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Abstract 
In this paper, a coaching methodology for UDL is ex-
plained from its inception to its current application at both 
the district and county levels within Farmington Public
Schools and the Oakland Intermediate School District. This 
paper also explores how to use UDL coaches within class-
rooms to mentor general education teachers and build stu-
dent-centered environments. The model uses a three-
pronged approach to address barriers at the district, build-
ing, and classroom levels. Derived from different theories
on quality instruction and implementation science, UDL
coaching provides a blueprint for districts to establish in-
novate classroom practice and make curriculum accessible 
to all students. 
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INTRODUCTION 
As educators, we are confronted with the imperative to 
internalize the emerging philosophy and principals of UDL, 
weighed against the need to implement those principals in 
the classroom.  We are well positioned to bridge the divide 
between theory and practice, with the support of a robust 
UDL coaching structure. When UDL frameworks are com
bined with strong coaching structures, quality instruction 
principals and design science, educational systems are 
transformed from traditional non-inclusive models to inno
vative educational environments. 

DISTRICT PERSPECTIVE 
Farmington Public Schools serves 11,000 students, with 
approximately 4,500 students making up the secondary or 
high school population. As the result of instructional identi
fiers and recognition that there was a lack of solid effective 
supports, the secondary schools have become a focus area 
for the implementation of UDL.  The district’s UDL coor
dinator and special education supervisor designated a UDL 
coaching group comprised of general education teachers in 
inclusive classrooms populated by students deemed at risk 
in the areas of behavior, academics, and truancy. Potential 
UDL coaches were drawn from special education resource 
room teachers and Quality Instruction Coaches already 
trained under the Marzano evaluation rubric. Utilizing these 
two diverse groups provided various opportunities to work 
with educators in lesson planning and design of instruction. 
This perspective also seamlessly tied UDL into the design 
and differentiation of instructional outcomes. The begin

ning areas of focus were math and English language acqui
sition classes implementing the Common Core State Stand
ards. The program has been scaled up in its third year to 
include work with Advanced Placement classes, Interna
tional Baccalaureate classes, social studies classes, and 
science classes working with Next Generation Science 
Standards. 

There are three high schools in the Farmington Public 
School District, each with an enrollment of between 1,100
1,200 students.  All three are designated focus schools by 
the State of Michigan, meaning there is a significant 
achievement gap for the bottom 30%. Each of the high 
schools received an overall rating of yellow on the state’s 
Accountability Scorecard (scores ranged from 71.9%
70.5%). The district’s Michigan Merit Education (MME) 
scores indicated that 25.6% of students were proficient, but 
the graduation rate was at 88.2%. The secondary curricu
lum offers 19 Advanced Placement courses and an Interna
tional Baccalaureate program. 

The UDL movement in our district is funded through a 
special education grant from the State of Michigan under 
Early Intervening Services. The coaching model that is 
described below is used for the implementation of UDL in 
all three of our district’s high schools. 

UDL Coaching 
The UDL coaching model began as a grassroots effort dur
ing the 2011-2012 school year at Harrison High School. 
UDL coaches were assigned to work side by side with gen
eral education teachers to review teaching practice, lesson 
design, technology integration, differentiated instruction, 
and student access to the curriculum. In the 2012-2013 
school year, the coaching model was expanded to the other 
two high schools, Farmington High School and North 
Farmington High School, and efforts began to initiate 
change throughout the district with respect to curriculum 
development, instructional technology, and implementation 
of the Common Core State Standards. 
The current 2013-2014 school year has been devoted to 
creating coaching positions in each of the high schools, 
developing UDL awareness in grades 6-8, developing 
online and face to face professional learning opportunities 
centered around UDL, redesigning existing professional 
learning to incorporate UDL principles, and continuing the 
partnership with the Oakland Intermediate School District.  
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THE COACHING MODEL EXPLAINED 
The CAST Model of Phases of Implementation was adopt
ed as a framework for establishing full scale UDL imple
mentation in the district. CAST’s phases of implementation 
are effective in establishing the need for UDL as well as 
preparing users working towards integration. While UDL is 
an established special education initiative, our coaching 
model looks at establishing UDL in general education envi
ronments for the benefit of all students, representing a pro
found shift in the learning culture and environment. The 
UDL coaching model in the Farmington Public School Dis
trict is a differentiated approach that is focused on the im
plementation of UDL philosophy and principles as well as 
instructional design elements. The model combines theories 
of instructional design, organizational learning, implemen
tation science and UDL to effect change in classrooms, 
buildings and systemically within the district.  Applying 
this model allows UDL coaches to identify needs and pro
vide support consistent with UDL guidelines. 

The rationale for adopting UDL practices in the district 
came from identifying three fundamental aspects of instruc
tion; the practical, the philosophical, and educational vi
sion. The practical reasons for developing our UDL coach
ing methodology were that student test scores were drop
ping, teachers were overloaded by the district’s new initia
tives, the failure rates of non-traditional students were ris
ing, and special education referrals were increasing at the 
secondary level. For example, the district’s new initiatives 
included the introduction of instructional coaches, the phil
osophical and pedagogical shifts to Common Core, a new 
evaluation system, and a stronger emphasis on technology 
integration. To many educators, these new initiatives were 
overwhelming and lacked integration. When combined 
with the increasing need to differentiate instruction for stu
dents, teachers were experiencing burnout, a loss of instruc
tional depth, and a de-emphasis on instructional design. 

Philosophically, it was evident that students were not in
vested in the learning occurring in their schools. Students 
were having difficulty attaching meaning to their learning. 
Special education students were falling further behind, and 
were unable to access the depth and relevance of their cur
riculum. The differentiation of the curriculum was taking 
away from the depth of student lessons and hindering stu
dent advocacy. The district realized that teachers and stu
dents were having difficulty functioning in this environ
ment and, as such, had entered a crisis phase where they 
were no longer focused on design and integrated curricu
lum but on educational survival. This was leading to a drop 
in appropriate rigor for students, a decline of classroom 
culture and a sacrifice of quality instruction. However, as 
the UDL coaching model was implemented, teachers began 
to design lessons with variability and diversity in mind and 
found they were spending less time putting out fires in the 
classroom.  This allowed them to devote more time and 
attention to designing meaningful lessons that motivated 
students and engaged them in higher level thinking. 

ESSENTIAL QUESTION: WHAT IS THE 
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN DESIGN AND 
PLANNING? 
Chris Argyris and Donald Schön's (1974) research in inter
vention and organizational learning was used to examine 
the difference between design work and lesson planning, 
fundamental to adopting Universal Design for Learning 
principles, particularly their model of generative double 
loop learning. Argyris and Schön distinguish three levels of 
learning in organizations: 

1. SINGLE-LOOP Learning 
Single-loop learning focuses on incremental change. This 
type of learning solves problems but ignores the question of 
why the problem arose in the first place. The single-loop 
state is lesson planning. While it is necessary to push learn
er outcomes, it lacks the ability to fully reflect on the un
derlying and fundamental pedagogical beliefs that drive 
design. 

2. DOUBLE-LOOP Learning 
Double-loop learning (see Figure 1) focuses on the trans
formational change that alters the status quo. Double-loop 
learning uses feedback from past actions to question as
sumptions underlying current views. When considering 
feedback, educators and students need to ask not only the 
reasons for their current actions, but what to do next, and 
even more importantly, why alternative actions are not to 
be implemented. This is the phase where we look at our 
fundamental beliefs and change the way we design instruc
tion. 

Figure 1. Argyris and Schon’s Generative Double-loop
Learning 

3. DEUTERO-Learning 
Deutero-learning reflects on how to learn better by seeking 
to improve both single and double-loop learning. Argyris’s 
and Schön’s theory-in-action concept substantiated that a 
gap exists between what individuals say they want to do 
(espoused theory) and what they actually do (theory in use). 
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People always behave consistently with their mental mod
els (theory-in-use) even though they often do not act in 
accordance with what they say (espoused theory). By high
lighting the dissonance between these theories, instruction
al designers reach a reflective state and can address the 
problems of alignment between espoused theory and theory 
in use. 

HOW THE COACHING MODEL WORKS 
Implementation Science & Identifying the Need for 
UDL 
In order to implement a UDL model at the district, build
ing, and classroom levels, it is important to understand the 
implementation science behind large scale change systems. 
Figure 2 is taken from CAST’s UDL implementation phas
es. It is a useful tool for determining the need for UDL im
plementation and the trajectories of classrooms, buildings 
and districts. The piloting of UDL in our district began at 
the exploratory phase. When the individual pilot program 
was scaled up to the other two high schools, they went 
through the preparation phase first and then the integration 
phase. Our model, now in its third year of integration at all 
three high schools, is at the initial steps of the scaling up 
phase. 

The strength of the CAST model is the flexibility it offers. 
The model’s inherent flexibility allows practitioners the 
freedom to move between the phases of the model as well 
as back to previous phases as necessary. This insures that 
the model is not programmed but rather a sustained, con
tinuous series of phases. During the exploration phase, edu
cational leaders begin to investigate UDL as a framework 
for curriculum design and decision-making, and work to 
increase awareness about UDL among key district deci
sion-makers. It is important to determine their level of in
terest and willingness to pursue UDL implementation. Dur
ing the prepare phase, coaches and district leaders work to 
create a climate that accepts variability as a true norm in 
the learner profile. Leaders and coaches also conduct self-
reflections to examine district policies, processes, and prac
tices, including strategic personnel and organizational 
structures. They define a vision with measurable outcomes 
and an action plan. During the integration phase, coaches 
develop and provide professional learning opportunities to 
develop educator expertise, create processes and resources 
to support integrating UDL with practices that already ex
ist, and create procedures and protocols for reviewing and 
evaluating outcomes. During the scale phase, district lead
ers enhance effective processes and organizational sup
ports, expand practices throughout the system, and promote 
a community of practice to support shared learning across 
the system. 

Identifying the Conditions for Coaching and Need 
for UDL 
Condition #1: School Culture 
For a coach to effectively partner with teachers and support 
them in developing their practice, the school culture needs 

to be oriented towards growth and improvement. Teachers, 
as well as administrators, need to see themselves as eager 
learners, capable of improving their practice when given 
support. 

Figure 2. CAST’s UDL Implementation Phases 

Condition #2: Structures for Collaboration 
For coaching to be effective,  schools needs to create condi
tions that foster collaboration. Coaches work with teachers 
individually and in teams. Research has shown that when 
coaches work with teams there is a greater impact on teach
er practice. Teachers need to see the value in collaboration. 
Coaching can't be effective in isolation; it must be integrat
ed in building levels and systems levels such as inquiry 
teams or professional learning communities that are guided 
and rigorous. 

Condition #3: Hero Model vs. Host Model 
In this model, the hero is the driver of education and holds 
all the knowledge.  Conversely, the host model says that all 
participants drive education and hold knowledge. The chal
lenging of an old mentality surrounding the hero in educa
tion is problematic because the hero modal can be perva
sive, ingrained and conditioned from the classroom to the 
district level. UDL relies heavily on building environments 
that offer choice to students so that they may find the ave
nue to their learning. Traditional hero models inherently 
stall this process by assuming that students need prescribed 
paths to learning.  The fault in this is that students very 
rarely make affective connections to their learning and 
choice becomes inauthentic. At building and district levels 
the same problematic schema persists, which in turn limits 
the creativity and responsiveness of teachers in their class
rooms. 

For coaching to be effective there needs to be a climate of 
freedom. This climate comes when leaders transform their 
practice from hero to a hosting mentality. The hosting men
tality is focused on creating environments that are freeing 
but still results-driven. Host leaders are reflective, constant
ly monitoring progress. They are connectors who bring 
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skill sets together, and create environments that facilitate 
good group and communal processes. 

Condition #4: Establishing the Value of Collective 
Wisdom and Knowledge.
For effective coaching to occur there must be the estab
lishment and recognition of a collected wisdom and col
lected knowledge from all stakeholders. If the environment 
exists where stakeholders are confined by their traditional 
roles then traditional problems will persist. It is the role of 
the coach to act as an agent of disruption to this formula. 
The coach must guide stakeholders in initiating fundamen
tal instructional change. Coaches must also help establish 
the idea that collected knowledge and wisdom must come 
from acceptance but not necessarily agreement. Coaches 
facilitate a culture of diversity that encourages problem 
solving by leveraging the experience, knowledge and think
ing of the collective. 

FOCUSED CONVERSATIONS-THE ORID MODEL 
The focused conversation method is described by Laura 
Spencer (1989) in her book Winning Through Participa-
tion. The method allows the UDL coach to guide a practi
tioner through four natural stages of thinking about the top
ic of instructional and learner outcomes.  It allows the 
coach to understand the challenges educators face as well 
as form a framework educators can later reflect upon. It is a 
process of shared decision making with the educator in the 
main role. As the educator and coach progress and work 
together, the educator exclusively implements the model, 
with the coach acting as a guide and gradually fading until 
the coach is needed only to check for understanding. 

The ORID Modal has four key components: 

1.	 Objective Stage:  Establishing facts based on em
pirical evidence. 

2.	 Reflective Stage: Examining the emotional re
sponses of stakeholders to change. 

3.  	Interpretation Stage: Analyzing information collect
ed during the first two stages and evaluating for 
meaning. 

4. Decisional Stage:	  Determining a course of action 
based on analysis. 

A Good Design Process 
Good design is essential to implementing UDL systemical
ly within a building and district. Conventional modals of 
instructional design such as the ADDIE modal can be inad
equate when supporting teachers in educational crises, a 
condition we faced in our district.  This necessitated the 
need to adopt an easily remembered model to use as a foot
hold and introduction into instructional design. The use of 
the 7P Framework (see Figure 3) by Gamestorming authors 
(Gray, Brown, and Macanufo, 2010) instantly resonated 
with our teachers and became the staple by which the UDL 
coaches and teachers designed instruction. 

Figure 3. Gamestorming 7p Framework 

The Gamestorming 7p Framework is a fluid and continuous 
design that embodies the second loop of Argyris and 
Schon’s (1974) Double Generative Loop Model. As the 
educator and UDL coach progress through the design they 
continually confront their assumptions about what learners 
are capable of and what is expected of them. The 7P 
framework steps are outlined below. 

1.	  Purpose: Why are we going to do this? What do we 
want to achieve in doing this? What are the learning 
outcomes? What are the essential objectives? How 
do they weave together? How do we plan for the 
diversity and variability of all our learners? 

2. People: Who are our learners? What is the prede
termined culture in the classroom? What is the var
iability of the learners? How can their differentiated 
needs best be met?, Are there hidden rules or cur
riculum we are unaware of? 

3. Product: What is the outcome going to be? Are we 
creating a learning outcome, writing a document, or 
making a decision? How will this support the pur
pose? The product should be something tangible. 

4. Process: How are we going to achieve the purpose 
and create the outcomes? Which exercises are most 
appropriate? 

5. Preparation: What do students need to know ahead 
of time? Is there homework to be done? 

6. Practical: Where and when? What do we need? 

7. Pitfalls: What risks have we already identified on 
the way to achieving the purpose? Can we prevent 
these risks? How can we anticipate learner needs? 

The 7P Framework begins honest discussion around de
signing instruction. As educators begin answering these 
questions, coaches can add the dimensions of UDL and 
choice to the conversation. 
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IGNITER EVENTS, UDL IN EVERY CURRICULUM 
DESIGN 
In order to move from the preparation phase of UDL im
plementation towards the integration phase of work, the 
need for quality professional learning and its delivery be
came apparent. A model that focused on capacity building 
within the specific schools was adopted. Events called ig
niter events were created that would spark interest in the 
high schools for general education teachers to begin im
plementing UDL. Two specific groups were trained as 
UDL ambassadors. 

The first group comprised the resource room and co-
teachers in special education. This group was ideally suited 
for this work because they were also in general education 
classes, collaborating with their general education counter
parts on a weekly basis, and they were viewed throughout 
the school as experts on differentiation. The second group 
were the Quality Instruction (QI) Coaches, a group of edu
cators that met regularly with all teachers and focused on 
the UDL evaluation framework and interpreting the dis
trict’s vision of best practices. The use of the QI coaches 
became pivotal not only because of their interaction with 
teachers, but also because of their roles on both the School 
Improvement and Building Teams. By focusing on these 
two groups, UDL philosophy and practice were reinforced 
in a practical day-to-day lesson-planning format as well as 
from a larger scale design perspective both in classrooms 
and in systems. 

As the UDL coaching model became more established, it 
was apparent that the coaches needed to have working 
knowledge of innovative educational practices to offer var
iability in practice. To this degree, it became necessary for 
UDL coaches to generalize the kind of support they offered 
to teachers. Their skill-sets needed to reflect a working 
knowledge of fundamental Project Based Learning, blend
ed learning techniques, technology integration skills, visual 
thinking routines, game storming techniques, genius hour 
in education, and design studio/lab classrooms. A specific 
professional learning series was built around these 
knowledge and skill sets. These professional learning ses
sions were offered in large face-to-face meetings, small 
coaching groups, and online through the district’s UDL 
website. 

DATA & PROGRESS MONITORING 

In order to measure the growth rate of implementation and 
to inform decision making, it was important to collect data. 
Two sets of data were collected and reviewed in order to 
monitor progress and begin designing the other phases of 
UDL implementation. 
The first set came from select students who met specific 
academic, behavior, or attendance criteria (see Figures 4 & 
5 in the Appendix). Their growth was measured through the 
district’s student accounting system. The student growth 
charts show a general improvement in student academics. 

Students went from an overall failure rate of three or more 
classes at 67% to an overall failure rate of three or more 
classes at 50%. Student absences also dropped, with 52% 
of students having six or more absences to 50% of students 
having six or more absences. The real growth is indicated 
in the number of students referred to the office for discipli
nary action. The rate consistently falls every month with 16 
reports in September to nine reports in December. While 
the statistics are not staggering, they are significant for their 
implications about increased positive student attitudes to
ward school and increased student motivation. 

The second piece of data collected was based on classroom 
UDL look-fors and a rubric system for their review.  These 
look-fors were based on The National Center on Universal 
Design for Learning’s guidelines, and an effectiveness 
scale of one to four. Coaches evaluated classrooms based 
on the three categories of multiplicity-representation, action 
-representation, and expression (see Figure 5 in the Appen
dix). In this four point scale, 1 represented the beginning 
stage of implementation and 4 represented the innovative 
spectrum of implementation. Coaches took this data and 
then plotted out a radar chart that created a graphical dis
play of progress (see Figure 6 in the Appendix). 
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