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ABSTRACT 

LaKeyseya Humber, the title of the dissertation is Teachers’ perceptions of the Universal 

Design for Learning Concept in teaching English-language arts in a Title I School.  

Doctor of Education (Executive Educational Leadership), May 2020, Houston Baptist 

University, Houston, Texas.  

 

The purpose of this study was to explore the UDL curriculum and understand how 

implementing the framework into general education classrooms with all students, 

including those that receive accommodations, as well as gifted and talented students 

benefit academically. This study examined teachers’ perceptions of created lesson plans, 

teaching content, professional growth and student effects of learning outcomes in grades 

9-12 regarding the use of the CAST Model for the Universal Design for Learning 

Framework to deliver instruction to all students.  

Methodology 

In this exploratory phenomenological case study, the researcher used mixed 

methods of qualitative and quantitative research methodology. Narrative methods of 

qualitative methodology were used to analyze and more clearly understand the essence of 

teachers’ perceptions of the Universal Design for Learning concept to deliver instruction 

to students in English-language arts in a Title I School. The researcher sought to gain 

knowledge of the utilization, fidelity and rigor in regard to the implementation of UDL as 

it related to the participants’ perspective. Data used to identify and describe participants’ 

perceptions from surveys was determined using qualitative methods to code themes of 

responses to open-ended survey questions. The remaining survey questions were results 

from an SPSS univariate descriptive analysis which was used to describe, summarize, 

determine patterns in teachers’ responses and quantified into percentages as the 

quantitative data. 
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The participants were English-language arts teachers from grades 9-12; General 

Education Teachers; SPED Teachers; Co-Teachers/In-Class Support Teachers. Criterion 

sampling procedure is an approach of purposive sampling in which selecting participants 

that meet specific criterion. The criteria chosen for this study was yielded from eight 

teachers that teach English language arts, Special Education Teachers and Co-Teachers 

that currently work in the Title I high school in southeast Houston of a school district in 

southeast Texas, implements the Universal Design for Learning framework in creating, 

designing and implementing lesson plans, and attends the UDL trainings. Eight teacher 

participants were invited to participate by an emailed consent form sent by a faculty 

proctor. Each confirmed participant completed a proctored online, cloud-based software 

service for the teacher survey, respectively.  

 

KEY WORDS: 

CAST, CCSS, collaboration, co-teach, differentiated instruction education, English-

language arts, general education, gifted and talented, IDEIA, inclusion, lesson planning 

development, professional development, professional learning communities, special 

education, TEKS, teacher biases, transfer of learning, teacher training, Universal Design 

for Learning 

 

       APPROVED:  

      _________________________ 

Dr. Angelia Durand, 

       Committee Chair 

  



Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL & ELA 

 

viii 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

DEDICATION ................................................................................................................... iii 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ............................................................................................... iv 

ABSTRACT ....................................................................................................................... vi 

TABLE OF CONTENTS ................................................................................................. viii 

LIST OF TABLES ............................................................................................................. ix 

LIST OF FIGURES ............................................................................................................ x 

CHAPTER I ........................................................................................................................ 1 

Introduction .................................................................................................................. 1 

Background of the Study ............................................................................................. 6 

Statement of the Problem ............................................................................................. 7 

Statement of the Purpose and Significance ................................................................. 9 

Research Questions .................................................................................................... 10 

Definition of Terms ................................................................................................... 11 

Theoretical Framework .............................................................................................. 14 

Limitations ................................................................................................................. 15 

Delimitations .............................................................................................................. 15 

Assumptions .............................................................................................................. 16 

Organization of the Study .......................................................................................... 17 

CHAPTER II ..................................................................................................................... 18 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE .................................................................................... 18 



Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL & ELA 

 

ix 

 

     Introduction ........................................................................................................... 18 

            Research Topics Describing the Study ................................................................. 20 

            UDL Historical Context & CAST Model of UDL .............. Error! Bookmark not 

defined.22 

Universal Design for Learning Explanation……………………………………..25                          

UDL and Understanding by Design………….…………………………………..30  

            UDL-Lesson Plans, IDEA, Common Core Standards & TEKS…………………31 

Teacher Perceptions and Biases……………...…………………………………..34 

           UDL and Differentiated Instruction………………………………………………36 

 UDL and Inclusion……………………………………………………………….40 

            UDL and Co-Teaching…………………………………………………………...42 

 UDL and Collaboration…………………………………………………………..44 

 UDL and Professional Learning Communities (PLC)………………………….. 46 

 Professional Development……………………………………………………….48 

 High Stakes Testing……………………………………………………………...59 

 Critcisms of UDL……………………………………………………………….. 63 

     Summary ............................................................................................................... 67 

CHAPTER III ................................................................................................................... 72 

METHODOLOGY .................................................................................................... 72 

        Purpose of the Study .......................................................................................... 72 

        Research Design ................................................................................................ 72 

        Context and Setting ............................................................................................ 77 

        Participants ........................................................................................................ 78 



Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL & ELA 

 

x 

 

        Instrumentation .................................................................................................. 80  

   Reliability and Validity………………………………………………………...82 

        Data Collection .................................................................................................. 85 

        Researcher Bias ................................................................................................. 87 

        Data Analysis ..................................................................................................... 88 

        Summary ............................................................................................................ 89 

CHAPTER IV ................................................................................................................... 91 

          Introduction ............................................................................................................. 91 

          Discussion of Research Questions .......................................................................... 91 

          Participant Interview Response to Interview Questions…………………………..91 

          Explanation of Survey……………………………………………………………..93 

          Descriptions of Participants and Background Information………………………..95 

          Coding Themes……………………………………………………………………97 

          Qualitative Data Alignment with Research Questions……………………………99 

          Quantitative Data Alignment with Research Questions…………………………104 

          Summary ............................................................................................................... 127 

CHAPTER V .................................................................................................................. 128 

DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND         

CONCLUSIONS................................................................................................. 128 

                 Summary of Study ......................................................................................... 128 

                 Discussion ...................................................................................................... 132 

                 Implications.................................................................................................... 138 



Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL & ELA 

 

xi 

 

                 Recommendations for Future Research ......................................................... 140 

                 Conclusions .................................................................................................... 144 

REFERENCES ............................................................................................................... 147 

APPENDIX ..................................................................................................................... 167 

VITA ............................................................................................................................... 194 



Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL & ELA 

 

xii 

 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table               Page 

1 Table 1 Students’ Demographical Information…………………………………78 

2 Table 2 Participants’ Demographical Information……………………………...96 

3 Table 2 Participants’ Educational Information…………………………………99 

4 Table 3 Participants’ Years of Service and Teaching Subjects………………..100 

5 Table 4 Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL and Content Areas of Teaching ……..112 

6   Table  5 Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL Lesson Planning …………………….117 

7    Table 6 Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL of Students Effects ………………….126 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL & ELA 

 

xiii 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure              Page 

1 Figure 1 CAST UDL Implementation Process…………………………………24 

2 Figure 2 Universal Design for Learning Recognition Networks……………….26 

3 Figure 3 Universal Design for Learning Guidelines……………………………27 

4 Figure 4 Theoretical framework for the study………………………………….29 

5 Figure 5 Learning Cycle of Differentiated Instruction Model………………….38 

6 Figure 6 Correspondences between Universal Design for Leaning and  

Differentiated Instruction…………………………………………………….....40 

 

 

 

 



Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL & ELA  1 

 

 

 

 

   

CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

Teachers encounter many challenges in the modern learning environment. 

According to Fowles’ research study of “One Size Does Not Fit All”, teachers could 

become frustrated with their efforts to meet the learning needs of all students in the 

classroom without proper training, which left them feeling unsupported and overwhelmed 

(Center for Applied Special Technology, [CAST, 2013]; Courey, Tappe, Siker, & 

LePage, 2013, as cited in Fowles, 2015). According to CAST (2013), even if teachers 

were resourceful enough to seek out methodical strategies and support when there was a 

problem with instructional delivery, in most cases it was an afterthought to providing 

necessary strategies and supports for all students as part of their original lesson design 

process.  

Fowles reported, (2015) today’s teacher is charged with the implementation of 

curriculum and creating lessons that were accessible to learners of all learning styles, 

regardless of ability or lack thereof.  In most educational environments the delivery of 

instructional methods still wholeheartedly assumed top-down instructional strategies in 

which teachers create lesson plans, and students were meant to absorb or acquire, but not 

necessarily learn (Rappolt-Schlichtmann, Daley, & Rose, 2012).  In turn, the delay in 

provided strategies and supports to struggling learners impeded the learning process for 

students (Curry, 2007).  The majority of teachers provide strategies and support to 

struggling students after the fact; therefore, teachers needed assistance in creating 

beneficial lessons that are accessible to all learners first (Fowles, 2015). Thus, the transfer 

of learning was vital for teachers attending professional development/trainings to carry 
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over their learning to creating lessons that were obtainable for all students. The dilemma 

practicing teachers were faced with is the lack of effective and necessary training, 

guidance, and support to create attainable lessons that meet the needs of all students 

(Courey et al., 2013).  

The CAST Model of the Universal Design for Learning (UDL) was a framework 

that addressed the primary barriers to fostering expert learners within instructional 

environments; the traditional top-down, inflexible, “one-size-fits-all” curricula 

instructional strategies. Utilizing the principles of UDL framework eliminated the 

inflexibility in curricula that raise unintentional barriers to learning (CAST 2011; 

Universal Design for Learning Guidelines version 2.0. Wakefield, MA). For 

instance, students who were “in the margins”, such as gifted and talented (GT) or 

students with disabilities (SD) are particularly vulnerable including learners who were 

identified as “average” may not have their learning needs met due to poor curricular 

design (CAST, 2013). Therefore, executive leadership in education have an obligation to 

aide in the removal of  barriers that have impeded instructional environments through 

implementing and utilizing the UDL framework. In addition to removing barriers, UDL 

aided the institution to move to the next level of growth which in turn equated to 

academic success for student achievement.   

To demonstrate the need that teachers should have support to eliminate barriers in 

learning environments, in 2014-2015, the number of children and youth ages 3-21 

receiving special education services was 6.6 million; this equated to 13 percent of all 

public-school students. Thirty-five percent of these students were receiving special 
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education services had specific learning disabilities (NCES, 2017). Students with learning 

disabilities (LD) made up one-third of the increasing number of students with disabilities 

currently being educated in the general classroom. According to the Association for 

Supervision Curriculum Development (2017, [ASCD]) most of the nation, 45 states, had 

adopted and were currently implementing the Common Core State Standards (CCSS); 

however, the State of Texas, standards are the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills 

(TEKS).   

As stated by the Texas Education Agency (TEA), in relation to the TEKS the state 

assessment was the State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR), which 

essentially tests the students’ knowledge and achievement learned in grade levels. The 

purpose of the STAAR was to show evidence whether a student had mastered specific 

knowledge of a core subject at a certain grade level (TEA, 2017).  This chapter 

introduced current research and existing issues that had led to the need for this study. 

Research questions were included in an overview of the procedures and research design. 

Lastly, nomenclature defines terms for interpretation. 

The majority of the school day students with learning disabilities (LD) were 

included in general education classrooms; therefore, teachers must understand what 

inclusion is and how to implement strategies into their lesson plans to support those 

students. Many teachers do not understand exactly what inclusion is nor how to 

implement inclusion methods into lessons to teach successfully. Inclusion is “a term 

which expresses commitment to educate each child, to the maximum extent appropriate, 
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in the school and classroom he or she would otherwise attend” (Special Education Guide 

[SEG] & Wisconsin Education Association Council [WEAC], 2013).  

Hence, inclusion is a philosophy of acceptance, belonging, and community in 

which the structure of general education classes to meet the needs of all students in the 

classroom. Teachers used educational, researched based instructional strategies designed 

for the diverse student population. By collaborating with other educators’ classrooms 

teachers were able to provide effective instructional strategies to design, structure and 

implement curriculum with adding supplementary aids in an effort for all students to 

achieve.  

Although there was a definite need of teacher understanding and implementing 

effective strategies for all learners, there was the concern for special education students to 

fair well on state and district assessments. Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Improvement Act (IDEA, 2004) and the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001, 

mandated that SD be required to participate in their district and state accountability 

assessments. NCLB was replaced by Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) in 2015 

(Gregory Korte, The Every Student Succeeds Act vs. No Child Left Behind: What’s 

Changed, Online Article, December 11, 2015), consequently, the rigor of testing 

requirements was now more flexible, and those decisions were made on the state levels. 

Rather than the governments reprimanding states for lack of successful progress in 

students, the new law allowed provisions to assist struggling students at the local levels in 

an effort to prevent over-testing. Accountability remained a factor, which directly leads 
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back to classroom instructional strategies that educators need to help students achieve 

academic readiness.  

According to O’Leary (2018) ESSA was the seventh reauthorization of the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965. ESEA was passed by 

President Johnson in an effort to even the budgetary playing field of property-value areas 

where property taxes yield less funding which continued to be the primary funding source 

for public schools. From the beginning ESEA was thought of as a civil rights law that 

provided federal funds to school districts serving economically disadvantaged students. 

ESEA noted a basic transition in federal involvement in local education that focused on 

high standards and clarity in turn for funding. ESEA appropriations were implemented in 

five-year increments and were reauthorized by the government through revisions and 

amendments to cater to the current state of education. As a result of the ESEA process, 

the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) sought to concentrate on the continual issues of 

equality educator accountability and student assessment. As stated by O’Leary (2018) 

Universal Design for Learning was one of the most forward-thinking approaches 

incorporated in ESSA to tackle these difficult challenges. Within the text of ESSA was 

the borrowed definition of UDL from the Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008: 

Universal Design for Learning (UDL) means a scientifically valid framework for 

guiding educational practice that — (A) provides flexibility in the ways 

information is presented, in the ways students respond or demonstrate knowledge 

and skills, and in the ways students are engaged; and (B) reduces barriers in 

instruction, provides appropriate accommodations, supports, and challenges, and 

maintains high achievement expectations for all students, including students with 

disabilities and students who are limited English proficient. 
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In addition to that the text of ESSA, necessitated the integration of UDL in the 

classroom, requiring teachers to attend to the learning needs of all students in their 

classrooms. Basically, Universal Design for Learning was an instructional approach to 

support students that have needs outside the standard design of curriculum and 

emphasized the learning process ensuring that students who were in the margins were not 

left behind in the learning process which included identified gifted and talented students, 

students with learning disabilities, English-learners, and students classified as special 

education as well as general education students. UDL was backed by neuroscience 

research as an instructional method. Not only that but UDL did not conflict with other 

instructional strategies; in fact, UDL may be incorporated with other instructional 

methods and will support those strategies for delivering instruction to students which will 

build teachers’ pedagogy. 

Background of the Study 

UDL provided a blueprint for creating instructional goals, methods, materials, and 

assessments that worked for all students.  Because of the flexibility in the UDL 

framework, not being a single, one-size-fits-all solution, the approaches were 

customizable and adjustable to the individual learner’s needs. Individual variability was 

the norm, not the exception in learning environments, such as schools and 

universities.  As stated by CAST, simply designing and delivering curricula to meet the 

needs of “average” learners was not enough and did not respond to the learner’s 

variability. Besides that, the curricula failed to provide all individuals with fair and equal 
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opportunities to learn because it excluded learners with different abilities, backgrounds, 

and motivations who do not meet the illusive criteria for “average” (CAST, 2014). The 

notion of UDL, according to Spooner, F., Baker, J. N., Harris, A. A., Ahlgrim-Delzell, L., 

& Browder, D. M. (2007), is that strategies and supports should have been planned at the 

beginning of lesson planning, as opposed to modifying materials as an afterthought.  To 

meet the new standards, teachers had to learn new teaching practices. Providing 

professional development/trainings was not enough; it must be effective professional 

development.  Availability alone was not the issue (Center for Public Education, 2013, p. 

4).  

Statement of the Problem 

The purpose of this study was to explore the UDL curriculum and understand how 

implementing the framework into general education classrooms with all students, 

including those that receive accommodations, as well as gifted and talented students 

benefit academically. Additionally, this study examined teachers’ perceptions of created 

lesson plans, teaching content, professional growth and student effects of learning 

outcomes in grades 9-12 regarding the use of the CAST Model for the Universal Design 

for Learning Framework to deliver instruction to all students.  

As explained by CAST, (2014) the UDL framework helped respond to learner 

variability by providing flexible goals, methods, materials, and assessments that 

empowered educators to meet these varied needs of all students. Curricula that was 

created using UDL was designed from the beginning of lesson planning which allowed 

and encouraged customizable options to meet the needs of all learners, which eliminated 
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making costly, time-consuming, and after-the-fact changes unnecessary. Thus, the UDL 

framework contributed to all learners’ progression from where they are and not where 

teachers envision them to be. The choices for accomplishing student progression are 

varied and vigorous enough to accommodate effective instruction to all learners. 

  The CAST Model of the Universal Design for Learning framework can guide the 

shift from designing learning environments and lessons with potential barriers to 

designing barrier-free, instructionally rich learning environments and lessons that provide 

access to all students (Nelson, 2014). The design of the UDL framework was for all 

students as well as English Language Learners (ELL), gifted and talented students (GT), 

including those students with learning disabilities (LD) and were Special Education 

Students (SPED) that had Individual Education Plans (IEP) in which accommodations 

and modifications were included in the IEPs. Implementation of the UDL framework 

lended to all students becoming more independent, critical thinkers, and resourceful 

learners (Nelson, 2014). 

The problem was many teachers had become frustrated with the inclusion concept 

and developing, designing, and executing effective teaching strategies to reach SPED 

students while simultaneously ensuring that they had met the needs and requirements of 

students IEPs and still deliver instruction that was rigorous for all learners. Adopting the 

UDL framework centered around the concept of “beginning with the end in mind” 

(Covey, 1989).  This concept forced educators to think critically about what the learning 

outcomes and expectations for each student were as well as consideration of resources 

and the environment in which each learner was attending. In consequence, the UDL 
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Curriculum Components focused on goals, methods, materials, and assessments rather 

than the traditional curricula that were centered on content and/or performance goals 

which in turn created “expert learners” (CAST, 2014). 

Statement of the Purpose and Significance 

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the UDL curriculum and understand 

how implementing the framework into general education classrooms with all students 

including those that receive accommodations as well as gifted and talented students will 

benefit academically and learning outcomes will increase while remaining on target with 

students’ IEPs. This study explored students’ learning outcomes in English-language arts 

(ELA). Also, included in this study is an evaluation of the perceptions of English-

language arts teachers in grades 9-12 regarding the use of the CAST Model for the 

Universal Design for Learning Framework to create, design, and implement lesson plans 

to deliver instruction to all students. 

The purpose of UDL principles was not simply to help students master a specific 

body of knowledge or a specific set of skills but to help them master learning itself—in 

short, to become “expert learners”. Expert learners will develop three broad 

characteristics. They are: (a) strategic, skillful and goal directed, (b) knowledgeable, and 

(c) purposeful and motivated to learn more. Designing curricula using UDL allows 

trained teachers to remove potential barriers that could prevent learners from meeting this 

important goal (CAST, 2014). 
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Research Questions 

The intention of the principal questions of this study identified teachers’ perceptions 

of Universal Design for Learning framework. Teachers’ perceptions accentuated the 

basic connection among knowledge, implementation and application thus the success for 

all learners. The construction of the research questions was essential to the inquiry of 

perceptions that might ultimately enlighten educators in their planning processes of 

implementing curricula. To better, understand the phenomenon the research questions are 

as follows: 

 

1. What are the perceptions of English-language arts teachers teaching grades 9-12 

utilizing the CAST Model for the Universal Design for Learning Framework to 

create, design, and implement lesson plans to deliver instruction to all students 

including students that receive accommodations with IEPs and gifted and talented 

students? 

2. What are the perceptions of English-language arts teachers regarding student 

effects of implementing the CAST Model of the UDL framework in grades 9-12 

in ELA classrooms? 

 

Definition of Terms 

ADA-Americans with Disabilities Act; The ADA is a civil rights law that prohibits 

discrimination against individuals with disabilities in all areas of public life, including 

jobs, schools, transportation, and all public and private places that are open to the general 

public.  
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CAST-Center of Applied Science & Technology; CAST is a nonprofit education research 

and development organization that works to expand learning opportunities for all 

individuals through Universal Design for Learning.  

CCSS-Common Core State Standards; Initiative is an educational initiative from 2010 

that details what K–12 students throughout the United States should know in English-

language arts and mathematics at the conclusion of each school grade.  

ELA- English-language arts; The American National Council of Teachers 

of English separates English and language arts into five basic categories: reading, writing, 

speaking, listening and viewing. In elementary school, language arts classes focus on 

basic reading, writing and linguistic / communication skills. 

EL-English Learners; English language learners are a diverse group of students, with 

different language, academic, and social-emotional needs.  Students who speak the same 

language or have similar levels of language proficiency may need very different kinds of 

support to succeed in the classroom. 

ESSA-Every Student Succeeds Act; The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) was signed 

by President Obama on December 10, 2015 and represents good news for our nation’s 

schools. This bipartisan measure reauthorizes the 50-year-old Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act (ESEA), the nation’s national education law and longstanding 

commitment to equal opportunity for all students.  

EOC-End of Year Course Exams; academic assessment conducted in states by the State 

Board of Education. 
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GT-Gifted and Talented; a gifted/talented student is a child or youth who performs at or 

shows the potential for performing at a remarkably high level of accomplishment when 

compared to others of the same age, experience, or environment and who exhibits high 

performance capability in an intellectual, creative, or artistic area; possesses an unusual 

capacity for leadership; or excels in a specific academic field. 

IDEA-Individuals with Disabilities Education Act; The Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act (IDEA) is a federal law that requires schools to serve the educational 

needs of eligible students with disabilities. Schools must find and evaluate students 

suspected of having disabilities at no cost to parents. Not every child with learning and 

attention issues qualifies under IDEA.  

IDEIA- Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act; The Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA) is a federal law that provides partial 

funding to states to educate the nation's more than six million students receiving special 

education services. 

IEP-Individualized Educational Plan; An IEP is a written legal document or plan that lays 

out the program of special education instruction, supports and services students need to 

make progress and succeed in school. 

LD-Learning Disability; A learning disability is a neurological disorder in the brain in 

which a person’s brain is “wired” differently. 

NAEP-National Assessment of Educational Progress; The National Assessment of 

Educational Progress (NAEP) is the largest nationally representative and continuing 

assessment of what America's students know and can do in various subject areas. 
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Assessments are conducted periodically in mathematics, reading, science, writing, the 

arts, civics, economics, geography, U.S. history, and in Technology and Engineering 

Literacy (TEL). In 2017, NAEP began administering digitally based assessments (DBA) 

for mathematics, reading, and writing, with additional subjects to be added in 2018 and 

2019. 

NCES-National Center of Educational Statistics; The National Center for Education 

Statistics (NCES) is the part of the United States Department of Education's Institute of 

Education Sciences (IES) that collects, analyzes, and publishes statistics on education and 

public-school district finance information in the United States.  

NCLB-No Child Left Behind Act; NCLB of 2001 was a U.S. Act of Congress that 

reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary Education Act; it included Title I provisions 

applying to disadvantaged students.[3] It supported standards-based education 

reform based on the premise that setting high standards and establishing measurable goals 

could improve individual outcomes in education. The Act required states to develop 

assessments in basic skills. To receive federal school funding, states had to give these 

assessments to all students at select grade levels.  

SD-Students with Disabilities 

SEG-Special Education Guide; Resources for parents and teachers 

SPED-Special Education Students; Students with learning disabilities or specific needs. 

STAAR- State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness 

TEA-Texas Education Agency 

TEKS-Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Act_of_Congress
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Elementary_and_Secondary_Education_Act
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Title_I
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/No_Child_Left_Behind_Act#cite_note-No_Child_Left_Behind-3
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Standards-based_education_reform
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Standards-based_education_reform
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UDL-Universal Design for Learning; is a set of principles for curriculum development  

that give all individuals equal opportunities to learn.  

WEAC-Wisconsin Education Association Council 

Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework for this study consisted of theories, principles and the 

framework regarding the CAST Model for Universal Design for Learning (UDL). 

Inclusive with the UDL framework was teachers’ perceptions of the UDL as it related to 

planning lessons for all students and the student effects of utilization of UDL in English-

language arts (ELA). An understanding of these theories was essential to developing the 

research problem, research questions, and hypotheses (Lodico, Spaulding, & Vogetle, 

2010).  Along with understanding the theories, comprehending the UDL approach was 

crucial to designing course instruction, materials, and content to benefit individuals of all 

learning preferences without adaptation or retrofitting (Reed & Aleman, 2014). The 

review of literature will discuss the theories and relevant research, which will serve as the 

foundation for this study. 

Limitations 

The following limitations presented in this study:  

1. This study occurred in an urban school district with Title I schools, with teachers 

utilizing the UDL framework in ELA that have received professional development. 

2. This study only related to teachers’ perceptions using the UDL framework in ELA to 

plan lessons for all learners. 

 Delimitations  
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The delimitations utilized by the researcher in this study were determined by a 

desire to gain a better understanding of teachers’ perceptions using the UDL framework 

to plan lesson for ELA in Title I schools. The researcher only sought participants that 

currently implement the UDL framework in ELA in Title I school. 

The following delimitations presented in this study:  

1. Due to the nature of the sample size, the scope of the study only included one content 

area in using the UDL principles instead of multiple content areas that may have utilized 

the UDL framework for planning lessons for a wide range of students in a general 

education classroom setting. This research study inquired how teachers plan lessons with 

their current students in mind for ELA. 

2. Schools that were not Title I were not included in this study nor individuals who were 

in teacher preparation programs, as there have been other studies conducted on these 

subject groups (Courey et al., 2013).  

Assumptions 

The following assumptions were present in this study:  

1. The potential of trustworthiness regarding teachers’ perceptions of the continual use of 

the UDL framework for created lesson plans and teachers completing demographical and 

educational information of themselves. 

2. A relationship existed between improved assessments, understanding of content, and 

accommodations for students with IEPs as well academic growth overall in lesson plan 

development that integrates UDL principles as opposed to using other frameworks in 

lesson plan development. 



Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL & ELA  16 

 

 

 

 

   

3. Lesson plan development using the UDL framework equated to a transfer of learning, 

retention of concepts taught, and improved academic achievement overall. 

4. UDL professional development/training to implement the framework was valuable, 

effective, and worth the time and effort to utilize in lesson planning for student overall 

academic achievement. 

Organization of the Study 

This study includes five chapters. Chapter I provides the background information 

and outlined the major aspects of the study. Chapter II presents the literature review, 

which provides detailed information regarding UDL framework and historical context 

and CAST Model UDL explanation and implementation. Additionally, the literature 

review includes UDL correlations to differentiated instruction, inclusion, co-teaching, 

collaboration and professional learning communities in regard to teachers’ perceptions, 

bias, and barriers to implementation. Lastly, the literature review includes information on 

state standards, Common Core State Standards (CCSS) and Texas Essential Knowledge 

and Skills (TEKS), relation to UDL, lesson plan development and professional 

development approaches and high-stakes testing. Chapter III outlines the methodology 

employed to discover if and to what extent UDL principles affect lesson plan 

development for ELA classroom teachers and the students’ effects of implementation and 

utilization of UDL in the classroom. Chapter IV presents the findings. Chapter V presents 

the summary, conclusion, and recommendations for further research. 
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the UDL curriculum and understand 

how implementing the framework into general education classrooms with all students 

including those that receive accommodations as well as gifted and talented students 

benefited academically and learning outcomes of achievement increased or not increased 

while remaining on target with students’ IEPs. This study explored students’ learning 

outcomes in English-language arts (ELA). Also, included in this study are the perceptions 

of English-language arts teachers in grades 9-12 regarding the use of the CAST Model 

for the Universal Design for Learning Framework to create, design, and implement lesson 

plans to deliver instruction to all students. 

This section is a review of current literature that examines the effects of 

professional development on lesson planning, barriers that hinder implementation, and 

application of Universal Design for Learning. As reported by Fowles, (2015) the 
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researchers suggested in the literature that there is a gap of knowledge in measuring 

current teacher’s knowledge and level of implementation of UDL (Curry, 2003; Meo, 

2008; Spooner et al., 2007). A review of the literature indicated that there is a narrow 

band of research on the effects of teacher training on lesson plan development at non-

practicing teacher level (Courey et al., 2013). Fowles (2015) stated there is limited 

research on the effects of teacher training and lesson plan development that incorporated 

UDL principles in public school settings (McGhie-Richmond & Sung, 2013).  

Additionally, there was not extensive research that indicated what method(s) of 

training delivery were effective in transferring learning to practical application in 

designing lesson plans that incorporate UDL principles in public school settings (CAST, 

2013). According to Fowles (2015), there was a lack of existing research on how to best 

train currently practicing teachers to integrate UDL principles to meet the needs of 

diverse learners in their classrooms based on studies of Spooner et al., (2007) and Courey 

et al., (2013). Those studies focused on case studies as the vehicle for participants to 

write lesson plans that integrate UDL principles. This section is a review of current 

literature and the lack there of related to the effects of teacher training on lesson plan 

development that incorporates UDL principles in public school settings, and the barriers 

that impede implementation and application of Universal Design for Learning. 

 Along with examining the effects of professional development on lesson 

planning, the literature review analyzed the barriers that hinder implementation and 

application of Universal Design for Learning. As outlined by Anstead (2016), the 

historical roots of the progression of UDL derives from architecture will be outlined. 
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Presented is the academic structure for Universal Design for Learning that is related to 

application within the K-12 curricula. An in-depth analysis of how Universal Design for 

Learning is put into effect in districts, schools, and classrooms was explored. In addition, 

there was an examination of research related to the barriers of implementation and 

application of UDL. An analysis of how Professional Learning Communities have 

become the new avenue to implement and apply the UDL framework for teachers will be 

considered. Moreover, selected articles related to the implementation and application of 

UDL, as it is relevant to the study, was described. Lastly, selected articles related to the 

implementation and application of UDL, were also described as it is relevant to the study. 

 Research strategies focused on key words, phrases, methods, strategies and 

themes within the literature, emphasizing journal articles dated between 2010 and 2020 

including historical, ground-breaking articles and research studies. Key word searches  

entailed topics such as Universal Design for Learning framework, teacher perceptions, 

and barriers to implementation of UDL, inclusion, special education, instructional 

strategies, student retention and transfer of learning that correlated to student academic 

achievement. The majority of the research evidence focused on strategies for 

implementing and applying the CAST Model of UDL and the barriers to doing so due to 

the relatively new evolution of the UDL framework in educational settings. Currently, the 

research pertaining to teachers’ perceptions of UDL implementation and application 

focuses on higher education, rather than K-12. Discovered by Anstead, (2016) there is a 

noticeable gap in the area of research on teachers’ perception regarding the 
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implementation and application of UDL that further strengthened the need for this 

research. 

 Furthermore, regarding the implementation and application of UDL, researchers 

reported many experienced teachers are unable to adjust and modify instruction for 

students with special needs due to the lack of training, time restraints, classroom 

management skills, and the wide variety of student levels of learning (Cawley, Foley, & 

Miller, 2003; McGhie et al., Schumm & Vaughn, 1995). The dilemma practicing teachers 

were faced with was the lack of effective and necessary training, guidance, and support to 

creating attainable lessons that met the needs of all students (Courey et al., 2013).  

Researchers have compared and contrasted in-service professional development 

with traditional approaches and the more collaborative models Fowles, (2015). In 

traditional training models, teachers attended one-stop workshops that used a top-down 

approach to impart knowledge and were then provided with information and resources 

that they were expected to translate meaningfully and immediately into practice (Gersten, 

Vaughn, Deshler, & Schiller, 1997.) In contrast, “the more collaborative models 

emphasized the importance of sustained, continuous support that will assist teachers to 

try new ideas, to reflect on the outcomes, and reconstruct knowledge about teaching and 

learning over time” (Borko & Putnam, 1998; Butler, Lauscher, Jarvis-Selinger, & 

Beckingham, 2013). “In-service training for teachers is an essential element in the 

professional development of teachers (Essel et al., 2009). In-service training provides an 

intervention of teaching and assisting teachers to acquire more knowledge that enhances 

their skills” (Essel et al., 2009). Therefore, teachers should be encouraged to participate 
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in a variety of activities to properly assist them in the process of enhancing their overall 

teaching practices (Essel et al., 2009). 

In such cases of educators learning methods to enhance their overall teaching 

practices, the implementation of Universal Design of Learning framework can be 

beneficial because UDL has guidelines and principles that focus instructional planning 

for the benefit of all students. UDL is gaining increased attention in American school 

districts for that reason (McGhie et al., 2013). The literature review will provide evidence 

to exhibit that providing teacher training on UDL will result in lesson plans that will be 

more integrative of UDL principles, (Fowles, 2015, Spooner et al., 2007; Courey et al., 

2013).  

UDL Historical Context & CAST Model of UDL 

According to Anstead, (2016) North Carolina State University’s Center for 

Universal Design, architect Robert Mace (1998) and his colleagues desired to construct 

products and structures that could be easily accessible by all people without the need for 

special designs and adaptations, and in an effort to meet the requirements of the 

Americans with Disabilities Act, (ADA). Ronald Mace created the term “universal 

design” during the development of architectural designs that brought accessible public 

buildings (Institute for Human Centered Design, 2015). People rapidly came to the 

realization of the benefits in building aesthetic structures and product designs that could 

accommodate diverse needs and abilities (Young, 2013).  

As the result of universal design principles implementation, discovery that 

discrimination and segregation of certain individuals became minimal or was even 
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eliminated. The inspiration for the educational model for Universal Design for Learning 

evolved by Mace’s vision and architectural inspiration through the success of 

intentionally building inclusive communities. Educators and advocates visualized fully 

accessible learning for all students by minimizing the individual differences of students 

and removing barriers to learning.  

CAST received a grant from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation to 

investigate, develop, pilot and implement systems change that applies the UDL 

framework to professional learning and school improvement, in 2010 (Rose, Ralabate, 

Meo; [CAST, 2014]). CAST worked with four school districts, which included Baltimore 

County, MD; Bartholomew Consolidated School Corporation, Columbus, IN; Cecil 

Count, MD; Chelmsford, MA. During the study CAST, discovered essential needs for 

teachers; teachers were as variable as their students were; therefore, teachers needed 

quality, flexible professional learning that provided opportunities to learn, share ideas and 

collaborate with colleagues.  

Moreover, teachers needed accessible, effective strategies, materials, and 

resources through web-based tools, learning and reflecting on their practice in a learning 

environment that was personalized and supportive. Lastly, because district and school 

leaders were key to the successful implementation of UDL implementation, they needed 

tools to guide and measure progress through a process that recognized and supported the 

variability within their systems (CAST, 2014). 

CAST applied neuroscience and learning science research to capture the UDL 

framework to address those critical needs for teachers in an effort (Rose et al., Rose & 
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Meyer, 2002) to systemically change research, (Fixsen, Naoom, Blasé, Friedman & 

Wallace, 2005; Fullan, 2010). Additionally, CAST infused tools and resources that assist 

district and school leaders in effective decision-making that leads to successful 

implementation of UDL. 

CAST’s UDL Implementation Process (see Figure 1) integrated research about 

individual, organizational and educational change with the UDL framework to provide K-

12 school staff with a customized series of professional learning opportunities, 

professional coaching, facilitation, supports, resources and tools needed throughout the 

phases of the UDL implementation process (Rose, Ralabate, Meo; [CAST, 2014]). 

CAST’s UDL Implementation Process was adapted from work of Fixsen, Naoom, Blasé, 

Friedman, and Wallace (2005), and anchored on five phases of UDL implementation: 

explore, prepare, integrate, scale and optimize (Rose, Ralabate, Meo; [CAST, 2014]).  
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Figure 1. CAST UDL Implementation Process: Reprinted with permission from 

Universal Design for Learning Guidelines CAST, 2014. 

 

 CAST’s implementation tools and resources were designed for two purposes: (a) 

to help classroom educators to integrate UDL into instructional practice, and (b) guide 

district and school leaders through the implementation process by using authentic data 

and decision-making tools (Rose, Ralabate, Meo; [CAST, 2014]). In addition to that, 

CAST designed UDL implementation tools to assist school and district leadership with 

critical decision-making (Rose, Ralabate, Meo; [CAST, 2014]). Using these 

implementation services, tools and resources, CAST has assisted numerous states (i.e., 

Arkansas, Georgia, Massachusetts, and Wisconsin) and school districts (i.e., Amherst, 

MA; Los Angeles, CA; New York, NY; Revere, MA; San Diego, CA; Washington, DC) 

with successful UDL implementation efforts (Rose, Ralabate, Meo; [CAST, 2014]). 

Universal Design for Learning-Explanation 

Fowles (2015) stated that: 

 

UDL is an innovative approach to instruction that assists teachers, as it is 

the teachers’ responsibility to meet the educational needs of an increasingly 

diverse student population in them in classrooms. UDL is a set of principles that 

provides teachers with a method to develop instruction that meets the diverse 

needs of all learners (New York City Department of Education, [NYCDOE], 

2014). UDL is as a research-based framework that suggests that all students learn 

in a unique manner (NYCDOE, 2014). Therefore, one-size-fits-all approach will 

not be effective (NYCDOE, 2014).  

 

According to the Center for Applied Special Technology (CAST, 2013), 

Universal design for learning (UDL) helps teachers to meet standards, while still 

addressing the unique needs of every student. Therefore, the key to helping all 

students achieve is to identify and remove all barriers from the teachers’ teaching 

methodologies and overall curriculum (CAST, 2013). With roots in brain research 

and integrating the use of new media, the UDL framework assists teachers to 

reach three kinds of flexibility (a) to represent information in multiple formats and 
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media, (b) to provide multiple pathways for students’ action and expression, and 

(c) to provide multiple ways to engage students’ interests and motivation (CAST, 

2013). CAST supported the premise that “barriers to learning are not, in fact, 

inherent in the capacities of learners, but instead arise in learners' interactions 

with inflexible educational goals, materials, methods, and assessments”. (Rose & 

Meyer, p. 6) The researchers at CAST believed that their products and services 

embody the Universal Design for Learning (UDL) framework. “This is perhaps 

the most effective way to carry the UDL message forward, through the principled 

application and modeling of the framework in everything we do”. (CAST, 2014, 

p. 1)  

Universal design for learning was deeply rooted in neuroscience (CAST, 2013). 

The researchers at CAST had identified three major recognition networks that were 

rooted in the brain; they were recognition networks, strategic networks, and affective 

networks. Recognition networks relate to how we gather facts and how we categorize 

various sources of information (CAST, 2013). Strategic networks refer to how we plan 

and learn various tasks as well as how we organize our ideas into written output (CAST, 

2013). Lastly, affective networks refer to how the concepts of learner engagement and 
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motivation (CAST, 2013). Figure 2 demonstrates the three recognition networks and the 

relation to the three main principles of UDL (see Figure 2). 

Figure 2. Universal Design for Learning Recognition Networks (Fowles, 2015 Spooner et 

al., 2007). (Reprinted with permission). 

 

Universal design for learning’s main tenet was three principles or learning 

guidelines. CAST (2013) identified these guidelines for teachers to provide multiple 

means of representation, multiple means of action and expression, and multiple means of 

engagement for students. Figure 3 illustrates the three learning guidelines of UDL (see 

Figure 3 below). 

Figure 3. Universal Design for Learning Guidelines 

   Engagement                       Representation                  Action & Expression 

 Provide multiple means 

of Engagement  

 

Affective Networks  

The “WHY” of learning 

Provide multiple means 

of Representation 

 

Affective Networks 

The “WHAT” of 

learning 

Provide multiple means 

of  

Action & Expression 

  

Affective Networks 

The “HOW” of learning 

A
cc

es
s 

Provide options for  

Recruiting Interest (7) 

 

• Optimize individual 

choice and 

autonomy (7.1) 

• Optimize relevance, 

value and 

authenticity (7.2) 

• Minimize threats 

and distractions (7.3) 

 

 

Provide options for  

Perception (1) 

 

• Offer way of 

customizing the 

display of 

information (1.1) 

• Offer alternatives for 

auditory information 

(1.2) 

• Offer alternatives for 

visual information 

(1.3) 

 

 

Provide options for  

Physical Action (4) 

 

• Vary the methods 

for response and 

navigation (4.1) 

• Optimize access to 

tools and assistive 

technologies (4.2) 
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B
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d
 

Provide options for 

Sustaining Effort & 

Persistence (8) 

 

• Heighten salience of 

goals and objectives 

(8.1) 

• Vary demands and 

resources to 

optimize challenge 

(8.2) 

• Foster collaboration 

and community (8.3) 

• Increase mastery-

oriented feedback 

(8.4) 

Provide options for 

Language & Symbols 

(2) 

• Clarify vocabulary 

and symbols (2.1) 

• Clarify syntax and 

structure and 

structure (2.2) 

• Support decoding of 

text, mathematical 

notations, and 

symbols (2.3) 

• Promote 

understanding across 

languages (2.4) 

• Illustrate through 

multiple media (2.5) 

 

Provide options for 

Expression & 

Communication (5) 

• Use multiple media 

for communication 

(5.1) 

• Use multiple tools 

for construction and 

composition (5.2) 

• Build fluencies with 

graduated levels of 

support for practice 

and performance 

(5.3) 

In
te

rn
al

iz
e 

Provide options for Self-

Regulation (9) 

• Promote 

expectations and 

beliefs that optimize 

motivation (9.1) 

• Facilitate personal 

coping skills and 

strategies (9.3) 

Provide options for 

Comprehension (3) 

• Activate or supply 

background 

knowledge (3.1) 

• Highlight patterns, 

critical features, big 

ideas and 

relationships (3.2)  

• Guide information 

processing and 

visualization (3.3) 

• Maximize transfer 

and generalization 

(3.4) 

Provide options for 

Executive Functions (6) 

• Guide appropriate 

goal setting (6.1) 

• Support planning 

and strategy 

development (6.2) 

• Facilitate managing 

information and 

resources (6.3) 

• Enhance capacity for 

monitoring progress 

(6.4) 

 

G
o
al

 

Expert Learners who 

are… 

 

Purposeful & Motivated 

 

 

 

Resourceful & 

Knowledge 

 

 

Strategic & Goal-

Directed 

Figure 3. Reconstruction of UDL Guidelines. Source: UDL Guidelines Retrieved from 

www.udlcenter.org/sites/udlcenter.org/files/updateguidelines 2_0.pdf. 

 

 

http://www.udlcenter.org/sites/udlcenter.org/files/updateguidelines
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As reported by Anstead (2016), and Mayer (1992) explained that the UDL 

framework integrates new technologies and methods to enhance instruction and improve 

learning which is based on a constructivism theory. This theory conveys that knowledge 

is actively constructed by the individual acquiring information then organizes his or her 

own individual world experiences as (Mayer, 1992). In order to comprehend the 

theoretical framework for this study, a visual representation of the three principles in 

UDL is elaborated as to “the what” of learning-Principle 1: Multiple Means 

Representation, “the how” of learning-Principle 2: Multiple Means Action and 

Expression, “the why” of learning-Principle 3:  Multiple Means of Engagement the 

theory behind UDL is presented in Figure 4. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Figure 4. Theoretical framework for the study Adapted from Anstead, 2016 and 

Universal Design for Learning Guidelines, CAST, 2014. 

 

Learning 

Engagement: 
How 

For purposeful, 
motivated 

learners, stimulate 
interest and 
motivation. 

 

Representation: 
What 

For resourceful, 
knowledgeable 
learners, present 
information and 
content in 
various ways. 

 

Action & Expression: Why 

For strategic, goal-directed learners, 

differentiate the ways that students can express 

what they know. 
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Due to the brain research backing the UDL framework, the proponents are 

construct that maximal learning achievement occurs within the three identified domains 

of brain network activity (Rose, Meyer, & Hitchcock, 2005). The three brain networks, 

recognition, strategic and affective, were synonymous with the learning requirements 

established by Vygotsky (Gindis, 1999) that stressed the importance of recognizing 

patterns in comprehending information, learning, and using strategies, and being 

motivated to participate in learning. Principles of effective UDL provided all students, 

not just those with disabilities, but with flexibility in how they may have accessed the 

general education curriculum and presented their knowledge or engaged in learning. 

UDL and Understanding by Design 

 Understanding by Design (UbD) was an educational approach developed by 

McTighe and Wiggins (2012) patterned after the concept created by Stephen Covey’s 

Seven Habits of Effective People (1984). The second tenant of Covey’s habits was 

beginning with the end in mind. This began the platform and sparked the creation for 

McTighe and Wiggins educational approach to Understanding by Design which was 

often referred to as “backward design” because the approach considers the end goals and 

assessments that will occur before the activities were created.  

According to McTighe and Wiggins, (2012) the process offered a guide through 

the curriculum, assessment and instruction in which the two main ideas were (1) focus on 

teaching, assessment for understanding and learning transfer and (2) design curriculum 

“backward” from those end. As stated by McTighe, et. al (2012) traditional methods of 

educational planning heavily emphasizes moving through the prescribed curriculum at a 
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specific pace. Moreover, McTighe, et. al (2012) discovered that the traditional style of 

planning lessons led to activities that did not have long-term purposes. Thus, the efforts 

of teacher planning yielded superficial learning.   

 This educational approach is a process that correlates well with Universal Design 

for Learning when learner variability is considered in constructing lessons for students 

and application of UDL guidelines are implemented. Research of McTighe, et. al (2012) 

suggest that educators’ goals should be to guide students to use knowledge meaningfully 

and focus on promoting understanding of that knowledge. Simply recalling facts falls at 

the lower levels of Blooms Taxonomy and at best is trivial learning that most likely will 

be forgotten and not lead to a deeper understanding nor true learning.  

 Firstly, the backward design process had three steps beginning with identifying 

desired results, questioning the big ideas that teachers want students to understand and 

utilize in the learning process. Secondly, determining what will be the assessment 

evidence and the proof that students understood the big ideas. Lastly, planning the 

learning experience, activities and instruction to facilitate and transfer the understanding 

of the big ideas to students’ success of learning outcomes.  

 Utilizing the principles of UDL in correlation with the process of backward 

design will provide teachers a better model to constructing and designing lessons for 

students that will offer deeper understanding and transfer of learning. Therefore, 

understanding the planning process of UbD and structuring lessons with the three tenets 

of UDL: multiple means of representation, action and expression and engagement. 

UDL – Lesson Plans, IDEA, Common Core State Standards & TEKS 
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As reported by Fowles (2015), West Virginia Department of Education 

(WVDOE, 2014) discussed that teachers create lesson plans to serve as guides to helping 

students achieve intended learning outcomes. The lesson plan should describe (a) what 

the teacher expects the student to be able to do and (b) what evidence the teacher will 

accept from the student that will properly show that the student has demonstrated mastery 

(WVDOE, 2014). Universally designed lesson plans take into consideration the needs of 

all learners and attempts to meet the needs of all learners at the first instance of 

instruction, rather than retrofitting instruction that initially fail some learners. This makes 

it possible for students with differing learning styles and abilities to more fully participate 

in inclusive settings (Fowles, 2015; Courey et al., 2013). According to Courey et al., 

(2013), efficient lesson planning that uses UDL, enables teachers effectively meet 

students’ individual needs efficiently and effectively. 

Legislatures were embracing a more inclusive approach to education (Fowles, 

2015; Haley-Mize & Reeves, 2013). The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 

2004 (IDEA, 2004) began to recognize the term universal design, according to Section 3 

of the Assistive Technology Act (ATA, 1998). The act stated that universal design “is a 

concept or philosophy for designing and delivering products and services that are usable 

by people with the widest possible range of functional capabilities, which include 

products and services that are directly usable (without requiring assistive technologies) 

and products and services that are made usable with assistive technologies”. (ATA, 1998, 

pp. 8-9; Spooner et al., 2007; Fowles, 2015). This language stemmed from the law itself, 

which stressed the importance of having high expectations for all students regardless of 
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ability (Fowles, 2015; Spooner et al., 2007). The literature revealed that over time, it had 

been unclear how students with disabilities were to have access to the general curriculum 

(Fowles, 2015; Spooner et al., 2007; Courey et al., 2013). 

The Universal Design for Learning framework assisted teachers to create lessons 

that will decrease barriers for students that had varying levels of abilities from exclusion 

in classroom lessons and activities. The increase in the number of students that had been 

identified and qualified for special education services forced the need for a 

comprehensive approach to education. In which those students would be served in 

inclusive settings and the mandate of IDEIA (2004) to provide access to the general 

curriculum in the least restrictive environment, rather than simply to include children 

with special needs superficially (U.S. Department of Education, 2004). 

The National Center for Universal Design for Learning (2013) stated that on May 

4, 2010, Maryland's Governor Martin O’Malley signed the Universal Design for Learning 

bill (HB 59/SB 467) into law. This bill establishes a state-level UDL Task Force to 

explore the incorporation of UDL principles into the State's education 

systems. Maryland’s HB 59/SB 467 marked the first state level UDL bill in the nation. 

To date, many American states have adopted the Common Core State Standards and have 

followed Maryland’s path. The language within the Common Core State Standards 

specifically refers to Universal Design for Learning as an instructional method that 

teachers must use to ensure that students are meeting Common Core State Standards 

(CCSS, 2014). Spooner et al., (2007) stated that lack of achievement for students with 

disabilities related to poor lesson plan development. Fowles (2015); Courey et al., (2013) 
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attributes that to the lack of proper training for teachers in teacher preparation programs 

in UDL and differentiated instruction. 

In contrast, the state of Texas did not adopt the CCSS. According to Smith 

(2012), Texas officials like former Governor Rick Perry and Robert Scott, former 

education commissioner, the state of Texas have adamantly balked at the CCSS 

especially in the areas of math and reading because they "represented an unwarranted 

federal intrusion into the classroom." In the area of science, Texas educators and 

politicians were against the initiative because it did not cover everything, specifically 

evolution, and climate change, as does the current Next Generation Science Standards. 

Finally, the Texas State Board of Education revamped its science curriculum in 2009 

when a battle ensued over teaching theory of evolution.  

Although the state of Texas did not adopt the CCSS, there are some districts, 

schools, teachers and other educational entities that recognize the value of implementing 

of the UDL framework in lesson plan preparation and delivery of instruction for all 

students. There were some Texas Special Education Programs that had adopted the UDL 

framework in an effort to plan, deliver, and instruct all learners regardless of their 

disability. Thus, there was a need for more research in the area of UDL and Texas K-12 

classrooms.  

Teacher Perceptions and Biases  

As reported by Anstead (2016): 
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Educators that have predetermined and negative biases against students 

with disabilities risk directly or indirectly affecting student learning due to 

their biases. Understanding teachers’ perceptions is important given the 

significance of their authority and influence over students and control over 

instruction (Al-Azidiyenn, Mei, & Fook, 2010). Bianco discovered 

evidence of biases against disability labels in a study (2005). One might 

assume teachers have their students’ best interests in mind; however, such 

may not always be the case.  

 

Bianco, (2005) found the following: 

The findings of the study demonstrate that teachers were clearly influences 

by the disability labels LD and EBD when making referral decisions for 

gifted programs. Overall, both special education and general education 

teachers were much less willing to refer students with disability labels to 

gifted programs than students with no disability label. (p. 290) 

 

In uncovering this evidence, there was a need to understand the perceptions of 

teachers. Anstead (2016) explained that in spite of teacher training, knowledge, and 

experience, the special education teachers that participated in the study of Teachers 

Perceptions of Barriers to Universal Design for Learning, teachers were unable to 

develop unbiased decisions about students once they were aware of the students’ 

disability label. Bianco (2005) summed up that the issue with teachers’ biases were 

because teachers chose to emphasize “students’ disability and weaknesses rather than 

attending to their strengths” (p.290). Regrettably, disability labels often equate to teacher 

bias which results in adverse student affects. “The very term “disability” suggests a 

deficit mode of thinking about the labeled students” (Gold & Richards, 2012, p.144). In 

addition to negative connotations with disability labels, there was even more negativity 

depending on the type of disability a student may have.  
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Anstead reported (2016) that in the classic study by Semmel and Dickson (1966) 

the authors uncovered that there is generally perceived hierarchy of negative connotations 

associated with various disability labels. The participants in the study ranked disability 

labels from least to most favorable in the following order, “cerebral palsied and mentally 

retarded, epileptic and normal Negro, blind and deaf, stutterer, and normal white” 

(Semmel & Dickson, 1966, p. 449). For this reason, Common Core states have 

implemented the use of the UDL framework in an effort to rid the potential for 

significantly damaging and emotionally crushing negative biases against students with 

disabilities. Those states have evolved the culture of education, and the awareness of 

UDL.  

 

UDL and Differentiated Instruction  

 

According to Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 

(ASCD, 2018) and National Center on Accessing the General Curriculum 

(NCAC, 2014), 

 

Differentiated instruction is an approach to teaching in which educators 

actively plan for students' differences so that all students can best learn. In 

a differentiated classroom, teachers divide their time, resources, and 

efforts to effectively teach students who have various backgrounds, 

readiness and skill levels, and interests (ASCD, 2018). 

 

Differentiated instruction was based on the theory that instructional 

approaches (teaching delivery) should be varied and adapted relative to the 

individual. Differentiated instruction requires that teachers are flexible in 

their teaching and design of curriculum by adjusting the curriculum and 

presentation of information to the learner based on their specific learning 

style.  To differentiate instruction is to recognize students’ individual 

differences, readiness to learn, preferences to curricular delivery, 

individual and collective interests (p. 2) (NCAC, 2014). 
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It is the responsibility of the teacher to react responsively to the individual needs 

of students (NCAC, 2014) and to maximize each students’ potential for growth and 

individual success which is the primary intent of differentiated instruction (NCAC, 

2014). Tomlinson (2017) stated, “Kids do have many things in common, because they are 

human beings and because they are all young people, but they also have important 

differences. What we share makes us human, but how we differ makes us individuals.” 

Therefore, teachers must meet each student where they are in their learning process in 

order to ensure success (NCAC 2014). In a differentiated classroom, acknowledging and 

building upon commonalities and student differences become important elements in 

teaching and learning (Tomlinson, 2017).   

Content, process, and product are the areas of curriculum to differentiate 

(Tomlinson, 2001). Which translates in a differentiated classroom by providing various 

strategies to acquire content, to process and/or make sense of ideas, and to develop and 

create products so that each student can learn effectively (Tomlinson, 2017).  Thus, the 

teacher’s focus will be on the concepts, principles, and skills that each student should 

learn (NCAC, 2014).  As stated by Tomlinson (2017), “While it is true that differentiated 

instruction can offer multiple avenues to learning, and although it certainly advocates 

attending to students as individuals, it does not assume a separate assignment for each 

learner.” 
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Figure 5. Learning Cycle of Differentiated Instruction Model. Oaksford. L & Jones, L. 

2003. Retrieved from 

https://www.google.com/search?q=Oaksford.+L+%26+Jones,+L.&sxsrf=ACYBGNSSU

u_7hM6Dxkq6gTSxf1Ohraevxg:1577930215993&source=lnms&tbm=isch&sa=X&ved=

2ahUKEwisqISQ6OPmAhUGCM0KHXp0DBkQ_AUoA3oECA0QBQ&biw=1536&bih

=722&dpr=2.5#imgrc=fAmbP6vubZQgTM:. 

 

As Tomlin (2014) elaborated: 

Teachers in differentiated classes use time flexibly, call upon a range of 

instructional strategies, become partners with their students so that both 

what is learned, and the learning environment are shaped to support the 

learner and learning. They do not force-fit learners into a standard mold; 

these teachers are students of their students. They are diagnosticians, 

prescribing the best possible instruction based on both their content 

knowledge and their emerging understanding of students' progress in 

mastering critical content. These teachers are also artists who use the tools 

of their craft to address students' needs. They do not aspire to 

standardized, mass-produced lessons because they recognize that students 

are individuals and require a personal fit. Their goal is student learning 

and satisfaction in learning, not curriculum coverage. 

 

https://www.google.com/search?q=Oaksford.+L+%26+Jones,+L.&sxsrf=ACYBGNSSUu_7hM6Dxkq6gTSxf1Ohraevxg:1577930215993&source=lnms&tbm=isch&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwisqISQ6OPmAhUGCM0KHXp0DBkQ_AUoA3oECA0QBQ&biw=1536&bih=722&dpr=2.5#imgrc=fAmbP6vubZQgTM:
https://www.google.com/search?q=Oaksford.+L+%26+Jones,+L.&sxsrf=ACYBGNSSUu_7hM6Dxkq6gTSxf1Ohraevxg:1577930215993&source=lnms&tbm=isch&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwisqISQ6OPmAhUGCM0KHXp0DBkQ_AUoA3oECA0QBQ&biw=1536&bih=722&dpr=2.5#imgrc=fAmbP6vubZQgTM:
https://www.google.com/search?q=Oaksford.+L+%26+Jones,+L.&sxsrf=ACYBGNSSUu_7hM6Dxkq6gTSxf1Ohraevxg:1577930215993&source=lnms&tbm=isch&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwisqISQ6OPmAhUGCM0KHXp0DBkQ_AUoA3oECA0QBQ&biw=1536&bih=722&dpr=2.5#imgrc=fAmbP6vubZQgTM:
https://www.google.com/search?q=Oaksford.+L+%26+Jones,+L.&sxsrf=ACYBGNSSUu_7hM6Dxkq6gTSxf1Ohraevxg:1577930215993&source=lnms&tbm=isch&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwisqISQ6OPmAhUGCM0KHXp0DBkQ_AUoA3oECA0QBQ&biw=1536&bih=722&dpr=2.5#imgrc=fAmbP6vubZQgTM:
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Research indicated that UDL principles overlapped with the principles of 

differentiated instruction. These techniques were effective in promoting student learning 

(Scruggs, Mastropieri, & Graetz, 2003); therefore, students with disabilities should have 

received help in the general education classroom setting. NCAC (2014) oversaw a review 

of the literature of differentiated instruction and UDL. The findings suggested that 

differentiated instruction principles correlated to the three tenets of UDL.  Besides that, 

NCAC (2014) explicitly depicted the application of differentiated instruction usage with 

UDL principles.  The discussions of appropriate lessons from the CAST website 

contained both differentiated instruction strategies and UDL strategies in an effort to 

meet the needs of all students.  However, NCAC (2014) recognized that it is necessary 

for teachers to engage in training and support in designing lesson plans that meet the 

needs of all students.  

According to Hall, T., Strangman, N. & Meyer, A. (2014) Differentiated 

instruction was received as a classroom practice that correlated to the three principles of 

UDL. The following figure aligns both practices to provide a clear understanding of both 

instructional approaches. The figure gives an illustration of UDL’s three networks of 

appropriate teaching methods; recognition, strategic and affective, and address how the 

methods of differentiated instruction coordinates with UDL theory. As stated by Hall, et. 

al, (2014) “Differentiated instruction is designed to keep the learner in mind when 

specifying the instructional episode.” 
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Figure 6. Correspondences between Universal Design for Leaning and Differentiated 

Instruction from Rose and Meyers. Retrieved from 

https://sites.google.com/site/spedstrategiesandresources/udl-differentiated-instruction. 

UDL and Inclusion  

In 2001, the education system responded to the requirements of NCLB and IDA 

(2004), to place students in surroundings that are more inclusive. As Florian (2010) stated 

https://sites.google.com/site/spedstrategiesandresources/udl-differentiated-instruction
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teachers were progressing to emphasize on the “how” of instructional delivering 

pertaining to students’ needed services versus focusing on the “where” needed services 

are rendered. Mainstream classes allowed students with disabilities to receive specific 

instructional strategies; in turn, those instructional strategies benefited other students that 

had difficulties such as English-language learner (ELL) students and special education 

students (SPED). These students had the same opportunities as general education students 

to achieve high standards such as those expressed in the Common Core State Standards 

Initiative, and outlined as a part of the mission of Texas Education Agency (TEA) to 

provide leadership, guidance and resources to help schools meet the educational needs of 

all students.  

However, establishing instructional strategies to provide these opportunities to 

students can present a challenge. Matters not the state standards, UDL correlates, 

connects, supports those standards because Universal Design for Learning provides the 

opportunity for all students to access, participate in, and progress in the general-education 

curriculum by reducing barriers to instruction, CAST (2014).  

Despite the difficulties, UDL principles met the need for improvements in student 

learning. According to McIntyre of Education Dive (2016), the provision in ESSA 

states, it was important for districts to consider UDL principles were not only for 

learners with disabilities, but UDL can work for all students, bringing new and 

interesting elements into traditional curricula. Besides that,  there is a funding priority 

to implement and apply the principles of UDL at the federal level; therefore, it is rational 

for all educators to consider executing the UDL framework into curricula. 
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UDL and Co-Teaching 

Education has made a significant change to the view of any general education 

classroom. There has been an increase in population of students with varied disabilities 

that receive services in general education classrooms. Co-teaching has become the 

described method of special education service delivery. Cook and Friend (1995) 

published an article on co-teaching that presented five ways that co-teaching can occur in 

general education classrooms. The co-teachers have the ability to share the responsibility 

of teaching whole class instruction or one co-teacher can teach the majority of the class 

that allows the other co-teacher to provide instruction to a smaller group of students. A 

varied strategy is both co-teachers presenting the same instruction to each half of the 

classroom or the students circulate among learning stations receiving small group 

instruction from each co-teacher. Lastly, one teacher can present the lesson, and the other 

teacher is the support. The co-teaching model suggests that the teacher-student interaction 

should change in reaction students’ needs. 

 Although research on the benefits and advantages of co-teaching for students with 

disabilities has yielded in mixed results, teachers state positive benefits for students with 

disabilities. A study conducted by Jenkins et al., (2003) compiled interview and 

observation data to explore co-teaching in twenty-one general education classrooms in 

which the teachers in the study declared positive benefits for their students with 

disabilities. Among those benefits, teachers stated an increase in self-esteem, access to an 

inclusive learning environment, the opportunity to participate and become successful in 

classroom activities.  
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An additional study, Promoting Inclusion in Secondary Classrooms, by 

Mastropieri, Scruggs, Graetz, Norland, Gardizie and McDuffie (2005) yielded analogous 

results relevant to students with disabilities. Included in the study were examples of 

differentiated instructional supports for students in the general education classroom. 

Concluding that co-teaching is the chosen method of service delivery for students with 

disabilities in inclusive settings. Which brings validity that incorporating differentiated 

instruction methods to support students in inclusive settings.  Therefore, it is 

advantageous for district and campus level administrators to invest time and training for 

teachers to implement co-teaching and differentiate instructional strategies to benefit 

students. 

 In contrast to Cook, et. al (1995) research on co-teaching as a partnership shows 

that most special educators assume a supporting teacher role versus partnership role 

classroom in the general education classroom.  Hence, applying the UDL framework for 

teachers in a co-teaching classroom when planning lessons to support student interaction 

and achievement are favorable to fostering co-teaching relationships whether viewing the 

relationship as partnership or support system because of the neuroscientific research of 

the occurrence of learning and strategies to meet students’ educational needs. UDL 

provides methods for special education and general education teachers to participate 

more fully in co-teaching, inquiry and reflection to assess students with disabilities and 

design interventions that promote access, presentation, and motivation for students with 

and without disabilities within the general education classroom. According to Anstead 

(2016) and research on co-teaching (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2001), indicates that 
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providing co-teachers with time to collaborate and plan together results in a relationship 

of shared responsibility towards all students in the general education classroom.  

UDL and Collaboration 

Collaboration between special and general educators is necessary in the co-

teaching inclusive classroom. Some believe that collaboration and co-teaching are one in 

the same; however, Weiss (2004) deciphered that many special and general education 

teachers conveyed that collaboration is co-teaching versus collaboration as a strategy of 

working together with co-teaching as a method of supporting students with disabilities 

within the inclusive classroom.  

Many schools have adopted inclusion; therefore, it is essential to acknowledge 

how successful collaboration occurs in inclusive classrooms. Walther-Thomas, Bryant, 

and Land (1996) suggest, that good collaboration is the result of planning and 

instructional support that develops over time. Magiera and Zigmond (2005) brought to 

light that planning time and a balanced teaching partnership are important for 

collaboration to succeed. Hinshaw (2008) reported on another study of collaboration by 

Mastropieri, et al. (2005) that indicated when teachers commit time to meeting and 

working towards the common goal of helping students, students and teachers benefit 

from the experience.  

Furthering research on the benefits of collaboration, a study lead by Brownell, M. 

T., Adams, A., Sindelar, P., Waldron, N., & Vanhover, S. (2006) concluded that excellent 

examples of collaborative relationships prevail when general education teachers are open 

to implementing demonstrated techniques in the general education classroom, and are 
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open to adapting procedures to meet the diverse needs of students. Lastly, an example of 

research on training in collaboration is the Coombs-Richardson and Mead (2001) study 

that revealed, the training received by general educators resulted in a more favorable 

attitude towards students with disabilities. Thus, giving those teachers more confidence in 

their own abilities and those of their collaborating special educators. As Hinshaw (2008) 

reported, these studies are examples of research that reveals time, effort and a willingness 

to learn and adapt can help collaboration grow. Besides that, Friend (1995) believes that 

with administrative help and support, general and special educators can have a positive 

experience of teaching together. 

Not only are the logistical matters of collaboration important, but the personal 

dynamics between the general and special teachers are influential to the success of 

implementing collaboration. Kohler-Evans (2006) completed another study of secondary 

co-teachers, in which teachers stated the ability to share thoughts and having ideas 

validated helped develop the relationship. Researchers Conderman and Katsiyannis 

(2002) conducted a different study of secondary special education, which found 

conclusions similar to those of Kohler-Evans. In that study, special education teachers 

revealed, although the work environment yielded tremendous pressure, the teachers felt 

that collaboration and co-teaching afforded them the chance to exchange ideas and create 

strategies to support students. Yost (2006) revealed in a study of beginner teachers that 

teacher self-confidence increased in collaborative working environments because 

teachers were involved in the decision-making process and felt supportive that work 

environment. Self-efficacy rose due to the ability to share information with colleagues 
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and apply learned concepts to classroom instruction. Collaboration effort among and 

between teachers have yielded improvements for themselves such as the personal 

interactions between individuals, promoting feelings of value and self-worth that 

contribute to a positive collaborative relationship; hence, improvement of instruction and 

student achievement through the collaborative work environments. 

UDL and Professional Learning Communities (PLC) 

 

Traditionally, faculty meetings are a platform for campus administrators to order 

change initiatives to teachers. In meetings, administrators relay district policies and 

mandates, and the expectation is complete compliance without rebuttal from teaching 

staff (Wagner, 1961). Nonetheless, faculty meeting formats have changed. Campus 

administrators anticipate professional, purposeful and meaningful conversations among 

and between teachers (Owen, 2014).  In an effort of reforming schools, the Professional 

Learning Community, (PLC), replaces the accustomed format of faculty meetings 

(Wastler, 2014).  Anstead (2016) and Stewart (2014) both found that professional 

learning communities within schools have become the norm for professional 

development.  

 Professional Learning Communities collaboration are the catalyst to bring forth 

centralized change. Because PLCs are site-based, they provide unique groups power at 

each location and specific groupings of the staff members (Linder, Post, & Calabrese, 

2012). The in-person collaborative efforts that happens during PLC provides classroom 

teachers the necessary time to collegiately bond. Thus, the meetings are more meaningful 

versus the traditional professional development format (Stewart, 2014; McConnell, 
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Parker, Koehler, & Lundeberg, 2013). Through the meetings, PLC members learn trust 

and understanding of each involved individual.  Due to the establishment of trust among 

and between teachers leads to a progression from simple lesson planning to collaborative 

reform (Song, 2012). The efforts of PLC meetings yield interaction and planning through 

building trust and understanding of the involved members. Within the collaborative 

efforts reform brings forth learning new, research-based strategies and methods to 

implement in the delivery of instruction. Reform without putting strategies into action 

leads to inefficiency with planning and the delivery of instruction. Therefore, continuous 

improvement is critical to avoid ineffectiveness. 

 PLC members actively learn to increase knowledge and skill to develop student 

learning.  Hence, the learning aspect of a PLC equates to teachers researching educational 

literature, which fosters professional dialogue to benefit student learning (Opfer & 

Pedder, 2011; Owen, 2014; Hughes-Hassell, Brasfield, & Dupree, 2012; Tobia & Hord, 

2012). In addition, as teachers learn from professional practices that are supported by 

valid research, students can benefit (Hughes-Hassell, Brasfield, & Dupree, 2012; Tobia & 

Hord, 2012). Anstead (2016) reported that DuFour, Eaker, & DuFour, 2005, 

characterized expected outcomes of PLCs as “an ongoing process of identifying the 

current level of student achievement, establishing a goal to improve the current level, 

working together to achieve that goal, and providing periodic evidence of progress” (p. 

39-40). Even though the sole purpose of PLCs is to increase student learning and 

achievement, many resist changes including teachers, administrators and in some cases 

school districts (Smith, W. R., 2012). Resistance to change impedes student-learning 
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outcomes. The intent of the PLC members influences the catalyst of change, by the 

implementation of new research-based strategies like UDL (Hirsh, 2012).  

 

Professional Development 

Over time staff development has undergone drastic changes throughout the 

history of public education. According to (Valsame 1977), staff development appears to 

have served its role as a means to achieve acceptable ends in education without 

widespread dissatisfaction until the educational ferment and change that followed World 

War II. Traditionally, staff development had a different terminology, in-service training 

that teachers were not excited to participate because teachers deemed the training as 

largely irrelevant and a lost cause. Moreover, Valsame stated,  

“Historically, staff development appears to have served its role as a means 

to achieve acceptable ends in education without widespread dissatisfaction 

until the educational ferment and change that followed World War II. The 

prevailing model at that time was based on course credits delivered 

primarily by institutions of higher education. The reward system, based 

largely on external motivation, relied on salary increments for course 

credits, higher degrees, and higher levels of certification, and on course 

credits to renew certificates. All attempts to make adjustments in the 

existing models fell far short of coping with the needs and demands of a 

new era. Drastic reform methods were initiated through professional and 

federal sources. Unheard of funds were made available and used, largely 

from federal sources. All types of innovative approaches were at tempted.” 

 

Consequently, the need for the redesign of staff developments. Research has 

shown the teacher professional development has a direct correlation with student learning 

outcomes. As defined by Lean Forward (2019), “professional development is a 

comprehensive, sustained, and intensive approach to improving teachers’ and principals’ 

effectiveness.”  The transformation of professional development from in-service training, 
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in which educators are not active participants, provides educators with training on a more 

comprehensive level and causes educators to be actively involved in the professional 

development. 

As cited by Webb, L. D. and Norton, M. S. (2013), “professional development is 

not the answer for all educators’ challenges; nonetheless, it can significantly increase 

their capacity to succeed. When school systems and educational leaders organize 

professional learning aligned with the standards and when educators engage in 

professional learning to increase their effectiveness, student learning will increase” 

(Leaning Forward, 2019). Learning Forward defines professional development as a 

“comprehensive, sustained, and intensive approach to improving teachers’ and principals’ 

effectiveness” (2019).  

Fowles (2015) stated that according to Teaching Tolerance (2014), that for 

professional development to be effective, the professional development must directly 

apply to what teachers have learned to apply to their teaching strategies in the classroom. 

Research has demonstrated that professional development leads to improvements with 

instructional delivery when student learning is directly connected curricula and materials 

that teachers are presently using to meet state and district standards as well as the variety 

of assessments and accountability measures that are used to evaluate their success 

(Teaching Tolerance, 2014). Great schools exist because of great teaching; accordingly, 

great teachers are the foundation of great schools. Hence, improving teachers’ skills and 

knowledge in curriculum and instruction is the most essential investment of time, money 
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and effort that district-level and campus leaders can make to elevate the educational 

experience of students. 

According to Darling-Hammond, L., Hyler, M. E., and Gardner, M. (2017), 

review of research of scientific studies seven common aspects relating to staff 

developments:  (1)focused on the subject areas taught by the teachers, (2) incorporated 

active learning, (3) supported collaboration, (4) used models and modeling to 

demonstrate effective practice, (5) provided expert coaching and support, (6) offered 

opportunities for feedback and reflection, and (7) sustainment in duration of the program 

over months and years versus a one day after school workshop. Additionally, the 

researchers acknowledged teachers’ point of view that not all teacher professional 

development yields effectiveness for the educator; for this reason, well-designed 

programs provide considerable gains in student learning.   

The Learning Policy Institute’s review of research is timely and needful due to 

threat of federal support eliminating funds under the current administration when 

historically federal funding was the norm for teacher professional development. The 

effort in investing is necessary for school districts and campuses to provide effective 

teacher development for the betterment of student learning outcomes and achievement.  

As stated by Darling-Hammond, L. et al., (2017), (1) schools and administrators 

must adopt professional development standards to guide the design, evaluation and 

funding of educator professional learning; (2) evaluate and redesign the use of time and 

school schedules to increase opportunities for professional learning and collaboration; (3) 

conduct regular needs assessments using data from staff surveys; (4) identify and develop 
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expert teachers as mentors and coaches to support learning in their area(s) of expertise, 

and (5) integrate professional learning into Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) school 

improvement initiatives.  

According to Darling-Hammond, L. (2017), without investments in educators’ 

learning, most of the aspiration of the ESSA for improvements in education cannot be 

realized. For instance, the legal case of Jenkins v. Crosby Independent School District 

(2003), shows in the “level two” decision letter from the superintendent denying Jenkins 

rebuttal of reassignment from campus principal to assistant principal. The Crosby ISD 

Superintendent stated,  

“Crosby High School [had] been deemed unacceptable [in the TEA's 

ratings system] and [would] require a great deal of administrative support 

and focus to turn the school around into the right direction and meet the 

needs of our students. [Jenkins's] previous experiences, and [her] skills 

and abilities with organization, problem solving, and attention to detail 

[would] be very valuable and helpful in this very important endeavor."  

 

Although this case was based on campus leadership, this situation may be 

correlated to teachers that need effective professional development that will grow 

classroom teachers rather than demean the teacher by reassignment or placed on a growth 

plan for improvement.  

 As stated by Fowles (2015), Cohen and Hill (1998) discovered that when 

teachers, were given learning activities that focused on the curriculum that they were 

currently teaching, those teachers adopted the same practices that they were taught in 

professional development workshops. Those were the teachers that further embraced the 
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curriculum that was supported by training and cast away the curriculum that was not 

supported by training (Cohen & Hill, 1998).   

Researchers Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman, & Yoon (2001) reported that when 

professional development is linked directly to daily experiences and aligned with 

assessments and standards, teachers were more likely to adjust to appropriate and 

meaningful changes to their practices, skills, and subject knowledge. Cuban (1990) stated 

that teachers were at the center of reform because teachers are charged with carrying out 

the demands of high standards in the classroom, which means that the success of 

education reform initiatives hinges on the qualifications and effectiveness of teachers 

(Garet et al., 2001). Due to the importance of teachers being at the center of reform, 

professional development was considered as a major focus of comprehensive school 

reform initiatives (Corcoran, 1995; Corcoran, Shields, & Zucker, 1998; Garet et al., 

2001). 

 According to Ota, Dicarlo, Burts, Laird, and Gioe (2006) adults are special and 

have unique needs as learners; therefore, planning trainings for teachers/adults, specific 

considerations should be considered (Ota et al., 2006). Teacher retention and application 

of what was learned in professional developments has shown that teachers were more 

likely to not only retain what they had learned, but be able to apply what they had learned 

in their work environment when teachers participated in positive professional 

development experiences that followed the following six assumptions. The six 

assumptions are: (a) need to know, (b) self-concept, (c) prior experience, (d) readiness to 
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learn, (e) learning orientation, and (f) motivation to learn (Knowles, 1996; Knowles, 

Swanson, & Holton, 2005; Ota et al., 2006). 

 According to Subedi (2004) the transfer of learning was the key concept in adult 

learning theories because the primary goal of education is to transfer learning from 

practice to context. Furthermore, Subedi (2004) concluded that the idea of transfer of 

training and the transfer of learning are absolute. Subedi (2004) defined transfer of 

training as the amount of retention from the training environment to the applicable 

environment of implementation. Therefore, transfer of training is the degree in which a 

learner applies the learning from the training context to the environment in which they 

will be applying the training (Subedi, 2004). 

Should the goal of policy makers, district and school administrators be that 

schools produce dynamic learning for students then, educational leaders must position 

teachers with the ability to participate in powerful learning opportunities (Feiman-

Nemser, 2001). Commonly, professional development programs were not designed to 

promote the complexity of learning required by teachers that will be applied to the 

classroom setting (Feiman-Nemser, 2001). Professional development opportunities were 

not relevant to classroom delivery and instruction of curricula, lacked follow up, and 

were basically disconnected (Feiman-Nemser, 2001). In order for teachers to meet the 

high demands of the varied learners in their classrooms, teachers must be provided with a 

variety of learning opportunities during their teaching careers to teach in the complex 

ways (Ball & Cohen, 1999; Feiman-Nemser, 2001). 
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  “Learning by widening circles of teachers so that is not only these teachers’ 

knowledge but also the whole profession that develops”, is the meaning that Thompson 

and Zeuli (1999) defined professional development (p. 367) This meaning of professional 

development was a view of teachers as transformers of culture and teachers as 

constructors of knowledge (Feiman-Nemser, 2001). Teachers should constantly grow 

learn, and adapt to new content standards, new curriculums as well as new techniques 

(Trotter, 2006). Yearly, school administrators, district and campus level, are challenged 

to deliver worthwhile professional development opportunities for the teachers (Trotter, 

2006). Understanding adult learning theories will help district and campus leadership 

plan and implement deep and meaningful professional development for teachers that will 

transfer to implementation and utilization of learned material in the training to the 

classroom instruction (Trotter, 2006). 

As stated by Webb, L. D. and Norton, M. S. (2013), “A major responsibility of 

the human resources function is to maximize employee performance. This is 

accomplished by the purposeful utilization of people, through positive motivation, to 

achieve both organizational goals and employee self-fulfillment.” Research equates the 

magnification of employee achievement through effective and efficient professional 

development will optimize student learning outcomes and consequently goals are met on 

the campus and district level. Thus, state and federal goals are obtained such as with 

student achievement on state assessments and educators are aligned with ESSA 

requirements.  
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In addition to that, Webb, L. D. and Norton, M. S. (2013) believes that teachers 

must be excited and motivated to learn new instructional strategies to incorporate into 

their delivery of instruction. According to Webb et. al (2013) motivation is defined as 

having three dimensions; direction, effort, and persistence. Direction correlates to the 

pattern of choices a person makes when choosing among possibilities; effort relates to 

behavioral indicators of how hard a person is working on a particular task. The last 

component of motivation is persistence which is defined as how long an individual 

pursues a particular course of action and how long an individual is willing to expand 

effort throughout the course of action. Therefore, it is not only the responsibility of 

human resources departments to provide multiple opportunities for educators to attend 

effective professional developments, but it is the responsibility of the educator to 

continue the pursuit of such and remain in the motivation mode to expand their personal 

growth to influence student learning outcomes.  

Consequently, it is the responsibility of human resources departments to provide 

access to professional developments that will motivate educators and expand educators’ 

skills, abilities and knowledge base for educators to provide rigorous instruction through 

maximization of curricula to increase student learning outcomes. Discovered by Maslow 

(1970), behavior is motivated by the desire to satisfy unmet needs. With that being stated 

meeting the higher order needs of educators to increase their knowledge, skills and ability 

to deliver rigorous instruction to students will increase their motivation to continue their 

pursuit to seek out effective professional development. Thus, student learning outcomes 

will result in successful academic achievement. 
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 Understanding these theories was imperative in this research study. The literature 

conveys that teacher training can positively influence lesson plan development that 

integrated UDL principles (Spooner et al., 2007; Courey et al., 2013). However, there is a 

need for further research that involves current, practicing teachers (Spooner et al., 2007; 

Courey et al., 2013).  

 “Educators are not as learned in creating activities that are proactively varied for 

a multitude of learning needs and abilities while attending to traditional, emergent 

learners”. (Haley-Mize & Reeves, p. 71, 2013) Furthermore, the three principles of UDL 

provided guidance for educators to provide a well thought out approach to planning 

instruction and reflecting on instruction, and providing these same options to all students 

(Haley-Mize et al., 2013). 

Rose and Gravel (2010) acknowledged that research on the effectiveness of the 

applications of UDL in classrooms is in its infancy. Over time, exemplars have emerged, 

particularly in the area of literacy (Rose et al., 2010). In a study that looked at adolescent 

readers who were reading digital text that contained built-in supports and scaffolds, the 

results indicated that students in the UDL reading environment outperformed their 

counterparts when taking standardized comprehension tests (Rose et al., 2010). 

 The primary theory and basis for the literature review was centered on Universal 

Design for Learning (UDL), which creates a blueprint for teachers to have a learning 

environment that contains flexibility in learning goals, methods, materials and 

assessments, which serves to address and accommodate for differences in learning 
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(CAST, 1998; Spooner et al., 2007). The premise of UDL basis is in the architectural 

principle of universal design in buildings, but merely applied to curriculum (Curry, 

2003). Not only is Universal Design for Learning recognized in Section 3 of the Assistive 

Technology Act of IDEIA (2004), but also is explicitly mentioned in the Common Core 

State Standards (CCSS, 2012). The notion of UDL, according to Spooner et al., (2007), 

strategies and supports planning at the beginning of lesson planning development, as 

opposed to modifying materials as an afterthought. 

Spooner et al., (2007) and Courey et al., (2013) were able to show that providing 

teachers with training on UDL principles were effective in increasing the integration of 

UDL principles in the creation of lesson plans that were accessible to all students. 

Therefore, this study would add to the literature of teachers being more likely to increase 

their use of developing UDL lesson plans. Collaborative planning and co-teaching were 

considered as effective strategies for supporting inclusion and building teacher capacity, 

as well as contributing to the reduction of teaching burnout (Damore & Murray, 2008; 

Murawski & Hughes, 2009; Katz, 2013; Katz, J., & Sugden, R., 2013; Talmore, Reiter, & 

Feigin, 2005; Tannock, 2008) as teachers serve a variety of students who are in their 

classrooms.  

Teachers must be prepared with the best methods for reaching every student in his 

or her classrooms (Courey et al., 2013). Teachers may benefit from lesson planning 

which may promote the use of specific UDL strategies and supports in order to make the 

general curriculum more accessible to students. Writing and designing lesson plans 

provide the proper curriculum access for any struggling student. 
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When teachers use curriculum to create lesson plans that is rooted in the three 

principles of UDL, teachers provide flexible (a) ways of presenting lesson content, (b) 

options for student engagement, and (c) methods of expression and assessment (DeCoste, 

2012). Williams, Evans, & King (2011) pointed out that the use of UDL in lesson 

planning provides a way of differentiating instruction across the three principles of UDL 

(a) representation, (b) engagement, and (c) expression. Teachers using the UDL 

principles in their classrooms have the ability to design and organize academic 

information that was accessible for students, which allowed students to engage in the 

learning process (Williams et al., 2011). Teachers were able to identify barriers in the 

curriculum including materials, assessments, and methods that would lay a foundation for 

applying UDL to lesson plan development. This gives teachers the ability to write a UDL 

lesson plan when teachers make a commitment to make the curriculum as well as 

learning accessible to all students. 

The theoretical implications first and foremost were on the differences in the 

developing lesson plans utilizing the UDL framework and principles versus teachers who 

did not the UDL approach to developing lesson plans. Hence, teachers would most likely 

create innovative ways for students to access learning. Furthermore, there are 

implications for long-term study of UDL principles on student achievement in the same 

setting, as well as correlation of the use of UDL in lesson plans and the number of special 

education referrals. The study furthers the knowledge base of current literature by not 

only looking at currently practicing teachers, it paves the way for measuring effectiveness 
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of using UDL strategies with students within the classroom as well as teachers’ 

perceptions.  

There is a great potential after this study to conduct long-term research to measure 

effectiveness of those lessons utilizing UDL and relation to student learning. There are 

other theoretical implications regarding this study that go beyond UDL. Synonymous to 

teaching children, the art of teaching adults that requires an understanding of the various 

adult learning principles or theories that requires putting some of these theories and 

principles into practice (Knowles, 1996). The basis on designing training according to 

Knowles (1996), suggests the emphasis on the needs of the participants, the reasons and 

benefits for learning, with activities centered around real work experiences so that 

transfer of learning can happen. 

High Stakes Testing 

 Although there are many pressing issues that need adjusting, correcting, and 

revitalizing, high-stakes testing is one of the most compelling issues in education 

environments. Classroom teachers have become overwhelmed with the pressures to 

prepare students to pass state exams to the point that there have been many debates that 

teachers have dismissed teaching at deep levels to increase student learning outcomes to 

“teaching to the test” to avoid repercussions of students not meeting the standards on the 

state scales that determine student passing rates. As defined by The Glossary of 

Education Reform (2019),  

“A high-stakes test is any test used to make important decisions about 

students, educators, schools, or districts, most commonly for the purpose 

of accountability—i.e., the attempt by federal, state, or local government 
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agencies and school administrators to ensure that students are enrolled in 

effective schools and being taught by effective teachers. In general, “high 

stakes” means that test scores are used to determine punishments (such as 

sanctions, penalties, funding reductions, negative publicity), accolades 

(awards, public celebration, positive publicity), advancement (grade 

promotion or graduation for students), or compensation (salary increases 

or bonuses for administrators and teachers).” 

 

High stakes testing came about as a result of an amendment of the ESEA Act of 

1965 and was signed into law by President George W. Bush in 2001 and was known as 

another reauthorization of ESEA as No Child Left Behind (NCLB). The act was 

developed to eliminate the educational achievement gap between socio-economic classes 

in hopes that students in the United States would increase test scores to a 100% passing 

rate in reading and math. Thus, NCLB devised high stakes standardized testing as a 

measuring tool to determine accountability and ensuring equity between school districts 

and various student population groups through tracking and reporting the improvement or 

lack thereof. Even though NCLB is currently outdated the precedent has been set for high 

stakes testing in education and still has significant effects in educational environments 

today.  

The hope of 100% of students meeting the standards of passing the standardized 

tests has yet to be met with proficiency. As stated by Ritt (2016) the objective of NCLB 

was to decrease the reading and math achievement gap between Caucasian and students 

of color, as well as decrease the achievement gap between students with low 

socioeconomic status and students of families with a higher socioeconomic status 

(National Research Council, 2011; Riordan, 2011). Furthermore, according to Ritt (2016) 

despite the intent of NCLB, high-stakes testing has been negatively viewed as sum and 
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purpose of public education as well as the cause of widening the achievement gaps 

among student groups and intensifying the educational inequalities based on race, culture, 

and economic status, and has forced teachers to "teach to the test" (Ladson-Billings, 

2006). The NCLB Act set in place annual testing requirements that have negatively 

affected public schools by effecting the learning environments, students, administration, 

and teachers. 

Zernike (2015) reported that no single assessment should ever be the sole factor in 

making an educational decision about a student, an educator or a school, but should be 

viewed as one of multiple measures of student achievement. Adding to that is Popham 

(1999) initial views that “Our children are being treated with a one-size-fits-all education 

approach, which is causing unreliable test scores.” Popham (1999) believes that teachers 

are rapidly losing power within their classrooms because testing has become the ultimate 

goal in education and teachers are being reprimanded for students not achieving 

proficient test scores. Many in educational environments share the same perspectives 

which demonstrates the need for teachers to have access to instructional approaches to 

regain control in delivery of instruction to aide students in meaningful learning and not 

simply “teach to the test”.  Which is yet another need for this study as with the research 

study of Fowles (2015) research on “One Size Does Not Fit All: The Effects of Training 

in Universal Design for Learning on Lesson Plan Development in Public Schools”. 

Additionally, Popham (1999) believes that increasing awareness of the inequity of 

measuring students’ abilities by test scores rather than addressing the importance of the 
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recognizing students’ disabilities, language barriers, psychological and/or socioemotional 

welfare can create challenging environments for students during test taking.  

With the seventh reauthorization of ESEA into the current law of ESSA, the 

Obama Administration recognized that high stakes standardized testing has become too 

extreme and ESSA has encouraged schools to revamp testing making tests less time 

consuming and more purposeful to student learning outcomes. Another reason that ESSA 

supports the integration of Universal Design for Learning as well as other instructional 

approaches to better serve students in meaningful learning that will remove barriers for 

students to learn at deeper levels and transfer their learning of curricula into other aspects 

which will prevent the need for teachers to “teach to the test.”  

As stated by Ritt, (2016) ESSA provides states with the capabilities to identify 

and provide support for struggling schools and restricts the federal government from 

interfering. ESSA acknowledges that testing the knowledge of students is needful which 

is another support in ESSA to encourage states and schools to include UDL principles 

when creating assessments. According to Ritt, (2016) testing can be beneficial and 

uplifting for a child; however, in the current state, high stakes testing only reviews the 

lack of skills and concepts that students have not mastered. Furthermore, there has 

become a shame and a stigma with students that do not excel in standardized testing. 

Consequently, there was a tremendous need for ESSA to make improvements to 

educational environment due to the student suffering that has restricted curricula. Not 

only that but should educational environments not improve regarding high-stakes testing, 

continual anguish among teachers and students will result in failure in the future 
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economy as students will have simply mastered test taking versus deep understanding and 

learning of the necessary skills and concepts to become productive, creative and critical 

thinkers in society. 

Criticisms of UDL 

According to Bailey’s (2016) educational blog,  

 

“Special educators have always searched for multiple ways to 

reach learners, and that is the point of special education and students 

having IEPs to seal the deal. The only thing that UDL has that is different 

from what special and general educators do is online modules that are 

geared to individual students at their level. That’s the real difference. UDL 

is competency-based education or personalized learning. So, after years of 

standardization, computer modules geared to individual needs sounds like 

something special. Online assessment at the child’s pace sounds nice too.  

To get to this point, it is important that the UDL promoters make sure the 

buyers understand that it is more than computer instruction. They realize 

parents might not like their kids having all-day screen time. But when one 

strips away all the universal, individually diverse, flexibility talk, the only 

thing different between UDL and special education is sticking kids online 

for instruction for personalized learning. Unfortunately, learning by 

machine is not really so personalized. What is different is teachers are not 

teachers. The classroom is different too. The computer takes over. Those 

from groups like Teach for America and Relay Graduate School of 

Education are at this moment learning how to plug kids in. They will be 

facilitators making sure the computer is working and that students sit in 

their chairs straight. It all makes sense now. It’s the universal design for 

privatization, and it’s created by corporate America to replace democratic 

public schools.” 

 

Even though Bailey (2016) has some valid concerns regarding UDL, those 

perspectives may lead those that are familiar with the various aspects of UDL to believe 

that the critics like Bailey have not thoroughly researched UDL to gain an understanding 

and desire to remain critical. For example, Bailey is concerned that implementation of 

UDL increases education to a privatized organization, replace democratic public schools 
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and the computer takes over. In fact, CAST began its research with public schools and 

continues to be advocates of public school while working with public school system to 

improve UDL as an instructional approach for teachers. Which brings the next point that 

CAST research supports the student-teacher relationship in such a manner that part of the 

creation of UDL was to provide in classroom support for teachers to increase student 

learning outcomes.  

Thus, the computer does not take over as the student-teacher relationship is an 

intricate part of utilizing the principles and framework of UDL. Also, Bailey has a 

concern that UDL is geared toward personalized learning through online modules and 

that viewpoint is misinformed at best. Although, UDL supports incorporating technology 

into curricula, that is not the sum of UDL principles. According to Krueger (2019), 

teachers are teaching students today for jobs that have not been created yet. For this 

reason, the reality is educational environments must and should offer opportunities to 

integrate technology into the curricula, not as a replacement for teachers but as an 

enhancement for student learning outcomes. Otherwise, educators are serving students an 

injustice and not preparing them to be 21st century learners and leaders in society. Also, 

educational environments should offer opportunities for students to learn, incorporate and 

experience with various technological devices and software as stand- alone content and 

integrated into other subject areas.  

 Research by Rapp (2014) debunked teachers’ anti-UDL arguments and 

misconceptions while working with other teachers in various settings. One concerned that 

frequently arose was that UDL takes too much time and it is too much to ask teachers to 
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do. At the start of creating universally designed classrooms and curriculum planning time 

is an investment. However, the ultimate question is how much time is “too much” when 

developing and creating educational environments that are engaging and reaching all 

students to improve outcomes for all? Investing the initial time to ensure curriculum is 

rigorous and relevant along with practical methods that relate to real-life situations in the 

delivery of instruction will save time in the future and prevent the need for reteaching,  

reassessing and tutoring students later. This the premise of UDL to create meaningful 

lessons considering all barriers in the beginning of lesson planning. In addition to that is 

the reality is any new curricula will take time to install, continue with fidelity and doing 

the most for all students should be the goal as educators.  

 Some skeptics have the perception that UDL Specialists are needed to implement 

UDL principles and framework. On the contrary, there are many free resources available 

to implement UDL into any educational environment such as Universal Design for 

Learning in Action (Rapp, (2014). Additionally, CAST has free online resources 

available as well as other authors of UDL resources and books. Furthermore, the federal 

government has grants available for districts and schools that are accessible under the 

new law of ESSA as the reauthorization of ESEA is in full support of UDL 

implementation.  

Another concern for critics is that UDL is not the way education has been taught. 

In lieu of that is the fact that a variety of statistics point out that students’ in our nation 

are not on target globally. As reported by NCES’s National Assessment of Educational 

Progress (NAEP, 2019) data from 2011 reveals approximately two-thirds of the nation’s 
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students from grades 8-12 established limited mastery of prerequisite skills and 

information that are important for proficiency in writing for their grade level. The 

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) writing assessment measures how 

well America’s students can write which is one of the most important skills that students 

acquire and develop during K-12 schooling (NAEP, 2019).  

According to DeSilver (2017), U.S. students’ academic achievement still lags that 

of their peers in many other countries. Programmed for International Student Assessment 

(PISA), measures reading ability, math and science literacy as well as other key skills. 

Results from 2015 place U. S. in a mediocre 38th place out of 71 other countries in math 

and 24th in science. In addition to that DeSilver (2017) states that, “Among the 35 

members of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, sponsors the 

PISA initiative, the U.S. ranked 30th in math and 19th in science.” With those statistics it 

is evident that what has been occurring in classrooms is not enough to move students 

forward in creating 21st century as global learners and leaders. Ultimately, that is what 

educators do when one strategy, technique and/or method is not reaching students’ 

understanding then adjustments are made to assure that student learning outcomes are 

successful.   

Some teachers have concerns with implementing UDL into the classroom because 

their districts require scripted lessons in various subject areas. As previously mentioned 

UDL can be integrated with other instructional strategies and scripted lessons is another 

way to do so with UDL by following the principles and framework. For instance, within 

the scripted lesson may be a list of certain questions that the teacher has to ask but 
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students can choose how to answer using the tenant in UDL of multiple representation by 

providing the answer with a drawing, diagram, graph, written responses, or responding 

orally in a variety of ways. This directly integrates differentiated instruction into lessons 

with using a principle of UDL. As differentiation as it skeptics that believe differentiation 

is only needed for a few students. As stated by Rapp (2014), “A differentiated strategy 

that’s only available to a few students will help only those students; if it’s made 

accessible to all children, many more can and will benefit. This is what teachers should 

do, make learning accessible for all students.” 

Summary 

Research has shown that there is a direct correlation with educator motivation to 

enhance knowledge, skills and abilities through seeking out effective professional to 

escalate student learning outcomes. However, it is the responsibility of human resources 

departments to provide such professional development and resources for educators to 

access in order to remain aligned with federal, state and local goals be obtained. 

Accordingly, student learning outcomes will result in academic achievement and overall 

growth for students and the educational entity when teachers receive needed assistance.  

Furthermore, educators have the responsibility to enhance their professional 

growth by maximizing their potential of self-direction and self-fulfillment to achieve the 

highest level of Maslow’s Hierarchy relating to the actualization of needs. To that end, 

human resource has an obligation to provide effective professional development as 

educators must have a commitment of improvement.  
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The central basis for the literature review centers on Universal Design for 

Learning (UDL), which is a framework that creates a blueprint for teachers to have a 

learning environment that is conducive to flexibility in learning goals, methods, materials 

and assessments that addresses and accommodates for differences in learning for all 

students (CAST, 1998; Spooner et al., 2007). The UDL framework predicated on the 

architectural principle of universal design in buildings, but hardly applied to curriculum 

(Curry, 2003).  

As stated by Fowles, (2015) Universal Design for Learning not only recognizes 

the Assistive Technology Act of IDEIA (2004) in Section 3 of the, but also is explicitly 

mentioned in the Common Core State Standards (CCSS, 2012). Although UDL has its 

share of critics, the principles and framework maybe incorporated with other instructional 

strategies to better serve teachers with creating and constructing lessons for students. 

According to Spooner et al., (2007), the approach of UDL, strategies and supports 

planning occurs at the beginning of lesson planning, rather than modifying materials as 

an afterthought. 

 Providing teachers with training on UDL principles were effective in increasing 

the integration of UDL principles in the creation of lesson plans that were accessible to 

all students (Fowles (2015), Spooner et al., (2007), Courey et al., (2013). Collaborative 

planning, Professional Learning Communities, co-teaching, and differentiated 

instructional methods are considered as effective strategies for supporting inclusion and 

building teacher competency and contribute to the reduction of frustration and teaching 

burnout (Damore & Murray, 2008; Murawski & Hughes, 2009; Katz, 2013; Katz et al., 
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2013; Talmore, Reiter, & Feigin, 2005; Tannock, 2008). Teachers serve a variety of 

students their classrooms, and teachers must be equipped and prepared with the best 

methods for reaching every student in his or her classrooms (Courey et al., 2013).  The 

specific utilization of UDL will benefit teachers with lesson planning that may promote 

the use of specific UDL strategies and supports in an effort to make the general 

curriculum more accessible to students. It is plausible to create lesson plans to provide 

the proper curriculum access for all students, specifically struggling students. 

 As statistics have shown that U. S. students are behind in specific subjects such as 

math, science, reading and writing, it is evident that there is a need for change in the 

classroom environment regarding the creation of lesson planning to implement curricula 

criteria and delivery of instruction. Even though high stakes testing has become more of 

an issue in education than ever before, ESSA has alleviated some of the pressures with 

states by giving the states more decision-making power to identify and provide support 

for struggling schools with less conflict and intervention from the federal government.  

Not only that but ESSA endorses the UDL framework that provides a blueprint 

for instructional strategies, methods and techniques for teachers to prepare students with 

the necessary content that needs to be mastered. Rather than teachers “teaching to the 

test” utilizing the UDL principles and framework can delivery instruction to students in 

content areas with a better chance of students mastering content at deeper levels of 

understanding that may possibly transfer to success in mastery on standardized test. This 

is yet another purpose that research studies such as this are critical. 
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 The theoretical implications first and foremost are on the UDL framework and its 

principles of constructing, designing and implementing lesson plans for students and to 

utilize UDL in their lesson plans to create innovative ways for students to access 

learning. In addition, there may be implications for UDL principles on student 

achievement that have accommodations and modifications in the students’ IEPs that 

receive special education services. This study furthers the knowledge base of current 

literature by not only looking at currently practicing teachers, but it gives further insight 

for measuring effectiveness of using UDL strategies with students by their classroom 

teachers.  

There is a need to conduct long-term research to measure effectiveness of those 

lessons on student learning after the completion of this study. There are other theoretical 

implications regarding this study that go beyond UDL. Knowles (1996) suggested that 

when designing training, basis of emphasis should be on the needs of the participants, the 

reasons and benefits for learning, with activities that are centered around real work 

experiences so that transfer of learning can happen.  

Moreover, there is evidence regarding the value in advancing UDL to make 

certain that all students have opportunities to access instruction without being stigmatized 

is provided in current research (National Center for Learning Disabilities, 2009). For this 

need to become a reality, researching and analyzing teachers’ perceptions as primary 

providers of instruction and behavioral supports in a classroom is important to furthering 

the needs of students and teachers as the primary leader in the classroom. 
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 In Chapter III, the rationale for the research methodology is discussed. In 

addition, there is an explanation of the role of the researcher as it related to the 

participants and setting including a detailed explanation of participants, data collection, 

coding analysis, and validity and reliability measures for this study is provided. 
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the UDL curriculum and understand 

how implementing the framework into general education classrooms with all students 

including those that receive accommodations as well as gifted and talented students will 

benefit academically and learning outcomes of achievement increased or not increased 

while remaining on target with students’ IEPs. This study evaluated students’ learning 

outcomes in English-language arts (ELA). Another purpose of this study was to evaluate 

the perceptions of English-language arts teachers in grades 9-12 regarding the use of the 

CAST Model for the Universal Design for Learning Framework to create, design, and 

implement lesson plans to deliver instruction to all students. 

The purpose of UDL principles was not simply to help students master a specific 

body of knowledge or a specific set of skills, but to help them master learning itself—in 

short, to become “expert learners”. Expert learners will develop three broad 

characteristics; (a) strategic, skillful and goal directed, (b) knowledgeable, and (c) 

purposeful and motivated to learn more. Designing curricula using UDL allows teachers 

to remove potential barriers that could prevent learners from meeting this important goal 

(CAST, 2014).  

Research Design 

Chapter III describes the research methodology selected to respond to the problem 

and answer the research questions, which included the statement of the problem, purpose 
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of the study, research design, context and setting, participants, instrumentation, reliability 

and validity, data collection procedures, researcher bias, data analysis and the summary. 

According to Creswell (2018), qualitative research was appropriate when a problem or 

issue needs exploration to gain a deeper understanding behind a problem or phenomenon. 

The qualitative approach allows the researcher direct communication with people in 

comfortable environments such as their homes or workplaces to permit participants to be 

open sharing their stories. Qualitative methodology focuses on concepts and interests in 

processes rather than outcomes (Merriam, 2009). The fortitude in qualitative research is 

on the process of gaining deeper levels of information that provide description in the data 

collection process rather than numerical data of quantitative research alone. Therefore, 

qualitative methodology was selected as a portion of this research study as the 

researcher’s interests lies in attempting to gain a significant and deeper understanding of 

the implementation and application of UDL phenomenon referring to the what, why, and 

how teachers perceive the framework. In addition, the researcher explored the 

perceptions of teachers’ in the implementation of the CAST Model of the UDL 

framework to create, design, and implement lesson plans to deliver instruction to all 

students. Including appropriately implementing the framework with ease to remain on 

target with student IEPs, modifications and accommodations, and increase the student 

learning and achievement for all learners. Additionally, stated by Creswell (2018), case 

study is an exploration of individuals and includes an investigation on groups, cohorts, 

cultures, organizations, communities, or programs. Therefore, this research employs the 
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case study approach coupled with qualitative data to gain insight of teachers’ perspectives 

in relation the adopted framework of UDL at the selected Title I campus.    

Furthermore, in this exploratory phenomenological case study, the researcher 

included quantitative research methodology of univariate analysis to examine and more 

clearly describe the essence of each teachers’ perceptions of the Universal Design for 

Learning concept in teaching as it related to overall job satisfaction, professional growth, 

rapport with students and student effects of utilizing UDL in the classroom. Adding 

univariate analysis transformed the study into a mixed method case study research as 

univariate analysis explores each variable in a data set, separately. Univariate descriptive 

statistics looked at the range of values, the central tendency of the values, describe 

individual variables and summarize data.  

In this exploratory phenomenological case study, the researcher used mixed 

methods of qualitative and quantitative research methodology to analyze the phenomena 

surrounding the UDL framework. Narrative methods of qualitative methodology were 

used to examine and more clearly understand the essence of teachers’ perceptions of the 

Universal Design for Learning concept to deliver instruction to students in English-

language arts in a Title I School. The research involved the use of qualitative data 

collection in an online survey format to understand teachers’ perceptions of UDL using 

the framework including teachers’ demographical and educational background 

information. The researcher sought to gain knowledge of the utilization, fidelity and rigor 

in regard to the implementation of UDL as it related to the participants’ perspective. 

Extracted data was used to identify and describe participants’ perceptions from surveys to 
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determine coded themes of responses to open-ended survey questions. Emphasis was 

placed on the identification and coding of themes from the data gathered from the survey. 

Evaluation of the data included coding analysis to determine themes and patterns in 

teachers’ perceptions and a calculate percentage analysis on the difference in teachers’ 

perceptions utilizing UDL principles in relation to positivity, neutrality or negativity. 

 The quantitative portion of this mixed method research included statistical data 

from SPSS univariate descriptive analysis which was used to describe, summarize, 

determine patterns in teachers’ responses and quantified into percentages for the 

remaining survey questions. According to PPA 696 Research Methods (n.d.), “Univariate 

descriptive analysis explores each variable in a data set individually to view the range 

values and the central tendency of values that describes the pattern of response to the 

variable on its own.” 

Using exploratory phenomenological case study allowed the researcher to explore 

and compare qualitative and quantitative data, as the data corresponds to participants’ 

perspectives of the phenomenon of the UDL framework and principles which provided 

comprehensive qualitative and quantitative data to add authenticity to the study results 

(Creswell & Plano, 2011). As stated by Stake (1995) case studies focus is on the matter 

of the case itself which is the “business” of a case study particularly, not the 

generalization. The approach of a case study is an evaluation when the need is to give in-

depth information regarding the matter at hand.  

In so doing, the researcher gained knowledge as the eight participants revealed 

their beliefs, describing their perceptions of implementation and application of the 
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Universal Design for Learning through their own self-awareness and experiences, and the 

benefits for the students taught using the framework for creating, designing and 

implementing lesson plans. To better, understand the phenomenon the research questions 

are as follows: 

1. What are the perceptions of English-language arts teachers teaching grades 9-12 

utilizing the CAST Model for the Universal Design for Learning Framework to 

create, design, and implement lesson plans to deliver instruction to all students 

including students that receive accommodations with IEPs and gifted and talented 

students? 

2. What are the perceptions of English-language arts teachers regarding student 

effects of implementing the CAST Model of the UDL framework in grades 9-12 

in ELA classrooms? 

Bogdan and Biklen (2006) designed the phenomenological research approaches to 

analyze the data. They illustrated their process for analyzing the data in the following 

statement, “Analysis involves working with data, organizing them, breaking them into 

manageable units, synthesizing, searching for patterns, discovering what is important and 

what is to be learned, and deciding what you will tell others” (p. 157). Lichtman stated 

(1996) phenomenological research approaches study the actual experiences of people 

regarding a certain phenomenon. This approach is also known as emic perspective; stated 

by Gall, Gall, and Borg (2007), the research participants’ perceptions and understanding 

of their social reality. Participants’ social reality is discussed in detailed through the 
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qualitative methods employed in this research study. Hence, the phenomenological 

researcher must be open-minded toward a changing reality (Lancy, 1993) which 

translates to etic perspective in which the researcher’s conceptual and theoretical 

understanding of the research participants’ social reality. Thus, the researcher needed to 

be prepared to explain observed phenomena. The phenomenological approach directed 

the researcher to allow the phenomenon to reveal itself in its completeness. According to 

Boeree (2002), phenomena speak for themselves, meaning the researcher should be 

prepared to listen.  In this study, the researcher described the perceptions of English-

language art teachers regarding the Universal Design for Learning framework, free of the 

researcher’s biases and beliefs as supported by the work of (Gall et al., 2007). 

Researchers concur qualitative and quantitative research complement each other 

(Gall et al., 2007), as this study implements mixed-method research. Combining review 

of literature with both types of research methods yielded richer insights into the same 

phenomenon as well as produced more questions of interest for furthering the research 

versus separation of the two types of methods. As stated by B. R. Johnson & A. 

Onwuegbuzie (2004), and sited by Gall et al., (2007), mixed method research is defined 

as “the class of research where the researcher mixes or combines quantitative and 

qualitative research techniques, methods, approaches, concepts or language into a single 

study.”  

Context and Setting 

This study took place based on a Title I high school campus serving grades 9-12 

in a large urban school in southeast Texas. The campus served as the treatment group 
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receiving instruction with teachers implementing the UDL framework. Student 

enrollment was 3,091 students of which the male population is 53% and the female 

population is 47%. The campus is 99% minority with demographics being 85% Hispanic, 

10% African American, 4% Asian/Pacific Islander, 1% Caucasian and 0% of American 

Indian and mixed/multiple race. Of those students 15% were English-learners, the Special 

Education population is 8%, and 81% of the student population falls into the 

economically disadvantage category; the student-teacher ratio was 21:1 per classroom. 

Table 1 

Student Demographical Information 

Ethnicity/Student-Teacher Ratio/Gender/Population Percentages 

Hispanic 85% 

African American 10% 

Asian/Pacific Islander   4% 

Caucasian   1% 

Multiple   0% 

American Indian   0% 

English Language Learners 15% 

Special Education   8% 

Economically Disadvantage             81% 

Male 53% 

Female 47% 

Student-Teacher Ratio 21:1 

Student Population 3091 

 

Participants 

The researcher attended three professional developments for UDL with the 

teaching staff of the Title I campus. The administrator introduced the researcher to the 

teaching staff at the first professional development that the researcher attended. At that 

time, the researcher described the study to the teachers and verbally requested their 
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voluntary participation prior to the formal invitation. At that time, the researcher 

informed teachers that formal documentation would follow in the consent form to 

participate in the survey. Teachers notified the researcher after the training regarding 

tentative interest in participating in the survey. The researcher wanted to protect 

participants from feeling pressured by their peers or administrator to participate in the 

survey. 

Lunenburg, F. C., Irby, B. J (2008) described sampling in qualitative research as 

almost without exception purposive. Criterion sampling procedure was an approach of 

purposive sampling in which selecting participants that meet specific criterion. The 

criteria chosen for this study yielded eight teachers that teach English-language arts who 

ranged from classroom teachers, special education teachers and/or co-teachers that 

currently work in the selected high school in a large urban school district in southeast 

Texas which implemented the Universal Design for Learning framework in creating, 

designing and implementing lesson plans, and attends the UDL trainings. Furthermore, 

Gall, Gall, and Borg (2007) explained the purpose in selecting participants in purposeful 

sampling “is to develop a deeper understanding of the phenomena being studied.  Often 

another related purpose is to discover or test theories” (p. 165).  Creswell (2018) stated 

that phenomenology involves a study of “several individuals who have experienced the 

same phenomenon” (p. 104). 

An invitation was extended to all teaching staff to participate and contribute in 

surveys which allow the researcher to identify teachers’ perceptions of the 

implementation and application of UDL, in which they were allowed to expand on their 
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written responses to open ended questions included in the surveys.  The survey may be 

completed on the Title I campus or anywhere that provides an internet connection at the 

participants’ convenience.  The participant responses were documented and analyzed to 

describe their perceptions of teachers’ perceptions of the UDL framework according to 

the survey results.  The evolution of themes and patterns from responses to survey 

questions helped the researcher comprehend the perceptions of each participant.   

Instrumentation 

Qualitative Data 

The purpose of the survey questions was to gather basic information. The survey 

used an online, cloud-based software service, Survey Monkey, in which data was 

extracted from the instrument to code themes and perform SPSS descriptive analysis. The 

survey  provided opportunities for the participants to share personal views, examples and 

scenarios of situations and incidences that they experienced during the initial 

implementation and application of UDL, and current views as the Title I campus is in the 

third year of implementation of the UDL framework. Thus, providing the researcher with 

more knowledge about distinct feelings and beliefs of the participants through open-

ended questions on the survey.   

To obtain intimate and genuine responses, the researcher adapted an original 

survey from Anstead (2016), “Universal Design for Learning Teachers’ Perceptions 

Survey”; the design of the original survey questions was meant to specifically address the 

what, why, and how of teachers’ perceptions of UDL. Moreover, the researcher included 

additional open-ended questions in the survey that align with this study’s research 
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questions and further the exploration of teachers’ perceptions since the Title I campus 

teachers were in the third year of implementation of UDL framework in creating, 

designing and implementing lesson plans, and attending the UDL trainings regularly in 

an effort to delve deeper into teachers’ perceptions and gain better insight.  

The beginning questions of the survey focused on what teachers know about UDL 

and the potential of its use in the classroom questions 1 and 2.  The structure of survey 

question 3 delves teachers’ perceptions of operational and philosophical barriers to 

application of UDL. The connection of why and how was solidified with question 4 of 

the survey by inquiring more specific information of the application of UDL. Teacher 

responses relating to agreement or lack of in the application provided a more in-depth 

level of understanding of personal and cultural dynamics of implementation. Survey 

question 5 addressed how teachers perceived the willingness to apply UDL principles in 

their classroom in the beginning of implementation of UDL  and help identify any needs 

for teachers from administrators such as logistics, training and resources.  

Survey questions 6 and 7 inquired about any additional information from 

teachers’ perceptions in the present of the third year of implementation such as the 

successes and failures if any in lesson planning for all students, learning outcomes and 

achievements. Survey questions 8 through 16 inquired about teachers’ demographical and 

educational background and teaching experience.  

Survey questions 17 through 47 provides more insight to teachers’ perceptions 

utilizing the UDL framework and principles in relation to lesson planning, teachers’ 
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perceptions relating to UDL and content areas of teaching, lesson planning, and students’ 

effects.  

Additional qualitative data was obtained through an emic perspective from one 

participant that provided insight to the phenomenon of Universal Design for Learning to 

determine synonymy of commonalities, beliefs and practices pertain to the philosophy 

and purpose of the phenomenon itself through a brief interview in which the participant 

responded to the first research question. Emic perspective can be obtained through 

observation and/or interview. According to Yin (2010, p.11) “an emic perspective 

attempts to capture participants’ indigenous meanings of real-world events” Furthermore 

stated by Willis (2007, p. 100) an emic perspective “looks at things through the eyes of 

members of the culture being studied”.  

The researcher attended three of the campus professional developments; 

December 9, 2017; February 10, 2018 and March 3, 2018. The researcher was an 

observer during the professional developments. Therefore, the researcher gained clarity 

of the culture surrounding the implementation of the phenomenon from an external 

viewpoint to determine the alignment of the UDL framework and principles in relation to 

the utilization of the training presenter and the training participants.  

Quantitative Data 

 According to Barkman, S. J. (2002), “Quantitative methodology refers to an 

approach involving the use of numeric-based information that can be measured, 

compared, and analyzed statistically. This methodology is primarily used as a way to 

quantify achievement of outcomes as a result of participation in a program.” (p. 9)  For 
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the purpose of this research study, data was extracted from the participants’ survey  

statistically analyzed in SPSS using a univariate descriptive analysis. Then quantified into 

percentages to identify and describe in-depth teachers’ perceptions to gain an 

understanding of the phenomenon of Universal Design for Learning concept.  

Reliability and Validity 

The researcher adapted the survey and further develop the content validity for the 

instrument by having university professors review the content for accuracy and 

completion.  Additionally, the survey reviewed by the researcher’s dissertation chair and 

committee members that served as experts in instrument design. 

The survey questions meet the criteria for validity according to Guba and Lincoln 

(1989) and Erlandson, Harris, Skipper, and Allen (1993); the explanation for that 

qualitative research must have the following: truth, applicability, value, consistency, and 

neutrality in ordered to be valid.  This study met all five criteria in the following ways.  

The criterion of truth was accomplished through unaltered participants’ responses.  The 

written responses from the participants were typed into tables in a Microsoft Word 

document then coded into categories.  Applicability was accomplished in this study 

because the results may be pertinent to other teachers and subjects.  The criterion of value 

was met by examining the descriptions and perceptions of the participants regarding their 

beliefs and personal views of implementation and application of the UDL framework.  

The researcher obtained consistency in the study through ensuring that every participant 

was provided the same questions on the survey. 
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Neutrality was achieved by reducing the researcher’s bias when gathering 

participants’ responses.  A forthright effort was made to ensure that the researcher did not 

influence the participants’ responses.  The researcher did not give the participants any 

positive or negative feedback via verbal nor non-verbal communication about personal 

perceptions that related to the UDL framework. In addition, the following criterion was 

used to address rigor and trustworthiness (Erlandson, D. L., Harris, E. L., Skipper, B.L., 

& Allen, S. D. (1993); Guba & Lincoln, 1989) required of qualitative research: 

credibility, transferability, and confirmability (Trochim, 2002).   

Credibility requires establishing that the results of qualitative research are credible 

and/or believable from the perspective of the participants in the research.  Qualitative 

research purpose is to define or understand a phenomenon of interest from the 

participants’ eyes (Trochim, 2002). Only the participants can legitimately criticize the 

credibility of the result.  Credibility was addressed in this study by asking the participants 

to describe their own experiences.  The participants’ ability to write, review, modify and 

add additional comments to their responses increased the credibility of their responses. 

In qualitative research, transferability refers to the degree results are generalized 

or transferred to other contexts or settings. Transferability is solely the responsibility of 

the researcher to describe the setting and context of the study (Erlandson, D. L., Harris, 

E. L., Skipper, B.L., & Allen, S. D., 1993; Guba & Lincoln, 1989).  In this study, the 

researcher attempted to increase transferability by including detailed descriptions of the 

participants’ demographic information, including race, gender, age, teaching experience 

and usage of the UDL framework to create, design, and implement lesson plans in 
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instructing and delivering curriculum. In so doing, others can better determine the 

transferability of the results by analyzing the differences and similarities between their 

context and the context described in this study.  The person that transfers the results to a 

different context is responsible for making the judgment of how sensible the transfer 

might be (Trochim, 2002).   

Information was gathered in sequence of survey. This sequence was based on the 

increasing depth of gathered responses. Participation in the survey was determined 

according to the signed consent portion of the Invitation to Participate in Research per 

university guidelines. Although participants were not required to take part in all 

components of data gathering, they were required to participate according to the pre-

determined progression of survey.  

Full disclosure regarding the nature, purpose, and requirements of the study was 

provided in writing to each participant in order to maintain ethical standards (Cresswell, 

2018). Participants were required to sign a digital consent form that was a part of the 

survey which indicated their willingness to partake in the study and acknowledgment of 

their rights. Throughout the duration of the study, participants were reminded of their 

right to discontinue involvement at any time during the study.  

Data Collection 

Qualitative Data 

Qualitative data was collected for this study by using open-ended survey 

questions to obtain an in depth and comprehensive view of teachers’ perceptions. The 

invitation to participate in this research was distributed through an online, cloud-based 
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software service, Survey Monkey, to qualified staff. The survey data was extracted from 

the instrument and transcribe into code themes. Thematic coding is a form of qualitative 

analysis which involves recording or identifying passages of text or images that are 

linked by a common theme or idea allowing you to index the text into categories and 

therefore establish a “framework of thematic ideas about it” (Gibbs 2007). Staff then 

were informed by digital invitations via email from Survey Monkey that were sent and 

collected individually to permit potential participants to address any questions or 

concerns to the researcher. All potential participants were invited, but not required, to 

participate in each phase of the data collection process. 

Quantitative Data 

A univariate SPSS descriptive analysis was conducted to describe, summarize 

data of the frequency of participation. As previously stated, univariate descriptive 

analysis explores variables as an independent data set to analyze the range values and the 

central tendency of values that describes the pattern of response to the variable on its 

own. Graphing is a method that uses visually represent data because many people are 

able to understand the information better versus text format. The purpose of graphing is 

to (1) present the data; (2) summarize the data; (3) enhance textual descriptions; (4) 

describe and explore the data; (5) make comparisons easy; (6) avoid distortion; and (7) 

provoke thought about the data. Histogram charts were used to present the data in which 

the width of the bar is essential to conveying the relationship of variables.”  
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Researcher Bias 

Every measure was taken to secure the confidentiality, anonymity, privacy of the 

data, as ethically as possible. The researcher ensured that data would not be shared and 

that participants cannot be identified (Fowlers, 2015; Lodico et al., 2010). The data did 

not include any identifying information of the participants. Teachers were given an 

identifying number that was used for identification purposes.  

Researchers must be clear about their biases for stakeholders to be given the 

opportunity to decide their thoughts about all of the data that are presented (Heath, 1997).  

Researcher bias is an essential factor in qualitative research; hence, the researcher did use 

reflexivity to minimize the bias. With the use of reflexivity, the researcher conducted a 

self-reflection on the researcher’s personal biases and predispositions (Milinki, 1999).  

The researcher is not an employee of the school nor district; therefore, no bias is 

expected; however, the researcher is a public-school educator.  

Thus, the researcher was careful not to insert the researcher’s personal feelings 

about any personal experiences into the responses of the participants. This is the purpose 

of documenting the participants’ responses verbatim. The researcher analyzed the 

qualitative data to review the participants’ responses, which provided insight into their 

perceptions.  The researcher refrained from personal biases and remain open-minded 

during the data collection process for the study to appraise the situation.  A researcher can 

only continue effective research with no bias and influence on participants in a study in 

order to gain understanding.  
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Data Analysis 

Qualitative Data 

In this section, the researcher used a coding of themes analysis procedure that was 

used to analyze the following: survey containing demographic information, including 

race, gender, age, and teaching experience using the UDL framework, and open-ended 

questions using the open-ended questions from the survey that allowed participants to 

expand on the written responses.  The written open-ended responses to the survey were 

typed and placed in tables that separated the responses by (a) participants identification 

numbers; (b) survey item numbers; (c) demographic data; (d) years of experience 

teaching; (e) strategies; (f) behaviors; (g) events; (h) activities; (i) states/conditions; (j) 

meanings; (k) participations; (l) relationships/interactions; (m) conditions/constraints; (n) 

consequences; (o) setting, and (p) reflexive a using a Microsoft Office Word document, 

printed, and reviewed by the researcher.  

The researcher sorted the data, analyzed, organized, and reorganized to determine 

for patterns and themes.  The researcher compared data themes and categorizations for 

common themes to determine which data needed to be re-categorized.  Specifically, the 

researcher coded the text to determine the perceptions of teachers implementing the UDL 

framework to create lesson plans to deliver and implement curriculum. According to 

Bogdan and Biklen (2006), “Analysis involves working with data, organizing them, 

breaking them into manageable units, synthesizing, searching for patterns, discovering 

what is important and what is to be learned, and deciding what you will tell others” (p. 

157).   
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Quantitative Data 

This research is comprised of quantitative data collection in which the researcher 

included univariate analysis to examine and more clearly describe the essence of each 

teachers’ perceptions of the Universal Design for Learning concept in teaching as it 

related to teaching content, lesson planning, and student effects in English-language arts. 

The univariate analysis provided detailed information regarding the frequency of 

participation in responding to each survey question. 

Summary 

The researcher presented the explicit methodology for the proposed study.  The 

participants were intentionally selected.  Data collection and analysis procedures were 

discussed survey questions. This chapter includes the instrumentation section that 

describes the survey, which includes teacher demographic and educational information, 

teaching experience, teaching content areas and certification.  

Additionally, the survey includes open-ended questions referring to teachers’ 

perceptions on Universal Design for Learning framework in relation to classroom 

implementation for instructional purposes such as lesson planning for general education 

students, special education students with accommodations and modifications, gifted and 

talented students, inclusion students, preparedness, organization, collaboration, and 

format for planning lessons.  The survey also includes teachers’ perceptions relating to 

teachers’ effects relating to professionalism and growth as well as students’ effects as 

result of utilizing the UDL framework.  The findings will be presented with specific 

details in Chapter IV.    



Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL & ELA  89 

 

 

 

 

   

CHAPTER IV: FINDINGS 

Introduction 

In this chapter the researcher provides findings of this exploratory 

phenomenological case study. The researcher used mixed methods of qualitative and 

quantitative research methodology to explore and more clearly describe the essence of 

teachers’ perceptions of the Universal Design for Learning concept in teaching English-

language arts when implementing UDL in the classroom in a Title I School. This study 

confirmed the findings using quantitative and qualitative data approaches that examined 

participants’ perceptions that corresponded to UDL.   

The researcher sought to gain knowledge of the participants by encompassing 

qualitative methodology from the participants surveys. Evaluation of the data included 

coding analysis to determine themes and patterns with teachers’ perceptions. 

Furthermore, the survey questions provided more insight to describe teachers’ 

perceptions regarding students’ learning outcomes and students’ effects of utilizing the 

UDL framework.  

As previously stated in Chapter III, the researcher used an adapted survey with 

permission and added more pertinent survey questions to provide more insight to the 

UDL framework and principles phenomenon. The survey was constructed using an 

online, cloud-based software service, Survey Monkey, in which data was extracted from 

the instrument to code themes and performed an SPSS descriptive analysis. In addition to 

that the survey data, survey questions were correlated to the research questions one and 

two for further the explanation to the UDL phenomenon. 
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The research is inclusive of qualitative data collection in the survey that provides 

information regarding teachers’ demographical information educational information, 

teaching experience, teaching content areas and certification. The survey includes open-

ended questions referring to teachers’ perceptions on UDL framework that related to 

implementation for instructional purposes such as lesson planning for general education 

students, special education students with accommodations and modifications, gifted and 

talented students, inclusion students, preparedness, organization, collaboration, and 

format for planning lessons.  Not only that but, the survey encompassed teachers’ 

perceptions regarding teachers’ effects of professional growth and the effects of 

utilization of the UDL framework implementation.   

Besides qualitative data collection, this research is comprised of quantitative data 

collection in which the researcher included quantitative research methodology of 

univariate analysis to examine and more clearly describe the essence of each teachers’ 

perceptions of the Universal Design for Learning concept in teaching as it related to 

teaching content, lesson planning, and student effects in English-language arts. 

Discussion of Research Questions 

Using mixed methods of qualitative and quantitative data the research questions 

used to better understand the phenomenon were:  

 

1. What are the perceptions of English-language arts teachers teaching grades 9-12 

utilizing the CAST Model for the Universal Design for Learning Framework to 

create, design, and implement lesson plans to deliver instruction to all students 
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including students that receive accommodations with IEPs and gifted and talented 

students? 

2. What are the perceptions of English-language arts teachers regarding student 

effects of implementing the CAST Model of the UDL framework in grades 9-12 

in ELA classrooms? 

Participant Interview Response to Interview Questions 

1. What are the perceptions of English-language arts teachers in grades 9-12 

regarding the use of the CAST Model for the Universal Design for Learning 

Framework to create, design, and implement lesson plans to deliver instruction to 

all students? 

Participant Response: 

 

“Upon hearing about the implementation of UDL, I was apprehensive because 

I felt like another thing to do has been added to my plate.” 

2. What are your perceptions of the UDL framework in creating, designing, and 

implementing your lesson plans? 

Participant Response: 

 

“UDL framework enables me to look at what I do with a broad perspective 

about what my kids’ need, where they’re coming from and how I can best 

address those needs given what curriculum I have to deliver. And, what 

other constraints we have in the classroom as far as being able to let them 

find the most effective way to accomplish and master what they have 

before them. So, it makes me take a look at the design for my course from 

a 30,000 feet perspective. In other words, not just seeing how I can deliver 

what the curriculum is but actually to take a look and see what is being 

proposed in the curriculum and how does that relate to my students. And, 
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how can they best use what I have in my curriculum to further their own 

particular goals and their own particular life story in a way that what we 

do in the classroom is relevant to them not only in the acquisition of 

knowledge, but also in their educational journey.” 

 

3. Do you feel the effort in learning how to implement the UDL framework is 

worthwhile? 

Participant’s Response: 

“Okay; one of the first things you learn in the UDL framework is a 

challenge and an accomplishment. Is that no matter if you’re the teacher or 

the student or any type of learner you’re on a continuous improvement 

model. And, UDL is looking at learning from that perspective. That 

myself, my kids, the people who wrote the curriculum, everybody who sits 

on the Board of Education, everybody is a learner on a continuous 

improvement cycle. And, so once you have established that in your mind 

then you understand that no matter how well or poorly I implement the 

UDL guidelines as long as I look at myself as being on that cycle of 

learning, implementing, reflecting, reassessing and you know 

implementing again. Then, you know you see that you do this 

continuously anyway. So, the value of learning it is that you now 

understand that UDL isn’t about okay, I’ve learned UDL. It’s that you’ve 

learned a way to understand how you think about learning and be able to 

guide yourself and give yourself credit for what you do and give your 

grace for what you haven’t accomplished.” 

4. Is it fair to say that there is no mastering; it is a continual process? 

Participant’s Response: 

 

“It’s fair to say that the mastery changes every time you assess.” 

 

5. Would you say that in creating your lesson plans using the UDL framework and 

the guidelines that helps you make instruction more clearly to your students? And, 

are the students more receptive that you have this framework instructing what 

you’re going to teach and how you’re going to deliver it to them? 
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“I would say that the guidelines themselves encourage you and direct you 

to look at the learners first rather than the curriculum first. And, by doing 

it; by assessing where are they, how are they responding to the curriculum 

what are the barriers for the kids to engage in the curriculum. You have, 

you’re going to set yourself on a path to increase their engagement and 

outcomes. So, as you go through the process, and as you reflect on the 

process and reassess, reevaluate, and move on each time, you see how the 

kids are interacting each time. You see how the kids are interacting with 

the curriculum, and how they feel about it and supporting what they think 

they need to be doing. And in that way two things happen. One; you have 

more buy-in from the kids and they accomplish more actually than what 

you’ve set out in your mind. If you say okay we’re going to do this, this, 

and this. We’re going to go through my curriculum; these are the days 

we’re going to it and by the end of May we’re going to be here. By 

looking at the kids first and seeing where they are, how do they interact 

with the curriculum and what makes sense for you to be teaching them 

about their learning within that frame instead of by focusing on the 

curriculum first. You end having a better experience with them in the 

classroom, and the end up having a better experience in your subject.” 

 

Explanation of Survey 

 

This chapter includes the explanation of the survey questions which includes 

teacher demographic and educational information, teaching experience, teaching content 

areas and certification. The survey includes open-ended questions referring to teachers’ 

perceptions on Universal Design for Learning framework in relation to classroom 

implementation for instructional purposes such as lesson planning for general education 

students, special education students with accommodations and modifications, gifted and 

talented students, inclusion students, teachers’ preparedness, organization and 

collaboration. Also, survey questions included format for planning lessons.   

The survey provides insight to teachers’ perceptions relating to teachers’ effects 

relating to professionalism and growth as well as students’ learning outcomes and 
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students’ effects as result of utilizing the UDL framework in classroom instruction and 

preparation to deliver instruction to students.   

Furthermore, the survey is divided into three sections regarding teachers’ 

information; participants demographical information, participants educational 

information and participants years of service and teaching subjects.  Tables were included 

to provide visual clarity and the researcher quantified participants data into percentages 

for additional distinctness and legibility. 

The open-ended questions were coded into themes to determine teachers’ 

perceptions of utilizing the Universal Design for Learning framework and the researcher 

quantified participants data into percentages for additional exactness to better understand 

the teachers’ perceptions relating to UDL. The remaining survey questions were results 

from an SPSS univariate descriptive analysis which was used to describe, summarize, 

determine patterns in teachers’ responses and quantified into percentages as the 

quantitative data. 

Descriptions of the Participants and Background Information 

Participants’ responses to survey questions 8-16 provided descriptions of the 

participants and their backgrounds. Survey questions 17-49 correspond to teachers’ 

preferences and perceptions of Universal Design for Learning. The researcher correlated 

survey questions with the research questions for more clarity of teachers’ perceptions, 

and the participants responses were quantified into percentages from the frequency of 

participation.  
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The research participants included a total of eight females which one participant 

identifies as American Indian ethnicity, one participant identify as Black American, two 

participants indicated Hispanic ethnicity, one participant indicated mixed ethnicity of 

Hispanic and Caucasian heritage, two participants identify as Caucasian, and one 

participant indicated three ethnicities of American Indian, Black American, and Hispanic 

heritage. Although there are only eight participants in the study, there was a variety of 

racial ethnicities represented within the participants which is similar to the variety of 

ethnicities that are represented on the southeast Title I campus among the student 

population in regard to students’ demographics which is the treatment group for this 

study. Table 2, Participants Demographic Information, gave a visual representation of 

teachers’ demographic information, gender and racial/ethical information, and the 

researcher quantified participants data into percentages for additional distinctness. 

Table 2 

Participants Demographical Information 

Demographics Number of Participants   Participants (%) 

 

Gender   

Male 

Female 

Prefer not to 

answer 

Other 
7  

 0 

              8 

 

              0 

              0 
8  

   0.0% 

100.0% 

 

    0.0% 

    0.0% 
9  

Race/Ethnicity Number of Participants Participants (%) 

African 

Descendant 

Alaskan Native 

0 

0 

  0.0% 

14.29% 
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American Indian 

Asian Descendant 

Black American 

Caucasian 

Hispanic 

Latinx 

Native Hawaiian 

Pacific Islander 

Descendant 

Spanish 

South American 

Descendant 
10  

1 

0 

2 

5 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 
11  

  0.0% 

28.57% 

57.14% 

42.86% 

  0.0% 

  0.0% 

  0.0% 

  0.0% 

  0.0% 

12  

 

From the eight participants four have received master’s degrees; one in Business 

Administration and the other in Education and Supervision with a specialty in English as 

a Second Language, another in History and the fourth in Educational Leadership. There is 

one participant currently working on a master’s degree in engineering that has not been 

completed yet. The remaining participants have accomplished their bachelor’s degrees 

which is one of the state requirements in Texas in order to obtain a teaching certification. 

There were no participants that have achieved a doctorate degree, nor did any of the 

participants indicate an interest in completing education at the doctoral level.  

In regard to participants undergraduate degrees, only two participants majored in 

education for their undergraduate degrees. One participant majored in math and one 

participant majored in fine arts. In addition to that, another participant majored in 

sociology and one participant majored in broadcasting and journalism with a minor in 

psychology. Mental health/psychology was the major of one participant. The final 
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participant majored in English. Consequently, only two participants actually obtained 

their undergraduate degrees in education and only two participants majored in traditional 

education content of math and English. 

Table 3, Participants Educational Information, provided a visual representation 

of teachers’ education and certification information. In addition to visual clarity, the 

researcher quantified participants data into percentages for additional distinctness and 

legibility for better understanding. 

 

Table 3 

Participants Educational Information 

Degrees attained Participants Participants (%)   

 

 

Bachelor’s 

Master's 

Doctorate 
13  

8 

4 

0 
14  

100.0% 

  25.0% 

   0.0% 
15  

Undergraduate majors   

Participant #1 

Participant #2 

Participant #3 

Participant #4 

Participant #5 

Participant #6 

Participant #7 

Participant #8 

History/Government 

Education 

Fine Arts 

Education 

Mathematics 

Psychology/Mental 

Health 

Sociology 
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Broadcast Journalism 

&Psychology 

Graduate majors   

Participant #1 

Participant #2 

Participant #3 

Participant #4 

Participant #5 

Participant #6 

Participant #7 

Participant #8 

N/A 

Educational Leadership 

Business Administration 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

History 

Educational Supervision w/ESL 

Specialty 

 

 

Participants number of years of service in the education field primarily fell into 

three categories; 1-3 years, 4-6 years and 16-20 years. Three participants out of eight, 

(37.5%) have 1-3 years of teaching experience and three more participants out of the 

eight participants have 4-6 years teaching experience. One participant out of eight, 

(12.5%) fell into the 16-20 years of teaching experience, and one participant out of eight 

participants indicated 21-25 years of teaching experience, (12.5%).  

 In regard to teaching experience in English-language arts, participants fell into 

three categories of 1-3 years, 4-6 years and 16+ years of teaching experience. Beginning 

with, (62.5%) of participants having 1-3 years teaching experience which equates to five 

out of the eight participants in this category. Two participants out of eight have 4-6 years 

teaching experience, (25%) with this level of teaching experience. Only one participant 
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out of the eight fell into the 16+ year category of teaching experience out of the eight 

participants, (12.5%).  

All participants certifications are on the secondary level in grades 6-12. Each 

participant also has experience teaching other subject areas. One participant out of eight, 

(12.5%) have experience teaching science. Participant data shows two out of eight, (25%)  

have experience teaching math. Six participants out the eight, (75%) that reported having 

experience teaching a variety of subjects that include English as a Second Language, 

Special Education-Self-Contained, Spanish 3 & Advanced Placement Spanish, 

Engineering, Media Technology, and Yearbook/Newspaper. Therefore, all participants 

have teaching experience in other content areas other than English-language arts.  

Table 4, Participants Years of Service and Teaching Subjects provided clear 

understanding for teachers’ experience in the field and subjects taught provided a visual 

representation of participants teaching experience for ease of viewing and understanding 

the participants experience in other content areas.  
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Table 4  

Participants Years of Service and Teaching Subjects 

Years of Service   Number of                  Participants %  

     Participants           

         

1-3 

4-6 

7-10 

11-15 

16-20 

21-25 

26-30 

30+ 

African Descendant 

Alaskan Native 

American Indian 

Asian Descendant 

Black American 

Caucasian 

Hispanic 

Latinx 

Native Hawaiian 

Pacific Islander 

Descendant 

Spanish 

South American 

Descendant 
16  

3 

3 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

 37.5% 

37.5% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

12.5% 

12.5% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
17  

1-3 

4-6 

7-10 

11-15 

16+ 

 62.5% 

25.0% 

  0.0% 

  0.0% 

12.5% 
18  
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5 

2 

0 

0 

1 

What other subjects do you have experience 

teaching? 

  

Math 

Science 

Social 

Studies/History 

Other 
19  

2 

1 
 
2 

6 
 

 25.0% 
 
12.5% 
 
25.0% 
 
75.0% 
 20  

 

The researcher included detailed descriptions of the participants’ demographical 

information as well as teaching experience in an effort to increase transferability for 

future research.  As stated in Chapter III, transferability in qualitative research refers to 

the degree to which the results of the study can be generalized or transferred to other 

contexts or settings (Erlandson et al., 1993; Guba & Lincoln, 1989).  It is important to 

emphasize that it is the responsibility of those who chose to transfer the results to their 

context to make the judgement of how sensible the transfer might be (Trochim, 2002).   

Coding Themes 

According to Strauss & Corbin (1990), “Coding is the process of examining the 

raw qualitative data which will in the form of words, phrases, sentences or paragraphs 

and assigning CODES or labels.” Lewins, Taylor. & Gibbs, (2005) defined code as a 

word or a short phrase that descriptively captures the essence of elements of your 

material. Strauss et. al (1990) identified axial as sorting themes or categories into groups 
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based on codes or labels. In this study the researcher utilized non-hierarchical manner of 

coding also called flat coding to code and group the themes of teachers’ perceptions as 

their perceptions related to the research questions.  

As stated by Lewins, et. al (2005), examples of each type of themed category is 

descriptive because it is easier to explain the phenomena. The themed categories for this 

research study are (1) strategies, (2) activities, (3) states/conditions, (4) meaning, (5) 

participation, (6) relationships/interactions, (7) behaviors, (8) conditions/constraints, (9) 

consequences, and (10) settings. In this study the researcher coded the themes in 

correlation to the research questions based on teachers’ perceptions. The specific survey 

questions that were analyzed using coded themes correlated with the first and second 

research question were 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. Questions 6 and 7 asked participants to any 

provide any additional information as it is applicable to utilizing the UDL framework in 

reference to teaching experience and student learning. Those responses were coded into 

themes that were applicable, then the researcher quantified participants’ responses 

according to the number of responses in each theme.  

The researcher corresponded the survey questions to the research questions and 

calculated the percentages of participants’ responses into three categories; positive, 

negative and neutral responses.  This process applied to survey questions 1 through 7 that 

were categorized as either positive, neutral, and negative in an effort to gain clear insight 

of teachers’ perceptions for the first seven survey questions. Data has been reported 

according to the research questions. 
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Qualitative Data Alignment with Research Question 1 Regarding Teachers’ 

Perceptions of UDL 

 

Research Q1. What are the perceptions of English-language arts teachers teaching 

grades 9-12 utilizing the CAST Model for the Universal Design for Learning Framework 

to create, design, and implement lesson plans to deliver instruction to all students 

including students that receive accommodations with IEPs and gifted and talented 

students? 

The theme of strategies best correlated with research question one from survey 

question one. The strategies theme is the first defined for this question. Strategies are 

practices or tactics that describe the teachers’ perceptions of Universal Design for 

Learning (UDL). Survey question one states what are your perceptions about Universal 

Design for Learning?  

Participant 1: I like UDL and if implemented in the right way with consistency 

more student improvement would happen.-Positive. 

Participant 4: I believe UDL is an interesting idea.-Neutral. 

Participant 6: UDL framework is great for English-learners. -Positive. 

Participant 8: UDL is a great framework. Also, UDL helps to consider what 

could go wrong and consider the skills and deficits of each student. Then plan lessons and 

activities to fill those gaps and strengthen the students' abilities. -Positive. 

According to participants responses that were coded into the theme of strategies, 

three participants perceived UDL positively and one participant falls into the neutral 



Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL & ELA  104 

 

 

 

 

   

category. Therefore, 75% of participants perceived UDL positively, 25% of participants 

have a neutral perception, and 0% responded negatively. 

 The activities theme was the second theme which was defined as events of longer 

duration that involve other people within a particular setting which provided more insight 

on teachers’ perceptions on UDL regarding the first survey question as it correlated to 

research question one as participants’ responses fell into a different theme of activities.  

Participant 1: It allows me to consider what should be their accommodations and 

carefully choose materials to enhance their English language acquisition and create an 

environment where they feel safe making mistakes.-Positive. 

Participant 2: The focus on multiple approaches for how, why, and what helps 

plan instructional activities for lessons.-Positive. 

Participant 3: No student is left behind because the teacher has a wide range of 

materials to use in order to include all students in learning. Utilizing the UDL framework 

helped during the first year of teaching by providing a skeleton to which lessons were 

planned.-Positive. 

According to the three participants responses that were coded into the theme of 

activities participants perceived UDL principles of how, why and what fall into the 

positive category. Therefore, 100 % of participants perceived UDL positively, 0% 

responded neutrally, and 0% responded negatively. 

Survey question four inquiries teachers’ perceptions of how Universal Design for 

Learning should be applied in the classroom and correlated with research question one. 



Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL & ELA  105 

 

 

 

 

   

The coded theme for survey question four is participation which is described as 

adaptation to a new setting or involvement.   

Participant 2: explained that multiple means of presenting the information is 

something already in use and will continue using. -Neutral. 

Participant 3: UDL makes learning a fun environment for students and teachers. 

Universal Design for Learning is difficult to describe in one specific way. There are 

many ways that it can be demonstrated and applied. For example, a writing prompt can 

be written on a paper or a computer. The writing prompt can also be modified to fit 

various students. Another example can be a simple text, this can be shown different ways, 

you can upload an audio, an audio with the captions, etc. This helps you reach every 

child. -Positive. 

Participant 4: Multiple access for designing instruction using multiple modes of 

expression for assessment and multiple modes for motivation should be applied in the 

classroom using the UDL framework to plan lessons, and the biggest argument for UDL 

is that it can help students with low level preparation and interest to participate fully in 

class activities. -Positive. 

Participant 5: UDL gives students choice as how they show their understanding 

along with options for how they best perceive information, and UDL should be applied at 

all levels from planning instruction to designing assessments and checks for 

understanding. -Positive. 
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Participant 6: I think when choice and collaboration are appropriate then UDL 

can be used effectively; however, UDL has been useful in some lessons but in others not 

so much.-Neutral. 

Participant 7: Working with the team yearly to create better lessons, and not 

being afraid of trying new things. -Positive. 

According to participants responds that were coded into the theme of adaptation 

to a new setting or involvement, five participants perceived the how of Universal Design 

for Learning should be applied in the classroom responded positively, two participant fell 

into the neutral category, and no participants responses were categorized as negative. 

Therefore, 67% of participants perceive UDL adaptation to a new setting or involvement 

positively, 33% are neutral, and 0% responded negatively. 

Survey question five explores teachers’ perceptions in regard to needs from 

administrators to enhance willingness to apply the principles of Universal Design for 

Learning in the classroom. This survey question connected to research question one; the 

themed category for this survey question is conditions/constraints which is defined as 

circumstances and limitations.  

Participant 1: More time is needed to plan with cohorts and PLCs.-Negative. 

Participant 2: One constraint to being truly UDLish is administrators removing 

all the other forced designs and the removal of number grades.-Negative.  
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Participant 3: My willingness to promote and apply UDL in my classroom is 

sometimes limited because of the school budget that there are times when there is an 

activity that requires extra materials that are not provided on campus. This makes it 

difficult to apply. I do as much as I can with what I have. Supplies is an issue to offer 

different variations of the work that is being provided to the students. Sometimes and 

online version is not enough for some of the students that like to be hands on. Also, 

highlighters, sticky notes and colored paper. Everything to make them feel like the 

teacher is trying to help them with their learning.-Negative. 

Participant 4: It sounds like a great idea humanities and social science. Even 

then, it might have a detrimental effect on college readiness, unless the college also uses 

UDL model. However, if the school only uses UDL, it will give students a very wrong 

idea of what they will face in college and ultimately contribute to them failing and 

quitting without a degree. This is a real issue in on our campus because many students get 

admitted to colleges only to quit after a year. Also, administrators should cease the 

requirement of students being prepped for a professional certification exam which is the 

general focus in that class.-Negative. 

Participant 5: More planning time and opportunities are needed to observe other 

classes that apply UDL effectively.-Negative. 

Participant 6: Encouragement from administrators.-Negative. 

Participant 7: Nothing is needed because the school has tangibles with which to 

make manipulatives, abundant technology and software/apps.-Positive. 
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Participant 8: Administrators have little or no understanding of what it is like in 

regard to barriers teachers have to navigate through on a daily basis which creates a 

disconnect between teachers and administrators. Another issue is administration 

requirements to do things that are not UDL oriented.-Negative. 

According to the eight participants responses that were coded into the theme of  

conditions/constraints in regard to needs from administrators to enhance the willingness 

to apply the principles UDL in the classroom, seven participants responses fell into the 

negative category, and one participant response was positive, and no participants 

responded neutrally.  Therefore, 88 % of participants perceived supported needs from 

administration negatively, 12% positively and 0% responded neutrally. 

Quantitative Data Alignment with Research Question 1 Regarding Teachers’ 

Perceptions of UDL and Content Areas of Teaching 

 

 As stated by Nagaoka, J., Farrington, C., Roderick, M., Allensworth, E., Keyes, 

T., Johnson, D. and Beechum, N. (2013), “Academic mindsets are beliefs, attitudes, or 

ways of perceiving oneself in relation to learning and intellectual work that promote 

academic performance, and a sense of belonging involves the perception that one has a 

rightful place in a given academic setting.” In addition to that, according to Nagaoka, J., 

et. al (2013), a sense of belonging involves the perception that one has a rightful place in 

a given academic setting.  

Therefore, the following teacher responses gave further insight to teachers’ 

feelings regarding the use of Universal Design for Learning framework and principles as 
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it related to participants teaching preference to teaching content and choice of teaching 

content. Survey questions 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 36 and 40 correlated with research 

question 1 as these questions provided more understanding to teachers’ perceptions 

related to Universal Design for Learning and content areas of teaching. 

  The noncognitive factors identified in the survey that correlated to academic 

mindset pertain to teachers’ perceptions regarding teaching content, preference of 

content, capability of teaching English-language arts, and job satisfaction. Adding to that 

was teachers’ perceptions regarding the utilization of UDL to build rapport with students 

and teachers’ professional growth.  

The researcher correlated the cognitive factors that were parallel to each survey 

question in an effort to provide clear insight to the participants perceptions and choices 

within their positions in the treatment campus. Those survey questions were 17, 18, 19, 

20, 21, 22, 23, 36 and 40. Also, those survey questions correspond with the first research 

question that asked what are the perceptions of English-language arts teachers teaching 

grades 9-12 utilizing the CAST Model for the Universal Design for Learning Framework 

to create, design and implement lesson plans to deliver instruction to all students 

including students that receive accommodations with IEPs and gifted and talented 

students. 

 Survey question 17 gave information regarding teachers’ preference to teaching 

only English-languages arts and their capability. The frequency of participation was 

100% out of the eight participants for each of the previously mentioned survey question. 
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One participant responded to strongly agree, 12.5% and one other participant responded 

to disagree, 12.5%. Two participants selected to strongly disagree, 25%, while four 

participants selected to neither agree nor disagree, 50%. 

 Capability of teaching English-language arts is survey question 18, and the 

frequency of participation was 100% out of the eight participants survey question. Five 

participants out of the eight participants selected to neither agree nor disagree, 62.5%. 

The remaining three participants selected to strongly agree, 12.5%, moderately agree, 

12.5%, and strongly disagree, 12.5%.  

 Better teaching other content areas was the construct of survey question 19 in 

which the frequency of participation was 100% out of the eight participants. Three 

participants chose to strongly agree, 37.5% and three other participants selected to neither 

agree nor disagree, 37.5%. The remaining two participants chose to agree, 12.5%, and 

moderately disagree, 12.5%.  

 Survey question 20 pertained to teachers’ perception of having more knowledge 

teaching English-language arts versus other content areas. The frequency of participation 

was 100% out of the eight participants in which five participants out of the eight 

participants selected to neither agree nor disagree, 62.5%. The remaining three 

participants selected to strongly agree, 12.5%, agree, 12.5%, and strongly disagree, 

12.5%.  

 Job satisfaction in teaching English-language arts establishes teachers’ perception 

in survey question 21 in which frequency of participation was 100% out of the eight 
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participants. Four participants responded to neither agree nor disagree, 50%, and two 

participants responded to strongly disagree, 25%. The remaining two participants selected 

to strongly agree, 12.5% and moderately agree, 12.5%.  

 Teacher choice in teaching English-language was survey question 22. The 

frequency of participation for this survey question was 100% out of the eight participants. 

Three participants selected to neither agree nor disagree, 37.5%, and two participants 

elected to disagree, 25%. The three remaining participants chose to strongly agree, 

12.5%, moderately agree, 12.5%, and strongly disagree, 12.5%.  

 Survey question 23 pertained to preference in teaching other content areas, and 

the frequency of participation for this survey question was 100% out of the eight 

participants. Four out of the eight participants elected to neither agree nor disagree, 50%. 

Two participants chose to strongly agree, 25%, while the remaining two participants 

selected to agree, 12.5% and disagree, 12.5%.  

 Utilizing UDL builds rapport with students was the construct of survey question 

36. the frequency of participation for this survey question was 100% out of the eight 

participants. Four out of the eight participants selected to neither agree nor disagree, 50%. 

Two participants responded strongly agree, 25%, while the remaining two participants 

elected to agree, 12.5% and moderately agree, 12.5%.  

 Professional growth utilizing UDL was the basis of survey question 40, and the 

frequency of participation for this survey question was 100% out of the eight participants. 

Five out of the eight participants selected to neither agree nor disagree, 62.5%, while one 
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participant selected to strongly disagree, 12.5%. The remaining two participants 

responded to strongly agree, 25%.  

Table 5 illustrates the frequency of participants’ responses along teachers’ 

perceptions to survey questions 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 36 and 40 that correlated with 

research question one. In addition to the frequency of participation, a visual 

representation of teachers’ perceptions reported selections. The following table provided 

the researcher with more insight, clarity and understanding to teachers’ perceptions 

related to Universal Design for Learning and content areas of teaching.  

Table 5  

Teachers’ Survey Results Regarding Perceptions of UDL and Content Areas of Teaching, 

N=8 

Question Participation 

Frequency 

 

% 

1 

SA 

% 

2 

A 

% 

3 

MA 

% 

4 

D 

% 

5 

MD 

% 

6 

SD 

% 

7 

NA/ND 

Q. 17 8  12.5   0.0    0.0  12.5    0.0  25.0  50.0 

Q. 18 8  12.5   0.0  12.5    0.0    0.0  12.5  62.5 

Q. 19 8  37.5 12.5    0.0    0.0  12.5    0.0  37.5 

Q. 20 8  12.5 12.5    0.0    0.0     0.0  12.5  62.5 

Q. 21 8  12.5   0.0  12.5    0.0     0.0   25.0  50.0 

Q. 22 8  12.5   0.0  12.5  25.0  12.5    0.0  37.5 

Q. 23 8  25.0 12.5   0.0  12.5    0.0    0.0  50.0 

Q. 36 8  25.0 12.5  12.5    0.0    0.0    0.0  50.0 

Q. 40 8  25.0   0.0    0.0    0.0    0.0   12.5  62.5 

 

Note. SA=Strongly Agree; A=Agree; MA=Moderately Agree; D=Disagree; 

MD=Moderately Agree; SD=Strongly Agree; NA/ND=Neither Agree nor Neither 

Disagree   

 

Quantitative Data Alignment with Research Question 1 Regarding Teachers’ 

Perceptions of UDL Lesson Planning 

 

As previously stated by Nagaoka, J., et. al (2013), “Academic mindsets are 

beliefs, attitudes, or ways of perceiving oneself in relation to learning and intellectual 
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work that promote academic performance.” This set of survey questions provided insight 

to teachers’ perceptions as it is related to teachers’ belief in students’ noncognitive 

factors of academic mindset when utilizing the Universal Design for Learning framework 

for lesson planning and the alignment with the first research question.  

The noncognitive factors identified in the survey that related to academic mindset 

were (a) lesson planning format; (b) lesson planning for differentiated instruction; (c) 

lesson planning for students with accommodations and modifications; (d) lesson planning 

for inclusion students; (e) lesson planning for gifted and talented students; (f) lesson 

planning for general education students; (g) lesson planning collaboratively with 

colleagues; (h) lesson planning preparedness; (i) lesson planning organization; (j) lesson 

planning for conceptual stimulated activities; (k) lesson planning to connect multiple 

representations; (l) lesson planning to connect other disciplines; (m) lesson planning with 

expression and presenting activities  (n) lesson planning for students to construct their 

own knowledge; and (o) lesson planning to provide critical-thinking and purposeful 

questioning. The specific survey questions that related to academic mindset were 

questions 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 41, 43, 44, 45, 46, and 47. 

Survey questions 24, 25, 26 and 27 related to teachers’ perceptions utilizing the 

UDL principles and strategies to create more meaningful lesson plans rather than using 

other lesson planning formats to design lesson plans for differentiate instruction, students 

with accommodations and modifications, and lesson planning for inclusion students. The 

frequency of participation was 100% out of the eight participants for each of the 

previously mentioned survey question. 
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 Additionally, the noted survey questions reflected identical overall responses in 

which participants strongly agree was selected three times out of the eight participants, 

37.5%, and neither agree nor disagree was chosen by another three participants, 37.5%. 

One participant chose to agree, 12.5%, and one participant chose to moderately agree, 

12.5%. However, the identical responses are not duplicated by the same participant.  

Teachers’ perceptions utilizing the UDL principles and strategies to creating 

lesson plans for gifted and talented and general education students was the basis of 

survey question 28. The frequency of participation was 100% out of the eight participants 

for the survey question and responses reflect strongly agree was selected two times out of 

the eight participants, 25%. Three participants chose to agree, 37.5%, and the other three 

participants chose neither agree nor disagree, 37.5%. 

Survey question 29 related to teachers’ perceptions utilizing the UDL principles 

and strategies to creating lesson plans for general education students. The frequency of 

participation was 100% out of the eight participants for survey question 29. Three 

participants selected strongly agree, 37.5%, two participants chose to agree, 25%, and 

three other participants responded to neither agree nor disagree, 37.5%.  

 Utilizing UDL principles and strategies to design more meaningful lesson plans 

collaboratively with colleagues such as co-teachers, specialists, and professional learning 

communities was survey question 30. Strongly agree was selected by three participants, 

37.5%, and three other participants chose to neither agree nor disagree, 37.5%. One 

participant chose to agree,12.5% and one other participant chose to disagree, 12.5%; 
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therefore, the frequency of participation was 100% out of the eight participants for the 

previously mentioned survey question. 

Utilizing the UDL framework for lesson planning preparedness was survey 

question 31. The frequency of participation was 100% out of the eight participants for the 

previously noted survey question in which three participants selected strongly agree, 

37.5%. Only one participant out of the eight participants chose to agree, 12.5% and four 

participants out of the eight responded to neither agree nor disagree, 50%.  

 Lesson planning organization was the focus of survey question 32 in relation to 

utilizing the UDL framework compared to other lesson plan formats. The frequency of 

participation was 100% out of the eight participants for the survey question 32. Five 

participants selected to neither agree nor disagree, 62.5%, while three participants chose 

to strongly agree, 37.5%.  

 Conceptual stimulated activities utilizing the UDL framework for lesson planning 

was the focus of survey question 41. The frequency of participation was 100% out of the 

eight participants for the survey question in which two participants selected strongly 

agree, 25%, and only one participant selected strongly disagree, 12.5%. Five participants 

out of the eight chose to neither agree nor disagree, 62.5%.  

 Survey questions 43 and 44 related to utilizing the UDL framework and principles 

regarding allowances to plan for more student methods of expressing and presenting 

activities and connecting multiple representations of content in English-language arts. 

The frequency of participation was 100% out of the eight participants for both survey 

questions and have duplicate results with strongly agree being the choice for both survey 
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questions with two of the eight participants, 25%. One participant out of the eight chose 

to moderately agree, 12.5% and one participant chose to strongly disagree, 12.5%. Out of 

the eight participants four chose to neither agree nor disagree, 50%.  

Utilizing the UDL framework and principles has allowed planning for activities 

that connect multiple disciplines of content with English-language arts is the construct of 

survey question 45. The frequency of participation was 100% out of the eight 

participants. Only one participant each out of the eight participants responded to strongly 

agree, 12.5%, moderately agree, 12.5%, and strongly disagree, 12.5%, while two 

participants selected to agree, 25%, and the remaining participants selected neither agree 

nor disagree, 37.5%.  

Survey question 46 related to teachers’ perception of students to construct their 

own knowledge in English-language art utilizing the UDL framework and principles. The 

frequency of participation was 100% out of the eight participants. Only one participant 

chose to strongly agree out of the eight participants, 12.5%. Two participants selected to 

agree, 25%. Strongly agree was chosen by only one participant, 12.5% while the 

remaining four participants selected to neither agree nor disagree, 50%.  

The last survey question that related to the noncognitive factor of academic 

mindset was question 47. Utilizing the UDL framework and principles allowed teachers 

to  plan critical-thinking and purposeful questioning that encourages student discourse 

about content of English-language arts. The frequency of participation was 100% out of 

the eight participants. Three participants out of the eight participants selected to strongly 
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agree, 37.5%, while only one participant out of the eight chose to strongly disagree, 

12.5%. The remaining four participants selected to neither agree nor disagree, 50%.  

Table 6 illustrates the frequency of participants’ responses along teachers’ 

perceptions to survey questions 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 41, 43, 44, 45, 46, and 

47 provided a visual representation of the frequency as well as correlated with research 

question one. The following table provided the researcher with more insight, clarity and 

understanding to teachers’ perceptions related to Universal Design for Learning and 

lesson planning.  

Table 6  

Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL Lesson Planning, N=8 

Question Participation  

Frequency 

%  

1 

SA 

% 

2 

A 

% 

3 

MA 

% 

4 

D 

% 

5 

MD 

% 

6 

SD 

% 

7 

NA/ND 

Q. 24 8 37.5 12.5 12.5   0.0   0.0   0.0 37.5 

Q. 25 8 37.5 12.5 12.5   0.0   0.0   0.0 37.5 

Q. 26 8 37.5 12.5   0.0 12.5   0.0   0.0 37.5 

Q. 27 8 37.5 12.5   0.0  12.5   0.0    0.0 37.5 

Q. 28 8 25.0 37.5   0.0   0.0       0.0   0.0 37.5 

Q. 29 8 37.5 25.0   0.0    0.0    0.0    0.0 37.5 

Q. 30 8 37.5 12.5   0.0  12.5   0.0   0.0 37.5 

Q. 31 8 37.5 12.5   0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0 50.0 

Q. 32 8 37.5   0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0 62.5 

Q. 41 8 25.0   0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0 12.5 62.5 

Q. 43 8 25.0   0.0 12.5   0.0   0.0 12.5 50.0 

Q. 44 8 25.0   0.0 12.5   0.0   0.0 12.5 50.0 

Q. 45 8 12.5 25.0 12.5   0.0   0.0 12.5 50.0 

Q. 46 8 12.5 25.0   0.0   0.0   0.0 12.5 50.0 

Q. 47 8 37.5   0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0 12.5 50.0 

 

Note. SA=Strongly Agree; A=Agree; MA=Moderately Agree; D=Disagree; 

MD=Moderately Agree; SD=Strongly Agree; NA/ND=Neither Agree nor Neither 

Disagree    
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Coded Themes of Qualitative Data Alignment with Research Question 2 Regarding 

Teachers’ Perceptions of Student Effects utilizing UDL 

 

Research Q2. What are the perceptions of English-language arts teachers 

regarding student effects of implementing the CAST Model of the UDL framework in 

grades 9-12 in ELA classrooms? 

Survey question two examined teachers’ perceptions about why and how 

Universal Design for Learning can be used to promote equitable and inclusive 

instruction. The second research question coordinated with survey question two; the 

coded theme for this question is states/conditions and is interpreted as general conditions 

experienced by people found in organizations.  

Participant 1: Beginning teachers should be exposed to the UDL framework 

because the UDL principles changes one’s perspective about teaching.-Positive. 

Participant 5: UDL makes learning accessible for all students.-Positive. 

Participant 8: I think that it helps with students learning, but I also feel like the 

teachers’ enthusiasm on a given lesson is extremely powerful as well. -Positive. 

According to the three participants responses that were coded into the theme of  

states/conditions, the why and how Universal Design for Learning can be used to 

promote equitable and inclusive instruction. All participants fell into the positive 

category. Therefore, 100 % of participants perceived supported needs from UDL can be 

used to promote equitable and inclusive instruction with no  participants responded 

neutrally at 0%, and no participants responded negatively at 0%. 
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Survey question three was broken into two themes. The first theme that connected 

with research question two detailed teachers’ perceptions as operational and/or 

philosophical barriers that impede willingness to apply UDL in your classroom. The 

coded theme for this survey question was categorized by meaning which investigates a 

wide range of phenomena at the core of much qualitative analysis as meanings and 

interpretations are important parts of what directs participants’ actions. Further 

explanation of meaning may be broken into two definitions as it related to concepts 

participants use to understand their world and what norms, values and rules guides their 

actions. Not only that but meaning as it related to participants gave significance to how 

participants construe events and their feelings.  

Participant 1: Love it (UDL); the only barrier is more time to plan effectively.-

Neutral. 

Participant 2: I have taught for 24 years and employed key facets of multiple 

theories in my classroom application. For me, UDL is just the terminology du jour.-

Negative.  

Participant 3: I use UDL in some lessons but not all because it is not an ideal 

method of teaching for all lessons.-Negative. 

Participant 4: You need to rethink, the UDL frameworks with regards to science, 

math and engineering.-Neutral.  

Participant 6: It is Montessori-like based on self-directed activity, hands-on 

learning and collaborative play. So, it’s not anything the education community has not 

done before. The re-labeling of past ideas is nothing new either. I think the idea of 



Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL & ELA  120 

 

 

 

 

   

inclusive instruction is not always good for all students; therefore, UDL is not ideal for 

all students either.-Negative. 

Participant 7: It is the same as other learning styles, just a different name, or 

more than one merged together.-Neutral. 

Participant 8: I like UDL and the only barrier I have is having the time to build 

these types of lessons and play them out before the lesson is presented to the students.-

Neutral. 

According to the seven participants responses that were coded into the theme of  

meanings and interpretations which is the meaning as it related to participants giving 

significance to how teachers construe events and their feelings, five participants 

responded negatively, and five participants responded neutrally. Therefore, 57% of 

participants fell into the neutral category, 43% of participants fell into the negative 

category while no participants responded positively at 0%. 

Survey question three second theme category also connected with research 

question two that gave insight on teachers’ perception in regard to operational and/or 

philosophical barriers that impede willingness to apply UDL in your classroom. This 

coded theme for survey question three revealed the relationships, interactions and 

behaviors which was described as association and/or connections and specific acts to the 

phenomena.  

Participant 4: It gives every student access to the content; I still have a long way 

to go but I intend to continue my UDL journey as I grow as a teacher.-Positive. 
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Participant 5: One size fit none. Especially when preparing for a serious 

certification exam that does not employ multiple means of assessment because my job is 

to prepare them for the workplace and that means to teach them to behave in a particular 

way that has pretty straight limitations.-Negative. 

According to the two participants responses that were coded into the theme of  

relationships, interactions and behaviors, one participant responded positively, and the 

other participant responded negatively. Therefore, 50% of participants fell into the 

positive category, 50% of participants fell into the negative category while 0% 

participants were in the neutral category.  

Survey question six and seven provided additional information in regard to 

teaching experience and student learning utilizing the UDL framework which related to 

the coded theme of consequences which corresponded to the second research question 

that provided insight to teachers’ perception of implementation of UDL. In relation to this 

study consequences are determined as the results of utilizing UDL in the classroom.  

Participant 3: UDL is a program that is made to create an atmosphere in the 

classroom where no student is left behind and is used to promote equitable and inclusive 

instruction by offering teachers a lot of materials that will help every and any child no 

matter the subject they are studying.-Positive. 

Participant 4: UDL is a system that helps teachers set and design how the class 

operates. This can be put in place for day 1 and help with projects/products.-Positive. 
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Participant 5: UDL empowers students to become lifelong learners. I have been 

utilizing the UDL framework for 5 years and have seen a massive increase in engagement 

and in student growth.-Positive. 

Participant 7: It helps meet students where they are to build them up. If we were 

to be UDL about this, it would be different for everyone in how they apply it. Each 

classroom would look different. Essentially, grades would be more like elementary 

school grading versus high school grading.-Positive.  

Participant 8: I think it lends itself to provided options/choices not only in 

activities but in what/how a student decides to learn something. It gives students more 

power over their education. how the room is laid out, chairs, comfort, access to resources 

and supplies.-Positive. 

According to the five participants responses that were coded into the theme of  

coded theme of consequences, all participants responded positively, Therefore, 100% of 

participants fell into the positive category, 0% of participants fell into the negative 

category, and 0% participants were in the neutral category.  

Quantitative Data Alignment with Research Question 2 Regarding Teachers’ 

Perceptions of Student Effects utilizing UDL  

Continuing with academic mindsets, as previously stated by Nagaoka, J., et. al 

(2013),  “are beliefs, attitudes, or ways of perceiving oneself in relation to learning and 

intellectual work that promote academic performance.” This set of survey questions  

related to academic mindset in relation to teachers’ perceptions of student effects 

regarding students’ expectancy-value theory and self-efficacy. The specific survey 
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questions were 33, 34, 35, 37, 38, 39 and 42. Expectancy-theory equated to students’ 

sense that the task before them is interesting and holds value. Also, self-efficacy 

describes beliefs that students have about their abilities to succeed at a given task. Both of 

these noncognitive factors correspond to the second research question that provided more 

understanding of teachers’ perceptions of English-language arts teachers regarding 

student effects of implementing the CAST Model of the UDL framework in grades 9-12 

in ELA classrooms. 

The noncognitive factors of this expectancy-theory and self-efficacy of academic 

mindset correspond to teachers’ perceptions of the students’ effects when implementing 

the UDL framework and the alignment with the second research question. Those non-

cognitive factors were (a) awareness of students’ content area needs; (b) support for 

students’ growth; (c) connecting with students as individuals; (d) observation of student 

enjoyment; (e) observation of students on task; (f) observation of less behavior issues; 

and (g) allowance of time for assessment planning. The specific survey questions that 

related to academic mindset were questions 33, 34, 35, 37, 38, 39 and 42. 

Survey question 33 corresponded to teachers’ awareness of students’ content area 

needs in English-language arts. The frequency of participation is 100% out of the eight 

participants in which four participants selected to neither agree nor disagree, 50%. Only 

two participants responded to strongly agree, 25%, while the remaining two participants 

elected to agree and strongly disagree, 25%.  

Teachers ability to support students’ growth in English-language arts utilizing the 

UDL framework and principles was the basis of survey question 34. Out of eight 
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participants the frequency of participation is 100%. Only one participant out of the eight 

participants selected to moderately agree, 12.5%, and two participants out of the eight 

participants selected to strongly agree, 25%. Five participants out of the eight participants 

responded to neither agree nor disagree, 62.5%.  

Connecting with students as individuals from the teachers’ perception was the 

construct for survey question 35 in which 100% frequency of participation was valid that 

all eight participants responded. Four of out of the eight participants chose to neither 

agree nor disagree, 50%, while two participants out of the eight chose to strongly agree, 

25%. One participant out of the eight participants elected agree, 12.5%. The remaining 

participant out of the eight participants selected to moderately agree, 12.5%.  

Teacher observation of enjoyment of English-language arts utilizing the UDL 

framework and principles was the basis for survey question 37. The frequency of 

participation is 100% in which all eight participants responded to the question. Five out 

of the eight participants chose to neither agree nor disagree, 62.5%. The remaining three 

participants individually selected to strongly agree, agree, and moderately agree, 37.5%.  

Survey question 38 pertains to teachers’ perception of students’ appearance of on 

task behavior. The frequency of participation is 100% in which all eight participants 

responded to the question. Out of the eight participants two participants responded to 

strongly agree, 25%, and one participant responded to strongly disagree, 12.5%. The 

remaining five participants elected to neither agree nor disagree, 62.5%.  

Less behavior issues were the construct of survey question 39 as it related to 

teachers’ perception of students when utilizing the UDL framework and principles in 
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English-language arts in which 100% frequency of participation was valid that all eight 

participants responded. Five out of the eight participants selected to neither agree nor 

disagree, 62.5%. The remaining three participants out of the eight elected to strongly 

disagree, strongly agree and agree, 37.5%.   

Allowance of time for planning student assessment activities using more methods 

utilizing the UDL framework and principles in English-language arts was the basis for 

survey question 42. The frequency of participation is 100% in which five out of the eight 

participants responded to neither agree nor disagree, 62.5%. Two out of the eight 

participants responded to strongly agree, 25%, while the remaining participant responded 

to strongly disagree, 12.5% .  

Table 7 illustrates the frequency of participants’ responses along teachers’ 

perceptions to survey questions 33, 34, 35, 37, 38, 39 and 42 provided a visual 

representation of the frequency and correlated with research question two. In addition to 

the frequency of participation a visual representation of teachers’ perceptions of 

participants’ reported selections. The following table provided the researcher with more 

insight and understanding to teachers’ perceptions related to Universal Design for 

Learning and students’ effects.  
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Table 7 

Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL of Students’ Effects, N=8 

Question Participation  

Frequency 

%  

1 

SA 

%  

2 

A 

%  

3 

MA 

%  

4 

D 

%  

5 

MD 

%  

6 

SD 

%  

7 

NA/ND 

Q. 33 8 12.5 12.5 12.5   0.0    0.0 12.5 50.0 

Q. 34 8 25.0   0.0 12.5   0.0   0.0   0.0 62.5 

Q. 35 8 25.0 12.5   0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0 62.5 

Q. 37 8 12.5 12.5   0.0    0.0    0.0 12.5 62.5 

Q. 38 8 25.0   0.0   0.0   0.0    0.0 12.5 62.5 

Q. 39 8 12.5 12.5   0.0   0.0   0.0 12.5 62.5 

Q. 42 8 25.0   0.0    0.0    0.0    0.0  12.5 62.5 

 

Note. SA=Strongly Agree; A=Agree; MA=Moderately Agree; D=Disagree; 

MD=Moderately Agree; SD=Strongly Agree; NA/ND=Neither Agree nor Neither 

Disagree   

Summary 

In Chapter IV the researcher used mixed methods of qualitative and quantitative 

research methodology to explore and more clearly describe the essence of teachers’ 

perceptions utilizing the Universal Design for Learning framework and principles in 

teaching English-language arts. Additionally, the researcher sought to explore teachers’ 

perceptions of student effects of implementation of the UDL concept in classroom 

English-language arts in a Title I School. 

Furthermore, the qualitative data responses of the survey questions were 

correlated to the research questions one and two in which the researcher provided 

thorough explanations of the participants’ responses that were coded into themes as well 

as analyzed with SPSS descriptive analysis to better understand participants’ perceptions 

in relation to the Universal Design for Learning framework and principles that were 
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pertinent to teachers’ implementation for instructional purposes such as lesson planning 

for general education students, special education students with accommodations and 

modifications, gifted and talented students, inclusion students, preparedness, 

organization, collaboration, and format for planning lessons. Additionally, the survey 

encompassed teachers’ perceptions regarding teachers’ effects of professional growth, 

teaching content and the effects of utilization of the UDL framework implementation. 

The findings of the results, and implications regarding the qualitative and quantitative 

data are discussed in more detail in Chapter V. 
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Chapter V: 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSIONS 

Introduction 

The previous chapter provided the findings and analysis of this exploratory 

phenomenological case study. The researcher employed mixed methods of qualitative 

and quantitative research methodology to explore and more clearly describe the essence 

of teachers’ perceptions of the CAST Model Universal Design for Learning concept in 

teaching English-language arts. The purpose of using mixed methods was to gain deeper 

insights to teachers’ perspectives when utilizing and implementing the UDL framework 

and principles of created lesson plans, teaching content, professional growth and student 

learning effects in grades 9-12 to gain knowledge of the phenomenon as classroom 

teachers are charged with delivering instruction to all students.  

 Chapter V consist of the summary for this research study, discussion of analysis 

and findings, implications for practice, recommendations for further research, and 

conclusions. The function of the latter sections was to broaden the approaches and 

concepts that were studied in an effort to contribute to further understanding and gaining 

more knowledge of their possible impact and influence on the curriculum, instruction and 

assessment as Universal Design for Learning framework and principles. This has 

potential to make significant differences on student learning outcomes.  

Summary of Study 

 This chapter began with a summary of the problem statement, purpose, structure 

of the study and was continued with the major findings and analysis related to Universal 
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Design for Learning framework and principles. Conclusions from the findings and 

analysis of this study were discussed in relation to teachers’ perceptions of UDL 

implementation for instructional purposes such as lesson plan formatting to plan lessons 

for various student groups, teacher preparedness, organization and collaboration as well 

as teachers’ perceptions regarding effects of professional growth and student learning 

outcomes. 

The problem statement for this study was “many teachers had become frustrated 

with the inclusion concept and developing, designing, and executing effective teaching 

strategies to reach special education students while simultaneously, ensuring that they 

had met the needs and requirements of students IEP, and still delivered instruction that 

was rigorous for other students such as general education, gifted and talented and 

inclusion students.” 

The purpose of this study was to explore the UDL curriculum and understand how 

implementing the framework into general education classrooms with all students, 

including those that receive accommodations, as well as gifted and talented students 

benefit academically. Another purpose of this study examined teachers’ perceptions of 

created lesson plans, teaching content, professional growth and student effects of learning 

outcomes in grades 9-12 regarding the use of the CAST Model for the Universal Design 

for Learning Framework to deliver instruction to all students.   

This research study took place based on a Title I high school campus serving 

grades 9-12 in a large urban school in southeast Texas. The students on the campus 

received instruction with teachers implementing the UDL framework. Student enrollment 
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was 3,091 students of which the male population was 53% and the female population was 

47%. The campus was made up of 99% minority with demographics being 85% 

Hispanic, 10% African American, 4% Asian/Pacific Islander, 1% Caucasian and 0% of 

American Indian and mixed/multiple race. Of those students 15% were English language 

learners, the Special Education population is 8%, and 81% of the student population fell 

into the economically disadvantaged category; the student-teacher ratio was 21:1 per 

classroom. 

There were eight teacher participants from the Title I high school campus, the 

treatment group, that completed the survey. The researcher adapted an original survey 

from Anstead (2016), “Universal Design for Learning Teachers’ Perceptions Survey”; 

and further developed the content to include additional open-ended questions that aligned 

with this study’s research questions to further the exploration of teachers’ perceptions 

regarding the implementation of UDL. 

The theoretical framework for this study consisted of theories regarding the 

CAST Model for Universal Design for Learning. The main tenets three principles and 

learning guidelines identified by CAST (2013); multiple means of representation, 

multiple means of action and expression, and multiple means of engagement for students. 

Additionally, the researcher sought to gain an understanding of teachers’ perceptions of 

the UDL framework as it related to planning lessons for students; general education, 

gifted and talented and special education learners, and student effects of utilization of 

UDL in English-language arts (ELA). 
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Using mixed methods of qualitative and quantitative data the research questions 

used to better understand the phenomenon were:  

1. What are the perceptions of English-language arts teachers teaching grades 9-12 

utilizing the CAST Model for the Universal Design for Learning Framework to 

create, design, and implement lesson plans to deliver instruction to all students 

including students that receive accommodations with IEPs and gifted and talented 

students? 

2. What are the perceptions of English-language arts teachers regarding student 

effects of implementing the CAST Model of the UDL framework in grades 9-12 

in ELA classrooms? 

Research questions one and two were the qualitative phase of the study that 

correlated with the participants’ survey data that included teachers’ demographic and 

educational information, teaching experience, teaching content areas, choice of teaching 

content, and certification. The survey was constructed using an online, cloud-based 

software service, Survey Monkey, in which data was extracted from the instrument to 

code themes, quantified into percentage categories, and performed an SPSS descriptive 

analysis which was viewable in the appendices.  

In addition to that the survey data, survey questions were correlated to the 

research questions one and two to further the explanation of the UDL phenomenon. The 

invitation to participate in this research was distributed through an online, cloud-based 

software service, Survey Monkey, to qualified staff. The survey data was extracted from 
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the instrument and transcribe into code themes then an SPSS univariate descriptive 

analysis was performed to describe, summarize, determine patterns in teachers’ responses 

and quantified into percentages. Staff then were informed by digital invitations via email 

from Survey Monkey that were sent and collected individually to permit potential 

participants to address any questions or concerns to the researcher. All potential 

participants were invited, but not required, to participate in each phase of the data 

collection process. 

The quantitative phase of this study correlated to the research questions in which 

an univariate analysis was conducted to analyze the survey questions results which was 

used to describe, summarize, determine patterns in teachers’ responses and quantified 

into percentages to better understand the phenomena as it related to the UDL framework 

and principles. 

Discussion of Findings 

As previously stated in the Chapter II, Literature Review, the majority of the 

research evidence focused on strategies for implementing and applying the CAST Model 

of UDL and the barriers to doing so due to the relatively new evolution of the UDL 

framework in educational settings; therefore, research pertaining to teachers’ perceptions 

regarding implementation and application of Universal Design for Learning focuses on 

higher education, rather than K-12. Revealed by Anstead, (2016) there was a definite 

noticeable gap in the area of research on teachers’ perception regarding the 

implementation and application of UDL that further strengthened the need for this 

research.  
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There were two goals of this research study. The first goal was to gain insight on 

teachers’ perceptions of implementing and applying UDL framework and principles in 

the classroom as it related to created lessons plans, delivery of instruction to all students 

and students’ effects. Another goal of this study was to determine teachers’ perceptions 

as it related to overall job satisfaction, professional growth, rapport with students and 

student effects of utilizing UDL in the classroom when the UDL framework and 

principles were utilized to provide instruction to students in the classroom.  

Qualitative 

Previously stated in Chapter IV, Lewins, et. al (2005),  examples of each type of 

themed category was descriptive because it was easier to explain the phenomena. The 

themed categories for this research study are (1) strategies, (2) activities, (3) 

states/conditions, (4) meaning, (5) participation, (6) relationships/interactions, (7) 

behaviors, (8) conditions/constraints, (9) consequences, and (10) settings. The stated 

themes apply to survey questions 1 through 7 in which the researcher categorized as 

either positive, neutral, and negative in an effort to gain clear insight of teachers’ 

perceptions of UDL that answered the first research question. The researcher calculated 

the percentages of participants’ responses into three categories; positive, negative and 

neutral responses.   

Research Question 1 

The theme of strategies best correlated with research question one from survey 

question one. Four participants’ responses, 1, 4, 6 and 8, aligned with the strategies theme 

in which 75% of participants perceived UDL positively, 25% of participants had of a 
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neutral perception, and 0% responded negatively. Therefore, the data displays that three 

out four teachers had a positive perception of Universal Design for Learning while only 

one out of four teachers had a neutral position towards UDL.   

The second theme of activities also correlated to the first research question in 

which participants 1, 2 and 3 responded corresponded to the theme. This was the first 

survey question and the second theme of survey question one. According to the 

categories, 100 % of participants had a positive perception of Universal Design for 

Learning while only one out of four teachers had a neutral position towards UDL. While 

there was 0% in the neutral and negative categories. 

The coded theme for survey question four was participation that inquiries 

teachers’ perceptions of how Universal Design for Learning should be applied in the 

classroom. This survey question also corresponded to research question one in which 

participants 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 responses corresponded to participation. One out of five 

participants’ response was categorized as neutral at 16.7%, and no participants’ responses 

were categorized as negative leaving the remaining four participants’ responses in the 

positive category. Therefore, the data reflected that 83.3%, which was five out of the six 

participants, had a positive perception of application of UDL framework and principles 

int the classroom.   

The themed category for the fifth survey question was conditions/constraints that 

explores teachers’ perceptions in regard to needs from administrators to enhance 

willingness to apply the principles of Universal Design for Learning in the classroom. 

This survey question also connected with the first research question in which all eight 



Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL & ELA  135 

 

 

 

 

   

participants’ responses corresponded to the conditions/constraints theme. The data 

reflected that seven out of eight participants responses fell into the negative category at 

88% and only one participant out of the eight responses fell into the positive category at 

12%. Consequently, the data shows that participants had a negative perception of 

administrators meeting their needs that had affected their willingness to apply the 

principles of Universal Design for Learning in the classroom. 

The open-ended survey questions, numbers 1, 4, and 5, correlated to research 

question one which focused on teachers’ perceptions of the UDL framework to create and 

implement lesson plans all students. Overall, the coded themes of strategies, activities, 

participation, and conditions/constraints of  UDL categorical responses yielded 53% 

positive responses; 37% negative responses and 10% neutral responses.   

The Likert-scaled survey questions 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 36 and 40 that 

correlated to research question one pertained to teachers’ perceptions related to Universal 

Design for Learning and content areas of teaching. The majority of selections were 

neither agree nor neither disagree which yielded 94% of the overall responses while only 

6% of responses were strongly agree. 

Summarizing the second set of Likert-scaled survey questions 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 

29, 30, 31, 32, 41, 43, 44, 45, 46, and 47 that correlated to research question one 

pertained to teachers’ perceptions related to Universal Design for Learning and lesson 

planning. This second set of survey questions were split into two selection groups 

representative of a three-way division. In other words, half of the selections were neither 
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agree nor neither disagree which yielded 50% of the overall responses. The other half of 

the responses showed a balanced selection of responses among participants in which the 

results were split between “strongly agree” and “neither agree nor neither disagree” 

which yielded 42%. The other 8% of selected responses display a split selection of 

“agree” and “neither agree nor neither disagree”. 

Research Question 2 

Survey question two coded theme was states/conditions and coordinated with 

research question two. There were three participants’ responses that fell into the positive 

category, participants 1, 5, and 8 in which all three participants perceived that supported 

needs from UDL can be used to promote equitable and inclusive instruction examines 

teachers’ perceptions about why and how Universal Design for Learning can be used to 

promote equitable and inclusive instruction. Therefore, 100% of participants had a 

positive perception of supported needs from UDL, that can be used to promote equitable 

and inclusive instruction. 

Survey question three had two themes. The first theme that connected with 

research question two, detailed teachers’ perceptions as operational and/or philosophical 

barriers that impeded willingness to apply UDL in your classroom, was categorized as 

meaning. Participants 1, 4, 7, and 8 accounted for  57% of neutral responses. Participants 

2, 3, and 6 accounted for 43% of negative category responses while no participants 

responded positively. 
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The second theme for the third survey question corresponded to the second 

research question and gives insight to teachers’ perception in regard to operational and/or 

philosophical barriers that impeded willingness to apply UDL in your classroom. The 

coded theme was relationships in which only two participants’ responds were in this 

theme. The data shows that out of the two participants, one participant had a positive 

perception, 50%, and the second participant had a negative perception of operational 

barriers of UDL in the classroom, 50%, and 0% responded neutrally. 

The coded theme of consequences corresponded to survey question six and seven 

that asked participants to provide additional information regarding teaching experience 

and student learning utilizing the UDL framework which related to the second research 

question. According to the five participants, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 8, all participants responded 

positively; therefore, 100% of participants fell into the positive category, 0% of 

participants fell into the negative category, and 0% participants were in the neutral 

category.  

Summarizing the data from the Likert-scaled survey questions 33, 34, 35, 37, 38, 

39, and 42 that correlated to research question two pertained to teachers’ perceptions 

related to Universal Design for Learning and students’ effects. The highest percentages of 

selections were “neither agree” nor “neither disagree” which yielded 100% of the overall 

responses. 
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Quantitative 

Although the study had eight participants that completed the survey, the SPSS 

output results yielded that all eight participants responded to every survey question. The 

quantitative data collection of the univariate analysis examined and more clearly 

described the essence of each teachers’ perceptions of the Universal Design for Learning 

concept in teaching as it related to teaching content, lesson planning, and student effects 

in English-language arts. Univariate descriptive statistics looks at the range of values, the 

central tendency of the values, describe individual variables and summarize data. SPSS 

descriptive analysis which was viewable in the appendices.  

Implications 

CAST (2014), explained that UDL framework helps respond to learner variability 

by providing flexible goals, methods, materials, and assessments that empower educators 

to meet these varied needs of all students. Curriculum that was developed using UDL was 

designed from the beginning of lesson planning allows and encourages customizable 

options to meet the needs of all learners that eliminates costly, time-consuming, and 

after-the-fact changes unnecessary. The CAST Model of the Universal Design for 

Learning framework that can guide the shift from designing learning environments and 

lessons with potential barriers to designing barrier-free, instructionally rich learning 

environments and lessons that provide access to all students (Nelson, 2014). 

Implementation of the UDL framework lent to all students becoming more independent, 

critical thinkers, and resourceful learners (Nelson, 2014). 
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Even though the qualitative data of coded themes in the open-ended questions of 

the survey overall suggested that teachers’ perceptions were positive related to the UDL 

framework, principles and classroom implementation. According to CAST’s intended 

implications of utilization and implementation of UDL, the findings of this study had 

amalgamated conclusions in reference to the research questions. Beginning with teachers’ 

perceptions regarding operational and philosophical barriers that impeded on willingness 

to implement the framework in their classrooms as well as needs from administrators 

suggest negative and neutral connotations of UDL. Adding to that were the conjecture of 

the Likert-scale selections that overall suggest neutrality among the teachers’ perceptions. 

Moreover, the SPSS output results yielded that the eight participants responded to every 

survey question.  

This study offers several insights for teachers and administrators for the 

phenomenon of UDL. Utilization and implementation of Universal Design for Learning 

with fidelity and consistency may had an effect on lesson planning, overall job 

satisfaction, professional growth, rapport with students and student effects of utilizing 

UDL in the classroom as the findings of this study regarding teachers’ perceptions mostly 

fell into the neutral category from the survey results. Neutrality of teachers’ perceptions 

may be due to the lack of administrative support and demands of teachers, access to 

materials including application of technology in the classroom, limited lesson planning 

opportunities, and increased requirements of other curriculum designs. Also, teachers’ 

neutral perceptions may be due to the indifferences to teaching content and choice, 
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overall job satisfaction, professional growth, rapport with students and student effects of 

utilization of UDL in the classroom as those survey results were majority neutral as well.  

This study was useful to persons interested in Universal Design for Learning and 

implementation within the educational environment. Many researchers had indicated that 

student achievement and learning outcomes were predicated on curriculum designs 

and/or development; therefore, the process of application, implementation and utilization 

of UDL had an effect on students. Those studies, in most cases, looked at the process of 

implementation. This study viewed teachers’ perceptions of implementation of UDL. The 

information contained in this study indicated that process and procedures of 

implementing curricula with fidelity and consistency did make a difference in student 

learning outcomes and effects as well as how teachers did perceive the process and 

procedures of the selected curriculum. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

There two goals of this study were to gain insight on teachers’ perceptions of 

implementing and applying UDL framework and principles in the classroom related to 

teachers’ planning lessons for all student groups and determine teachers’ perceptions 

corresponded to overall job satisfaction, professional growth, rapport with students and 

student effects of utilizing UDL in the classroom in English-language arts in a Title I 

school. Data was collected to examine the phenomenon of UDL related to the research 

questions related to the two goals. The information was studied, and amalgamated 

findings resulted from participants’ perceptions there were limitations. One limitation 

was the findings explain only a narrow proportion of teachers’ perceptions based on the 
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small number of participants. Another limitation of the study is the focus was only on 

English-language arts. By only focusing on one subject area in the Title I school, the 

researcher could not explain in any detail how UDL components would significantly 

affect student learning outcomes of teachers’ perceptions in teaching other content areas. 

Based on the inadequacies of the study design, as well as the indefinite results of the 

participants’ selections from the survey, suggestions are made for future research. The 

research questions examined English-language arts teachers’ perceptions of utilizing the 

CAST Model for UDL to create lesson plans to deliver instruction to all students and 

student effects of implementing the framework into the classroom. It was found that 

teachers’ perceptions are in the majority of neutrality corresponded to overall job 

satisfaction, professional growth, rapport with students and student effects of utilizing 

UDL in the classroom were not statistically significant when students receive instruction 

utilizing the UDL framework and principles. For this reason, the inquiry of research 

questions was inconclusive. 

According to the results from the survey, the problem was that the teachers had 

difficulties utilizing UDL as intended due to the inadequacies on the treatment group’s 

campus related to lack of administrative support and demands of teachers, access to 

materials including application of technology in the classroom, limited lesson planning 

opportunities, and increased requirements of other curriculum designs. Although the 

participants’ responses from the survey indicated positive perceptions regarding the 

concept of UDL, neutrality was the overall consensus of the participants regarding 

teaching content and choice, overall job satisfaction, professional growth, rapport with 
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students and student effects of utilizing UDL in the classroom. Further research along 

these lines should have included a larger proportion of participants that taught other 

subject areas. Removal of the neutral zone selections on the Likert Scale would force 

teachers to either “agree or disagree” to survey questions. Not only that but an addition of 

individual interviews as the results of the survey had indications that participants were 

reluctant to provide definitive answers that would either agree or disagree with the 

phenomenon of UDL rather than choosing selections that remain in the neutral zone of 

the survey. By the same token, addition of a student survey will give more detailed 

insights from the student perspective regarding UDL.  

Future research into this subject should also include a quasi-experimental 

methodology to compare the Title I campus that utilized UDL to another Title I campus 

that does not utilize the UDL framework and principles to determine and evaluate the use 

of UDL relating to EOC Exam scores. In addition to that a survey for the control group 

campus would provide insight to curriculum designs and framework as well as overall 

job satisfaction, professional growth, rapport with students and student effects of the 

implemented curricula. Also, adding quantitative results of an SPSS t-test would provide 

quantitative output data to determine statistical differences between the two campuses to 

further explore the UDL phenomenon. This would serve as valid data to gain insights to 

determine what curriculum design is used and how the teachers implement the curriculum 

on the control group campus to design and create lesson plans and the format and/or 

framework used as well as deliver instruction to students that affect student learning 

outcomes and EOC Exam scores. The survey for the control group campus will provide 
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insights to participants’ perceptions regarding administrator demands, supports and 

expectations utilizing the designated curricula. Furthermore, a survey on the control 

group campus with definitive selections from participants would provide detailed 

information in regard to teaching content and choice of teaching content, overall job 

satisfaction, professional growth, rapport with students and student effects of the 

curriculum implemented on their campus.  

Even though this exploratory phenomenological case study used mixed methods 

of research, expanding the qualitative and quantitative methods for gathering and 

analyzing data with additions of individual interviews of teacher participants on the 

treatment and control group campus would expand the insight into UDL. Including 

student participants in the survey would provide an additional perspective along with 

classroom observation integration for both the treatment group and control group 

campuses. The addition of an SPSS t-test analysis to compare EOC Exams scores for 

both campuses may prove to gain deeper insights to the phenomenon of UDL and prove 

an understanding of implementation of the phenomenon to increase students’ learning 

outcomes.  

Likewise expanding the focus from one subject area to others such as math, 

science and history may prove to add more definitive evidence and support for an 

additional research question as it related to the utilization of UDL in the classroom 

regarding students’ learning outcomes, effects and EOC Exam scores. These components 

could possibly have an effect on the quantitative data collection and conceivably the end 

result to definitively determine that the utilization and implementation of Universal 
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Design for Learning framework and principles will have statistical differences on student 

achievement.  

Conclusion 

The findings of this research study expanded the work of previous researchers in 

the area of teachers’ perceptions of utilizing and implementing the framework and 

principles of Universal Design for Learning. This investigation revealed that teachers’ 

perceptions of the UDL phenomenon were positive according to the coded themes of the 

open-ended survey questions. The themes that reflect comprehensive positive perceptions 

from the participants were (1) strategies, (2) activities, (3) states/conditions,  

(4)participation, (5) behaviors, (6) consequences, and (7) settings. In consequence the 

three remaining themes, (1) meaning, (2) relationships and (3)constraints/conditions 

received negative perceptions from the participants.  

Overall, participants had a positive outlook regarding UDL in general terms but 

other qualitative evidence revealed inconclusive data as the majority of the participants’ 

selections were neutral responses as those survey questions were focused on teachers’ 

satisfaction of teaching content and choice, overall job satisfaction, professional growth, 

rapport with students and student effects of utilizing UDL in the classroom.  

In lieu of the neutrality responses from the participants, exposes other potential 

reasons participants selections were not definitive in chosen, either agree or disagree, 

aside from factors related to teaching content and job satisfaction. Other variables that 

were capable of the blanket neutral responses were the participants’ responses regarding 

the administrative support or lack thereof, compiling demands of teachers, access to 
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materials including access to technology, limited lesson planning opportunities, and 

increased requirements of other curriculum designs. 

The neutrality of participants’ selected responses from the various components of 

the survey may have had an effect of utilization, implementation, and application of UDL 

in the classroom as the framework and principles were intended for use as designed by 

CAST (2014). That in turn may affecte student learning outcomes; therefore, further 

investigation is needed to determine the effects of student learning outcomes when 

implementing the CAST Model of UDL and determine any significant statistical 

differences of student groups EOC Exam scores. Moreover, the addition of a third 

research question is needed to examine the UDL framework and principles corresponding 

to the UDL framework is implemented with rigor and fidelity. 

By the same token, the majority of neutral responses of the qualitative evidence 

from the survey questions and the quantitative results of the SPSS output equates the 

removal of neutrality to determine clear-cut, decisive conclusions regarding teachers’ 

perceptions of Universal Design for Learning framework and principles. Then statistical 

differences in student learning outcomes can be analyzed on EOC Exams in comparison 

to learning environments that implement other curricula frameworks and designs.  

The researcher hopes that the findings of this study will serve as a resource to 

further the studies into Universal Design for Learning in an effort to gain more 

knowledge and understanding of the phenomenon. Additionally, it is imperative that 

further research is conducted to provide deeper insights into the teachers’ perceptions of 

UDL as classroom teachers are charged with the continual improvement of learning 
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outcomes as it related to planning curricula, delivering instruction and continual 

assessment to increase student achievement.  
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Appendix C: Teacher Consent and Survey 

TEACHERS’ PERCEPTION OF THE UNIVERSAL DESIGN 

 FOR LEARNING CONCEPT IN TEACHING IN ELA IN TITLE I SCHOOLS 

TEACHER CONSENT FORM 

I, ____________________________ (teacher), am being invited to 

participate in a research study that will be conducted at Cesar Chavez High 

School by LaKeyseya Humber, doctoral student at Houston Baptist University.  

The study is entitled Teachers’ and Students’ Perceptions of the Universal Design 

for Learning Concept in Teaching English-language arts in a Selected Title I 

School.  Study participants will include the following: all potential teacher 

participants will have taught at least three years and currently implement the UDL 

in English-language arts from grades 9-12 at the selected school. 

 

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the UDL curriculum and 

understand how implementing the framework into general education classrooms 

with all students including those that receive accommodations as well as gifted 

and talented students will benefit academically and learning outcomes of 

achievement will increase while remaining on target with students’ IEPs. This 

study will evaluate students’ learning outcomes in English-language arts (ELA). 

Another purpose of this study is to evaluate the perceptions of English-language 

arts teachers in grades 9-12 regarding the use of the CAST Model for the 

Universal Design for Learning Framework to create, design, and implement 

lesson plans to deliver instruction to all students. 

 

I understand that my survey responses will be anonymous and that I will 

not be identified by name.  I further understand that I may decline to answer any 

of the survey questions.  My signature below indicates my willingness to 

voluntarily participate in this study.  If at any time I have questions regarding the 

research, I understand that I may contact LaKeyseya Humber, researcher, at 

281.960.9231, or Dr. Dianne Reed, program director, at 281.649.3035 or 

dreed@hbu.edu. 

 

The careful coding of the responses and noninvasive nature of this study 

insures no risks for me.  This study will be conducted during the 2018-19 school 

year.  

 

__________________________________  ____________________________ 

Signature      Date 
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Teacher Online Survey Questions 

Part I: Open-Ended Questions 

(Note: The selected school is in its third year of implementation of UDL; 

therefore, teachers will be directed to contemplate answers based on their perceptions 

before implementation of UDL began on the campus of the selected school.) 

1) What are your perceptions about the Universal Design for Learning (UDL)? 

2) What are your perceptions about why and how Universal Design for Learning 

can be used to promote equitable and inclusive instruction? 

3) What do you perceive as operational and/or philosophical barriers that impede 

your willingness to apply UDL in your classroom? 

4) What are your perceptions of how Universal Design for Learning should be 

applied in the classroom? (Please be as specific as possible.) 

5) What do you perceive you need from administrators to enhance your 

willingness to apply the principles of Universal Design for Learning in your 

classroom? 

6) What additional information would you like to provide regarding your 

teaching experience utilizing UDL framework? 

7) What additional information would you like to provide regarding student 

learning utilizing UDL framework? 

Part II: Demographic Data 

Please select the response that best describes you: 

8) Gender:  Female Male 
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9) Years of Service: 1-3; 4-6; 7-10; 11-15; 16-20; 21-25; 26-30; 30+ 

10)  Number of years teaching English-language arts: 1-3; 4-6; 7-10; 11-15; 16+  

11)  What other subjects do you have experience teaching? (Check all that apply.) 

12)   Highest degree attained: Bachelor’s; Masters; Doctorate 

13)   Graduate major: (open response) 

14)   Undergraduate major: (open response) 

15)   All Certifications: (Check all that apply.): EC-4; EC-6; 4-8; 6-12 

16)   Race/Ethnicity: American Indian or Alaskan Native; Asian; Black or African  

American; Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander; White 

Part III: Likert Type-Scale Questions 

Choose your response to the following multiple-choice questions: 

• Strongly Agree   (SA) 

• Agree     (A) 

• Moderately Agree  (MA) 

• Disagree    (D) 

• Moderately Disagree   (MD) 

• Strongly Disagree   (SD) 

• Neither agree nor disagree  (N) 

 

17)  I prefer to teach only English-language arts of which I am most capable. 

18)  I believe I am most capable of teaching the English-language arts. 

19)  I am better at teaching certain content areas other than English-language arts. 

20)  I am more knowledgeable about English-language arts that I currently teach 

versus other content areas. 

21)  I have more job satisfaction teaching English-language arts than other content 

areas. 
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22)  I had a choice in the teaching English-language arts.  

23)  I prefer to teach other content areas. 

24)  Utilizing the UDL principles and strategies has made lesson planning more 

meaningful than other lesson planning formats.  

25)  Utilizing the UDL principles and strategies has made lesson planning more 

meaningful to better plan for differentiate instruction. 

26)  Utilizing the UDL principles and strategies has made lesson planning more 

meaningful to better plan for students with IEPs that need accommodations 

and modifications.  

27)  Utilizing the UDL principles and strategies has made lesson planning more 

meaningful to better plan for inclusion students. 

28)  Utilizing the UDL principles and strategies has made lesson planning more 

meaningful to better plan for gifted and talented students. 

29)  Utilizing the UDL principles and strategies has made lesson planning more 

meaningful to better plan for general education students. 

30)  Utilizing the UDL principles and strategies has made lesson planning more 

meaningful to better plan collaboratively with colleagues (co-teachers, 

specialists, and professional learning communities). 

31)  I am better prepared to teach each day when utilizing the UDL framework for 

lesson planning. 

32)  I am more organized when utilizing the UDL framework than other lesson 

planning formats. 
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33)  I am more deeply aware of my students’ content area needs in English-

language arts utilizing the UDL framework and principles.  

34)  I am better able to support my students’ growth in the English-language arts 

when I utilize the UDL framework and principles. 

35)  Utilizing the UDL framework and principles as allowed me to better connect 

with my students as individuals. 

36)  Utilizing the UDL framework and principles as allowed me to better my 

rapport with my students. 

37)  I have observed that utilizing the UDL framework and principles students 

appear to enjoy English-language arts. 

38)  I have observed that utilizing the UDL framework and principles, students 

appear to be on task and focused in English-language arts. 

39)  I have observed that utilizing the UDL framework and principles, students 

appear to have less behavior issues in English-language arts class.  

40)  I have grown professionally since utilizing the UDL framework and 

principles in English-language arts.  

41)  Utilizing the UDL framework and principles as allowed me to plan for more 

conceptual stimulated activities in English-language arts.  

42)  Utilizing the UDL framework and principles as allowed me to plan for more 

methods of assessment activities in English-language arts. 

43)  Utilizing the UDL framework and principles as allowed me to plan for more 

student methods of expressing and presenting activities in English-language arts.  
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 44)  Utilizing the UDL framework and principles as allowed me to plan for 

activities that connect multiple representations of the content in English-language 

arts.  

45)  Utilizing the UDL framework and principles as allowed me to plan for 

activities that connect multiple disciplines of content with English-language arts. 

46)  Utilizing the UDL framework and principles as allowed students to construct 

their own knowledge in English-language arts. 

47)  Utilizing the UDL framework and principles as allowed me plan critical-

thinking and purposeful questioning that encourages in student discourse about 

content of English-language arts. 
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APPENDIX D: Descriptive Statistics on  

Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL and Content Areas of Teaching 

 

Table 8   

Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL and Content Areas of Teaching-n=8 

 Question               N               Min          Max          Mean             SD 

      

Q. 17     8 1.00 7.00 5.62 2.13 

Q. 18     8 1.00 7.00 5.62 2.33 

Q. 19     8 1.00 7.00 3.87 2.90 

Q. 20     8 1.00 7.00 5.50 2.51 

Q. 21     8 1.00 7.00 5.50 2.30 

Q. 22     8 1.00 7.00 5.12 2.10 

Q. 23     8 1.00 7.00 4.50 2.83 

Q. 36     8 1.00 7.00 4.37 2.90 

Q. 40     8 1.00 7.00 5.40 2.72 

Content Area 

Valid N  

 

    8 
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APPENDIX E: Descriptive Statistics on 

Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL Lesson Planning 

 

 

Table 9 

Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL Lesson Planning-n=8 

Question                  N           Min               Max         Mean             SD 

Q. 24      8 1.00 7.00 3.63 2.90 

Q. 25      8 1.00 7.00  3.63 2.90 

Q. 26      8 1.00 7.00 3.80 2.70 

Q. 27      8 1.00 7.00 3.80 2.70 

Q. 28      8 1.00 7.00 3.63 2.83 

Q. 29      8 1.00 7.00 3.50 2.93 

Q. 30      8 1.00 7.00 3.80 2.90 

Q. 31      8 1.00 7.00 4.13 3.10 

Q. 41      8 1.00 7.00 5.50 2.70 

Q. 43      8 1.00 7.00 4.90 2.73 

Q. 44      8 1.00 7.00 4.90 2.73 

Q. 45      8 1.00 7.00 4.40 2.62 

Q. 46      8 1.00 7.00 4.90 2.70 

Q. 47      8 1.00 7.00 4.63 3.02 

LessonPlanning      8 15.00 105.00 63.50 38.30 

Valid N      
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Appendix F: Descriptive Statistics on  

Teachers’ Perceptions of Student Effects utilizing UDL 

 

Table 10  

Teachers’ Perceptions of UDL of Students Effects-n=8 

                      Valid         Missing        Mean      Median        SD           Min           Max 

N Q. 33  8  0 4.75 6.50 2.87 1.00 7.00 

Q. 34  8   0 5.00 7.00 2.83 1.00 7.00 

  Q. 35 8 0 4.38 5.00 2.88 1.00 7.00 

 Q. 37 8 0 5.13 7.00 2.64 1.00 7.00 

 Q. 38 8 0 5.38 7.00 2.72 1.00 7.00 

 Q. 39 8 0 5.50 7.00 2.51 1.00 7.00 

 Q. 42 8 0 5.38 7.00 2.72 1.00 7.00 

Student 

Effects 

Valid N  

8 
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LAKEYSEYA KUYKENDALL HUMBER 

  

  

PROFESSIONAL SUMMARY    

Experienced Educator with over 26 years of experience in Education. Excellent 

reputation for resolving problems, improving delivery of instruction to drive student 

learning outcomes, and collaborating with fine arts teams and content teachers. 

Consistently meets and exceeds expectations for professional development requirements 

to continue education and personal growth. Self-disciplined and motivated; collaborates 

and works well with others and independently. 

SKILLS 
• Ability to lead, empower, mentor others 

• Academic, Teacher 

• Art Program Coordination 

• Artistic skills to creating visual art 

• Arts Integration Specialist 

• Conference Presenter & Round Table 

Discussion 

• Curricula Content Presenter at 

Professional Developments/Workshops 

• Creative team leadership 

• Crisis Intervention and Crisis 

Management 

• Creating and Designing Curriculum 

• Excellent written and verbal 

communication skills 

• Lesson Planning with integrated 

content 

• Mentor Coordinator 

• Networking Host and Presenter 

• Oral, Trainer and Presenter: 

Curriculum, Instruction, 

Implementation and Evaluation 

• Operations leadership 

• Public Speaker 

• Various Publications 

• Research and Documentation 

• RtI/EIT Coordinator 

• Self: disciplined, starter and motivator 

• Staff Development Presenter 

• Strong leadership abilities 
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• Effective Fine Arts Department Team 

Leader 

• Innovative, creative problem solver 

• Integrated Instruction with varied 

Methods, Strategies and Techniques 

• Interdepartmental team collaboration 

• Team leadership skills: building, 

collaboration and coaching 

• Visual Arts Instruction, All-Levels 

• Works well as part of a team: 

collaborative, flexible and strong and 

independently 
 

  

WORK HISTORY 

Summer School ELA Teacher, 06/2019 to 06/2019  

Anderson Elementary – Spring, TX 

• 3rd & 4th Grade ELA. 

• Use various instructional methods and strategies to provide instructions to individual 

student and class. 

• Prepare lesson materials, home works, assignments, tests to meet curriculum goals. 

• Develop classroom standards to maintain student discipline and behavior. 

• Evaluate student performance regularly and prepare progress reports. 

• Communicate regularly with parents on student performance. 

• Maintained accurate and complete records for 3rd and 4th grade students. 

• Implemented reading and writing curriculum to increase student literacy and support 

school reading programs. 

• Enhanced student learning by optimizing wide range of instructional approaches and 

innovative classroom activities. 

Visual Art Leadership Team, 06/2018 to Current  

Spring ISD, Anderson Elementary – Spring, TX 

• Visual Arts Leadership Team. 

• Meet with other Visual Arts Teachers and Visual Arts District Coordinator to plan 

events, discuss curriculum, make decisions, and assure organization alignment and 

execution. 
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• Additionally, team leaders guide, support, and assist one another with individual 

planning for Art Teachers as well as support new and first year teachers. 

Visual Arts Curriculum Writing Team, 06/2018 to Current  

Spring ISD, Anderson Elementary – Spring, TX 

• Visual Arts Curriculum Team. 

• Aided in writing the Visual Arts Curriculum that is currently being implementing 

among Art Teachers. 

• Organized units based on the Art Elements, Design Principles and integrated 

curriculum with TEKS of core subjects such as English Language Arts, Science, 

Math and Social Studies/History. 

The Leader in Me Lighthouse Action Team Member, 08/2019 to Current  

Spring ISD, Anderson Elementary – Spring, TX 

• Organize, develop and lead events for students, parents, community members, and 

campus stakeholders 

• Consult and collaborate with team members to establish goals and objectives 

• Utilize knowledge of students and parent needs to determine appropriate events 

for large groups that are aligned with The Leader in Me/Lighthouse 

The Leader in Me Chairperson of Family Learning and Engagement Action Team, 

08/2019 to Current  

Spring ISD, Anderson Elementary – Spring, TX 

• Organize, develop and lead events for students, parents, and community members 

• Consult and collaborate with team members 

• Establish objectives for events 

• Fundraise for Special Events Fund 

• Utilize knowledge of students and parent needs to determine appropriate events 

for large groups that are aligned with The Leader in Me/Lighthouse  

The Leader in Me Professional Development Action Team, 08/2017 to Current  
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Spring ISD, Anderson Elementary – Spring, TX 

• Professional Development Action Team. 

• Determine professional development requirements and needs of staff members and 

offer advice and guidance on suitable opportunities. 

• Consult with existing professional development teams and management to determine 

current and anticipated PD needs. 

• Establish learning objectives and goals for each group and develop training outlines 

and timelines. 

• Utilize knowledge of specified training needs to determine appropriate instructional 

methods for both large and small groups as the campus is in pursuit of achieving The 

Leader in Me Lighthouse Distinction. 

Visual Arts Teacher, 08/2017 to Current  

Spring ISD, Anderson Elementary – Spring, TX 

• Instruct Visual Arts Curriculum through designing, integrating, and developing 

programs to meet academic standards in relation to TEKS for Visual Arts; instruct 

curriculum in preparation for student art contest, direct peer evaluation and self-

assessments using rubrics and checklists, create lessons with sensitivity to ethnic 

background and learning styles, integrate technology into lessons were applicable, 

vary media with lessons to broaden student experience with art materials, 

incorporate collaborative learning groups to increase student learning and foster 

positive interaction with peers, display student art work to increase student self- 

efficacy. 

Tutor Doctor Curriculum Specialist and Student Tutor, 02/2017 to 06/2017  

• Assumption Catholic School, St. Mary Magdalene Catholic School, St. Ambrose 

Catholic, Darul Al Arqam North School, and Private Tutoring Students 

• Tutor Students Reading, Writing and Math; Grades K-12; Monitor student online 

assessments using Let's Go Learn Online Assessment Tool,  

• Applied effective learning strategies to improve students' study skills and retention. 
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• Participated in training classes to improve tutoring practices and learn new tutoring 

techniques. 

• Supported teacher instruction by discussing concepts and creating custom practice 

questions. 

• Worked with 20 mixed level grade students on reading and writing comprehension 

and understanding and applying math skills and concepts.  

Educational Consultant, Curriculum Implementation Specialist, Trainer/Presenter, 

06/2016 to 08/2017  

Ruth Education Consulting, LLC  

• Publishers: Art Attack, Abram's Learning Trends, Brookes Publishing, Lectorum 

Publications and Velazquez Press/Academic Learning Academy. 

• Consult Educators on curriculum resources from various publishers; Meet with 

Education Administrators on Curriculum Needs and Assessments, Present and Train 

Teachers on Curriculum Implementation; Attend, Exhibit, and Present Curriculum 

Resources. 

• Planned and organized teacher training programs. 

• Analyzed reports to ensure compliance and growth. 

• Researched and provided recommendations on curriculum and materials for school 

systems. 

• Designed, implemented and managed successful training programs to meet 

department and school needs. 

Visual Arts Teacher, 08/2014 to 06/2016  

Spring ISD, Cooper Elementary – Houston, Texas 

• Instructed students on visual arts techniques and assigned related art projects for 

students in Kindergarten through 5th grade levels.  

• Researched best practices for arts integration and visual arts trends and applied new 

techniques to lesson plan material. 
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• Worked collaboratively with Fine Arts Team and school administrators to 

implement intellectually challenging visual arts program that provided creative 

outlet for students. 

• Provided visual arts equipment and tools to facilitate creation of drawings, paintings, 

sculptures, printmaking, collages, crafts, portfolios and other projects. 

• Created engaging lesson plans, fostered culture of discovery and provided well-

organized classroom structure to help students succeed in program. 

• Scheduled appointments with parents to discuss students' progress and classroom 

behavior. 

• Utilized multimedia strategies and technology to convey information in fresh and 

interesting ways. 

Fitness Trainer and Sports Nutritionist, 03/2013 to Current  

Monster Gym/ProBody Bootcamp – Kingwood, TX 

• Personal and Group Fitness Trainer, Fitness Assessments, Meal Plans, Workouts, 

etc. 

• Design and Create workouts for Bootcamp Clients. 

• Motivated clients to achieve their personal fitness goals through developing and 

modifying routines. 

• Instructed gym members about correct use of weight resistance and cardiovascular 

equipment. 

• Informed clients about nutrition, lifestyle issues, and weight control. 

• Cultivated positive relationships with participants by interacting with group during 

fitness classes. 

• Administered fitness assessments, relating to BMI, body measurements and weight. 

• Educated clients on effective ways to exercise while on business travel, at home and 

on vacation. 

Reading Recovery Teacher, 06/2008 to 07/2009  

Aldine ISD, Bethune Academy – Houston, Texas 
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• Instruct students in an Accelerated Reading Instruction Curriculum with 

individualized instruction related to student's abilities and incorporated flexible 

learning groups to increase student motivation and academic success. 

• Developed goals and realistic plans for achieving each target. 

• Performed assessments and analyzed results to spot students in need of further help. 

• Wrote and delivered customized instruction to individual students and groups. 

• Used approaches such as Reading Recovery Curriculum to achieve dramatic results 

with students. 

• Built positive and productive relationships with students to drive improvements to 

reading programs. 

Visual Arts Teacher and Arts Integration Specialist, 08/2003 to 07/2014  

Aldine ISD, Bethune Academy – Houston, Texas 

• Instruct Visual Arts Curriculum through manipulating found objects, observation 

drawing, and technology research was applicable; Coordinating Arts Integrated 

lessons, schedules and plans; Fusion Friday Program Coordinator utilizing the 

Learning through the Arts Curricula. 

• Researched best practices for arts integration and visual arts trends and applied new 

techniques to lesson plan material. 

• Created engaging lesson plans, fostered culture of discovery and provided well-

organized classroom structure to help students succeed in program. 

• Instructed students on visual arts techniques and assigned related art projects for 

students in 3rd and 4th grade levels. 

• Provided visual arts equipment and tools to facilitate creation of drawings, paintings, 

sculptures, printmaking, collages, crafts, portfolios and other projects. 

• Established positive rapport with all students and parents through home calls, emails 

and parent teacher meetings. 

• Scheduled appointments with parents to discuss students' progress and classroom 

behavior. 
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RtI Teacher, 06/2009 to 06/2012  

Aldine ISD, Bethune Academy – Houston, TX 

• (RtI) Provide direct intervention instruction for students in need of tiers II and III 

strategies. 

• Utilize research-based interventions focused specifically on individual student needs. 

• Organize, monitor, and analyze AIMSweb universal screening, progress monitoring 

processes to schedule intervention plans for students' in need of RtI strategies. 

• Maintain a data-based documentation system for the continuous monitoring of 

student performance and progress during interventions. 

• Attend grade level/department and EIT meetings to collaboratively review data and 

evaluate the effectiveness of instructional and behavioral interventions. 

• Provide accurate RtI evaluation information and reports as requested by principal 

and district level personnel. 

• Communicate with principal and leadership team on progress and effectiveness of 

RtI intervention. 

General Education Teacher and Substitute Teacher, 03/2003 to 06/2004  

Harris County Department of Education (HCDE) – Houston, Texas 

• Instruct Adults through a variety of strategies relating to learning styles to mastery 

levels of core subjects to achieve recommendation for General Education 

Assessment to achieve a General Education Diploma. 

• Organized inventory and equipment for learning purposes. 

• Helped students develop lifelong skills to support vocational goals such as diligence, 

attention to detail and problem-solving abilities. 

Kindergarten Teacher, 05/2003 to 07/2003  

Aldine ISD, Dunn Elementary – Houston, Texas 

• Instruct Accelerated Reading Instruction Curriculum with hands-on activities and 

manipulative resource; integrate reading instruction with visual arts activities, 
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formed cooperative learning groups, and varied assessments through oral 

performances and visual projects. 

Substitute Teacher, 03/2003 to 05/2003  

Aldine ISD – Houston, Texas 

• Hinojosa EC/Pre-K Headstart Center, Dunn Elementary, Magrill Elementary, Eckert 

Intermediate, Nimitz Ninth Grade Campus and Eisenhower High School. 

Pre-K and Kindergarten Teacher and Operations Manager, 11/1993 to 04/2003  

Loving Care Learning Center – Houston, Texas 

• Facilitate student learning through a variety of instructional strategies; developed, 

implemented and trained staff on curriculum as well as train new staff orientation on 

curriculum and instruction, policy and procedures, and building operations; create 

and implement new programs to increase student achievement, design, implement, 

and direct new policies for efficient and effective building operations which increase 

overall productivity.   

EDUCATION 

Educational Doctorate: Executive Leadership  

Houston Baptist University - Houston, TX 

• Expected Graduation May 2020 

• Member of Kappa Delta Phi, (KDP) 

• Elected to Historian for Doctoral Organization for Community Service (DOCS) in 

2018 

• Dissertation: Teachers' Perceptions of Universal Design for Learning in English-

language arts in a Title I School 

• Current GPA: 3.9344 (54 Hours of coursework completed; All A's) 

• Completed 370 hours of Internship work; requirement 250 

Principal Certification: Pursing Principalship Certification, Expected  Completion in 

07/2020  
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Inspire Texas Program - Region IV  

• Coursework in Principalship Leadership 

• Obtained 172 hours of Principalship Internship Hours to date; requirement 160 

Master’s in Education: Curriculum and Instruction  

Houston Baptist University - Houston, TX, Winter 2007 

• Majored in Curriculum and Instruction 

• Minored in Education Administration 

• Thesis: The Purpose of Understanding Student Learning Styles to Drive 

Personalized Curriculum and Instruction 

• Graduated with 3.92 GPA 

Bachelor of Science: All-level Art Education and Studio Art  

Houston Baptist University - Houston, TX, Winter 2002 

• Dean's List Recognition, 2000-2002 

• Member of Association of Student Educators, 2001-2003 

• Elected to Secretary for HBU Student Art Guild in 2000-2003 

• Coursework in Studio Art, Elementary Art Education and Secondary Art Education 

• Graduated with GPA: 3.21 

CERTIFICATIONS 

• Texas Education Agency (TEA) Certifications: All-level Art Education and EC-4, 

1180734 

• CITI Program, Human Subjects Research (HSR) 

• Certified T-TESS Appraiser, 2019-2020, Teach for Texas 

• AEL Certified, February 2020 

• American Muscle Fitness and Personal Training (AMFPT) Certifications: Fitness 

Trainer and Sports Nutritionist, 71212402 

AFFILIATIONS 

• Current Texas SBEC CPE, 501.5 Credits of Professional Development 
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• November 2019-Aspiring Administrator Member, Texas Elementary Principals and 

Supervisors Association (TEPSA) 

• Member, TAEA, Texas Art Educators Association 

• March 2019-2X Presenter-Teaching and Learning Symposium, Houston Baptist 

University 

• March 2019, Presenter-Texas Association for Literacy Education, Waco, TX 

• September 2018-Round Table Presenter, Texas Council of Professors of Educational 

Administration, Austin, TX 

• March 2018-Round Table Presenter, Teaching and Learning Symposium, Houston 

Baptist University 

• Successful Dissertation Proposal, June 2018 

• Member, Kappa Delta Phi (KDP), 2018 to Current 

• Elected to Historian for Doctoral Organization for Community Service (DOCS) in 

2018 

PROFESSIONAL GROWTH  & COMMUNITY SERVICE 

 

· Current Texas SBEC & CPE, 501.5 Credits of Professional Development 

· Donation of Personal Artwork to Spring ISD for High School Scholarship Auction, 

November  and December 2019 

· November 2019 Volunteer Rebroadcast of Greatest Show on Earth Integrated Student 

Performance, Spring ISD 

· Chairperson Open House and Business Vendor Event, AES/SISD, September 2019 

· Great Gator “Going Above and Beyond” Teacher Award, September 2019 

· Campus Champion Representative for Spring Educational Foundation, SISD, 

September 2019 

· Champion Sponsor for Student Youth Empowerment Program, SISD, August 2019 

· Chairperson for Family Learning and Engagement Action Team, AES/SISD, August 

2019 
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· Keynote Speaker, Deaconess and Ministers Wives Annual Day at Pleasant Grove 

Baptist Church, August 2019 

· Volunteer Greatest Show on Earth Integrated Student Performance, Spring ISD, 

May 2019 

· (2X) Presenter-Teaching and Learning Symposium, Houston Baptist University, March 

2019 

· Presenter-Texas Association for Literacy Education, Waco, TX, March 2019 

· Round Table Presenter, Texas Council of Professors of Educational Administration,  

Austin, TX, September 2018 

· Round Table Presenter, Teaching and Learning Symposium, Houston Baptist 

University, March 2018 

· Successful Dissertation Proposal, June 2018 

· Group Presentation, EMPOWER, at Houston Baptist University, July 2018 

· Visual Art Leadership Team Member, August 2018-19 

· Group Presentation, TEAM Work at Houston Baptist University, September 2018 

· Keynote Speaker Annual Men’s and Women’s Day, Pleasant Grove Baptist Church, 

September 2018 

· Historian, DOCS (Doctoral Organization for Community Service), December 2018 

· Chairperson of Decorating Committee for HLSR in Spring ISD, December 2018 

· Donation of Personal Artwork to Spring ISD for High School Scholarship 

Auction, December 2018 

· Angels of Hope Christmas for the Community; Face Painter, December 2018 

· Presenter, Round-Table Discussion of Dissertation at Learning Symposium at HBU, 

March 2018 

· Volunteer Super with Santa-Face Painter, December 2018 

· Volunteer Veteran’s Day Celebration, Pleasant Grove Baptist Church-Face 

Painter, November 2018 

· Non-Violent Crisis Intervention Training, (NCI), October 2018 
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· Childcare Group; EC Educators Curriculum Implementation Training, April 2017 

· Presentation with Tutor Doctor for HISD as the Curriculum Specialist, April 2017 

· Presentation for Avance Headstart for Significance of Early Childhood Screeners, April 

2017 

· Presentation for Abrams Learning Trends at Childcare Group, March 2017 

· Exhibitor for Brookes Publishing at Texas Speech & Hearing Conference, February 

2017 

· Exhibitor for Brookes Publishing at Texas Arc! Inclusion Conference, February 2017 

· Volunteer, Glazier Football Clinics, February 2017 

· Exhibitor for Abrams Learning Trends TR Garcia Early Childhood Winter Conference, 

January 2017 

· Volunteer Trunk or Treat-Anderson Elementary School-Face Painter, October 2017 

· Volunteer Super with Santa-Face Painter, December 2017 

· Collaborative Institute Training Initiative, CITI, September 19, 2017 

· Cheer Dance Coach, Anderson ES/Spring ISD, August 19, 2017 

· August 2017 Bulletin Board Creations, Loving Care Learning Center 

· Lancaster ISD; EC Educators Curriculum Implementation Training, December 2016 

· Exhibitor for Velazquez Press at Region IV Bilingual Conference, October 2016 

· Region 4 Bilingual & ESL Conference; Velazquez Press Exhibitor, September 2016 

· Loving Care Learning Center; Presenter/Trainer for Staff: Classroom Management and 

Procedures, August 2016 

· Student Artwork Donated and Exhibited at Texas Children’s Hospital, Woodlands 

Location,  May 2016 

· Exhibitor for Brookes Publishing for Texas Council of Administrators for Special 

Education, July 2016 

· Speaker at Fabulous Female Scholarship Fundraiser, April 2016 

· Fabulous Female Award, April 2016 

· Congressional Recognition Award in Support of the Fabulous Female Scholarship 

Foundation, April 2016 
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· Keynote Speaker for 1st Annual Ministers' and Deacon Wives Day at Pleasant Grove 

Baptist Church, October 2016 

· Breakout Speaker at Houston Christian Women in Business Conference, October 2016 

· Speaker& Hostess for Xcellent Choice Group-Networking Houston monthly meetings, 

October 2016 

· PSA: Speaker Something New Summit-Change Happens, October 2016 

· Speaker for Annual Men's and Women's Day at Pleasant Grove Baptist Church, 

November 2016 

· Curriculum Implementation Trainer, Early Childhood Teachers of Lancaster ISD, 

December 2016 

· Featured Speaker at the Houston Emergent Business Group, August 2015 

· PSA: Featured Speaker Health Expert Panel, July 2015 

· PSA: Summit Speaker -Just Don't Quit; Let Your Light Shine, July 2015 

· Health Expert Panelist Speaker at the Public Speakers Association, June 2015 

· TV Appearance as Health Expert with E'Ladies Network on America Let's Talk, June 

2015 

· PSA: Change Your World Summit, June 2015 

· PSA: May Health & Wellness II Summit, May 2015 

· PSA: April Health & Wellness II Summit, April 2015 

· TV Appearance as Fitness Trainer, “Making the Plan” on Choices with Jeanette, 

January 2015 

· TV Appearance as Fitness Trainer, From Fat to Fit”, on Choices with Jeanette, 

November 2014 

· Speaker at the Victory Early College, Girl Empowerment, January 2014 

· Non-Violent Crisis Intervention Training (NCI) 2014, 

· Whale Done Recognition, Cooper Elementary September 2016 and October 2015 

· Team Leader Recognition, Bethune Academy 2014 

· "Most on Time and Accurate Lesson Plans Recognition", Bethune Academy 2014 

· Mentor Coordinator Recognition, Bethune Academy 2014 
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· 2012-2013 75 Invest & 152 CEU credit hours 

· Honoree Recipient of KEW Profile of Prominence Award, June 2012 

· Member of Pilot Focus Group: INVEST Trainer, 2013 

· Member of Campus Crisis Management Team, 2012-2013 

· Mentor Coordinator, Aldine ISD 2009-2014 

· INVEST Training-Teacher Appraisal System, Pilot Panel, September 2012 

· Envision Math Institute, August 2012 

· Leadership Team Member, 2009-2012 

·Arts Integration Professional Development, August 2011 

·Fusion Friday Staff Development, September 2010 

· RtI Staff Development, August 2009 

 


