personalized 
learning might solve? *This question is required. 
 
What would be most helpful to better implement personalized learning in your district in the 
near future? *This question is required. 
 
Please provide 1-3 examples of personalized learning in your district for which you are 
particularly proud. 
 
 
Question 6 
Measuring Success 
How do you measure success? Indicate the metric(s) below for which you gather data to inform 
student success. 

● Improved course completion rates 
● Improved graduation rates 
● Improved academic grades 
● Improved academic test scores 
● Improved social/emotional learning 
● Improved student well being 
● Improved student time on task 
● Improved student conduct/behavior 
● Greater student engagement 
● Improved student attendance 
● Lower disciplinary referrals 
● Improved parent or student satisfaction as measured by surveys 
● Greater student autonomy 
● Other - Write In Please enter an 'other' value for this selection 
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Micro DifferentiationTraditional Instruction

Teacher-centered 
instruction is delivered 
to the whole class at the 
same time

Students progress 
through similar content 
at the same pace

To move up a level, districts 
must begin  leveraging data to 
develop small group 
instructional plans within 
larger content blocks

To move up a level, districts 
must begin using formative 
assessment systems across 
skill and subject areas to 
differentiate content and 
pacing. To move up a level, districts 

must switch  from 
teacher-centered to 
student-centered instruction 
through self-paced learning 
and personalized content To move up a level, districts 

must support personalized 
content and delivery for each 
student by offering students 
voice and choice around what 
and how they learn.

To maintain this level, districts 
must support a culture of 
continuous individualization 
and redesign organizational 
structures to accomodate for 
individual student pathways.

Teacher-driven 
instruction is delivered 
to smaller groups at 
rotating intervals in the 
day

Students progress 
through leveled content 
in high, medium, and low 
groups using 
benchmarking & 
summative data (RTI 
model)

Targeted instruction is 
delivered to smaller 
groups and individuals at 
various times in the day 
supported by curated, 
online content 

Students progress  
individually through 
more targeted online 
content while dynamic 
(constantly changing) 
groups practice skills 
face-to-face with 
instructors and with 
peers

Individualized online 
instruction is supported 
by tutoring, check-ins, 
conferencing, and 
coaching

Students progress both 
online and offline 
individually and at their 
own pace

Students experience 
24/7 learning in and out 
of the classroom

Lessons always have a 
next step designed to 
build on skills, so 
students are never 
“finished.”

Macro Differentiation Individual Mastery Fully Personalized

Completely 
student-driven 
instruction is achieved 
by an individualized 
curriculum where CCSS 
are acquired through 
personalized projects 
that build essential 21st 
century skills and are 
designed based on 
student interests.

Mastery is 
demonstrated through 
performance-based 
assessments and higher 
order thinking 
applications

Peer to peer coaching 
and evaluation drive 
instruction and grouping.

Students are able to 
experience real-world 
learning challenges.

Leveling the Field for All Learners
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Appendix C1: Focus Group Questions 
 
1: District Implementation and Planning for Personalized Learning 

Have you developed a multi-year plan to implement Personalized Learning across the district? 

 What defines the timeline for how quickly/slowly you plan to move? What is the plan focused 

around? 

Goal of question: Understand what plans are in place, how detailed they are and what success 

looks like. 

 

2: Measurement 

What are the measures of success for this plan? What is being tracked today, or planned to be 

tracked in the future for different stakeholders - students, teachers, principals, districts? 

Goal of question: Learn what is measured in schools today. 

 

3: Information as input into instructional strategy 

How and when do you get to “know your students” - goals, aspirations, interests, strengths, 

weaknesses? Where is this information kept, and who is in charge of it throughout the 

student’s education? 

Goal of question: Understand what information is known about the student to inform 

personalized learning - Do schools even have the information that is needed to enable PL? 

 

4: Needed support for furthering personalized learning 

What is the most acute need you see in furthering the effective use of personalized learning 

with teachers who are not early adopters, and for scaling these programs? 

Goal of question: Have interviewees self-identify biggest barriers to understand what type of 

resources they need. 

 

5: Talent Development 

Do you have a hiring or recruiting plan to attract new talent that is interested in personalized 

learning or digital learning or who can bring these capabilities to the district? What training do 

you provide to educators? Do you feel like this is sufficient for your needs today? 

Goal of question: Understand detailed talent development process. 

 

 



Appendix C2 - Focus Group Chart 
 

1: District Implementation and Planning for Personalized Learning 
Have you developed a multi-year plan to implement Personalized Learning across the district?  What defines the timeline for how 
quickly/slowly you plan to move? What is the plan focused around? 
Goal of question: Understand what plans are in place, how detailed they are and what success looks like 
 
District PL 

planning 
phase 

Timeline for PL 
planning and 
implementation 

Contributing Factors Identified Critical Points 

Millis Exemplar Ends in 2018 Action steps helped define and 
communicate steps to stakeholders 
Collaboration with admin to define PL 
Team of teachers collaborate with Admin 
to discuss progress 
 

Teacher buy-in 

Natick Exemplar Embedded in 
Instructional 
Practices 

Focus on Deeper Learning Framework 
Defining terms from INACOL 
 

PLCs are critical to teacher 
growth 
Technology as learning tool 
not teaching tool 

Needham Progressing Embedded in District 
and Building Goals 
(3 year and annual) 

Working on building common definitions 
District goal includes instructional 
practices and assessment to improve 
student outcomes 

Adjusting school schedule 
Coaching teachers 

Somerville Progressing Embedded in District 
Tech Plans 

Teachers supporting each other 
Budget, people, and time have all been 
necessary 

Innovation Specialist position 

Revere Exemplar In year 2 of phase 2, 
second round of 5 
year plan 

Focus on pedagogy 
Collaborative work to celebrate and grow 
pockets of excellence 

Teacher-led initiatives 
HS portfolio requirement 

Arlington Progressing Embedded in District 
Tech Plans 

EdTech University Summer PD 
Linking tech-usage with PD 
 

PD has been critical 
Identify learning goals for 
graduates = helped shape 
vision 

 
 
 



 
District PL 

planning 
phase 

Timeline for PL 
planning and 
implementation 

Contributing Factors Identified Critical Points 

Duxbury Progressing Embedded in District 
and Building Goals 
(3 year and annual) 

Working on building common definitions 
District goal includes instructional 
practices and assessment to improve 
student outcomes 

PD has been critical 
Teacher Buy-in 

Wareham Beginning  Working on buy-in on importance of PL PD has been critical 
Teacher Buy-in 

Concord-Ca
rlisle 

Progressing No timeline to 
complete 

1:1 program has moved toward PL Need to shift instructional 
mindset 

Westford Progressing In 5 th year of digital 
learning vision 

Access to devices 
Needs assessment drove plan 

Digital Learning Vision on 4 
C’s 

Andover Exemplar Strategic Plan and 
building plans 
include emphasis on 
authentic learning 

High school has personalization period 
Emphasis on SEL and personalization 
Student Resume 

Innovation Teams 
Adjustment to Schedule 

Beverly Progressing No plan that 
articulate PL 
specifically 

Moving from pockets to systematic Teacher led progress @ 
elementary 

Burlington Progressing No plan that 
articulate PL 
specifically 

Just beginning to get teacher involvement 
to begin transition 

Taking pieces and making 
them coherent 

North 
Reading 

Progressing 5 year plan with 
some strands of PL 

Working on understanding definitions and 
moving from pockets to larger plan 

Leadership retreat to focus on 
Future Ready 

 
Summary: 

● 14 catalyst districts surveyed 
o 7% beginning phase 
o 72% progressing 
o 21% exemplar 

● Formal/Informal Professional Development (36%) and Teacher Leadership (50%) have been critical to progress in PL 
● Few districts have separate PL plan (14%), many are embedding PL centered plans within District and Building Based Strategic plans 
● 36% sited the need to define PL and establish common language 

 
 



2: Measurement 
What are the measures of success for this plan? What is being tracked today, or planned to be tracked in the future for different 
stakeholders - students, teachers, principals, districts? 
Goal of question: what is measured in schools today 
 
District Using 

Data to 
Drive 
Instruction
? 

Using Data to 
track student 
success? 

Using data to 
track 
improvements
? 

Using data 
to identify 
needs? 

Stakeholders surveyed 

Student Staff Community 

Millis  x x x  X  
Natick x x x x x x  
Needham        
Somerville x x x  x x  
Revere X x  X X X  
Arlington X X  x x x  
Duxbury X x x x x x x 
Wareham  x X x x x  
Concord-C
arlisle 

 X  X  x  

Westford  x  x  x  
Andover x x X  x X  
Beverly    x  X  
Burlington x x   X   
North 
Reading 

  x x x x x 

 
Summary: 

● 50% using data to drive instruction 
● 79% using data to track student success (typically standardized testing and state reporting) 
● 50% using data to track improvements (along trajectory of existing initiatives) 
● 71% using data to identify district needs 
● 14% referenced surveying community as common practice 
● 64% reference surveying students as common practice 
● 93% referenced surveying staff 

 
 



 
 
3: Information as input into instructional strategy 
How and when do you get to “know your students” - goals, aspirations, interests, strengths, weaknesses? Where is this 
information kept, and who is in charge of it throughout the student’s education? 
Goal of question: Understanding what information is known about the student to inform personalized learning - do schools even 
have the information that is needed to enable PL 
 

District Getting to Know Students Use of data 
to 
personalize 
learning? 

System for 
storing and 
carrying 
over data? 

Identified Critical Points 
Advis
ory 

Guidanc
e 

Teacher-St
udent 
Conferenc
e 

Millis  x  N N Goal in place for creating learner profile 
Have interest survey for Ss @ SOY 

Natick X X X N N Concern over teacher workload, no system in place for 
learner profiles 

Needham X  X  N  N  Concern over teacher workload, no system in place for 
learner profiles 

Somerville X  X X N Y Partnership with Code for America 
Revere X X  N N Student-teacher relationship 
Arlington  X x Y N PBL used as means to personalize learning 
Duxbury  X  N  Y  Schoology has bones necessary to store and create 

learner profiles, but not there yet 
Wareham  x x N Y Advisory program = unknown 

Focus on social-emotional 
Concord-Carlisle  x x N Y System for keeping assessment data 
Westford  x  N Y Spreadsheets and guidance to store data 
Andover  X x N N New resume should help with global pathways 
Beverly  x X Y Y Responsive classroom at middle & elementary 
Burlington  x  N N Freshman academy 
North Reading  x x N Y Friday digital learning rubric 

 
Summary: 

● 2 districts mentioned used data to personalize learning, but in different contexts 
● 28% cited leveraging advisory to support student needs 



● guidance record keeping is primary source for all districts 
● 50% cited having system for storing data K-12 
● 57% leverage teacher-student conferences, but in different capacities and for different purposes 

 
 

4: Needed support for furthering personalized learning 
What is the most acute need you see in furthering the effective use of personalized learning with teachers who are not early 
adopters, and for scaling these programs? 
Goal of question: have interviewees self-identify biggest barriers to understand what type of resources they need 

 
District Resources to 

Coach/Support 
Teachers 

Teacher Buy-In State Policy that 
supports PL 

Conflict with High 
Stakes 
Assessments 

Time 

Millis x    x 
Natick x x x x X 
Needham X x x x  
Somerville X  X  X 
Revere  x X  x 
Arlington  x X   
Duxbury  x X x X 
Wareham x x    
Concord-Carlisle x x   X 

Westford x X   x 
Andover X x   X 
Beverly x x    
Burlington x    x 
North Reading x x    
 
Summary 

● 79% referenced PD resources and support as being critical to move teachers along 
● 79% referenced Teacher Buy-In as being critical 
● 43% reference state policy as being a barrier for furthering personalized learning 
● 21% reference conflicts with high stakes assessments as being a barrier for personalized learning 
● 63% referenced time as being critical, acknowledging that movement requires a slow and steady pac 

 
 



5: Talent Development 
Do you have a hiring or recruiting plan to attract new talent that is interested in personalized learning or digital learning or who can 
bring these capabilities to the district? What training do you provide to educators? Do you feel like this is sufficient for your needs 
today? 
Goal of question: Understand detailed talent development process 

 
 
District Technolo

gy Priority 
PL 
Priority 

Contributing Factors Identified Critical Points 

Millis    Very little turnover 
Natick X    Rigorous process, targeting teachers 

comfortable with Tech 
Needham    Looking for growth mindset 

Somerville X  School Committee goal = recruitment 
Focus Group research on hiring 

Looking for growth mindset 

Revere X  Career Fair 
Caring about kids is most important 

Looking for growth mindset 

Arlington X  Sample Lessons Looking for growth mindset 
Duxbury X   Personalizing training for new hires to 

model best practice 
targeting teachers comfortable with Tech 

Wareham     
Concord-Carli
sle 

X x  targeting teachers comfortable with Tech 

Westford x X  targeting teachers comfortable with Tech 
Andover   Group interviews, collaborative process Looking for people we can learn from 
Beverly x x Offering coding class for teachers  
Burlington x   Working with higher ed programs will be 

crucial to maintaining qualified applicant 
pool 

North Reading x x  Group interview model 
 
Summary: 

● No district cited a clear recruiting plan outside of standard practices 
● 71% referenced technology as being a hiring priority with an emphasis on leveraging technology to improve student outcomes 
● 28% reference PL as being included in their hiring rubric 
● 28% reference growth mindset or language recognizing the need for hires ready to learn new things 
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