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Summary of the Arlington Heights School District 25  
Advanced Learning Committee Work  

& Recommendations to the Board of Education 
May 16, 2013 

 
History & Context 

 
In the 2010-2011 school year, AHSD 25 undertook an external evaluation of the 
GATE/Odyssey Program and services. All District programs are subject to periodic internal 
and external evaluation for effectiveness and alignment with the District’s mission, goals, 
and strategic plan (e.g., WIRED), as well as with existing state and national curriculum 
standards. The GATE/Odyssey program has been developed, implemented, and modified 
over several decades. In 2010 the District recommended conducting a comprehensive 
program review of the GATE/Odyssey program.  A variety of factors including stakeholder 
concerns about the primary-grades reading and mathematics curricula and about the process 
for identifying students for the Odyssey program were also catalysts for evaluation. 
 
The District hired Dr. Carolyn Callahan, a gifted education professor and program 
evaluation expert from the University of Virginia, to assess the GATE/Odyssey program 
and services according to standards outlined by the National Association for Gifted 
Children (NAGC). In Spring 2010, Dr. Callahan conducted focus groups with parents, 
teachers, and administrators that helped inform and narrow the evaluation questions and 
process.  She and Dr. Kristopher Wiley (then a graduate student) collected data that 
included on-site classroom observations, stakeholder interviews and relevant program 
documents. Dr. Callahan’s final report is available via the District website. 
 
The evaluation findings that most informed the Advanced Learning Committee’s goals and 
activities follow: 
 

1. There is no philosophy or definition of giftedness guiding the programming and 
services. 
 

2. The identification process and tools used to select students for the Odyssey program 
are misaligned with program goals and curricula, and no longer reflects research and 
best practice in measurement or identification of gifted students. 

 
3. There is inconsistency and variation between services and program curricula among 

schools. 
 

4. General education classroom curricula and instruction are insufficiently challenging. 
The achievement profile of AHSD 25 suggests that many students (not just those 
who might be identified as gifted) are capable of more rigorous learning experiences. 
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Advanced Learning Committee 
 
Formation, Composition, & Mission 
 
In response to the evaluation report, the District formed a multi-stakeholder Advanced 
Learning Committee comprised of District- and building-level administrators, classroom 
teachers, specialists, parents and Board of Education members. The mission of the 
committee was to examine how to best meet the needs of those who are gifted [advanced] in the 
context of meeting the needs of all students. 
 
Dr. Dale Truding, Assistant Superintendent of Student Learning, led the committee. Dr. 
Jessica Hockett, a consultant with gifted education expertise, assisted with planning, 
facilitating, drafting documents, and providing resources for the group.  
 
Process & Products 
 
The committee met from October, 2011 through April, 2013. Various sub-committees were 
also formed and met to accomplish tasks between whole-committee meetings. Meeting 
summaries, activities, and sources are available on the District website under Advanced 
Learning. 
 
The committee completed the following tasks: 
 

1. Set goals and created plans for achieving those goals within the scope of committee 
work.  
 

2. Studied various conceptions/definitions of giftedness from a range of sources (e.g., 
theorists, federal & state guidelines, other school districts). (See Appendix A for a 
listing of works consulted.) 

 
3. Drafted and presented to the Board of Education the Philosophy of Student Learning 

(further explained in the next section of this report) on May 24, 2013. 
 

4. Drafted and presented to the Board of Education a two-pronged definition of 
Advanced Capability (further explained in the next section of this report) on May 24, 
2013. 

 
5. Investigated a range of program and service-delivery models, provisions for 

acceleration and enrichment, and grouping policies, practices, and structures. 
 

6. Examined potential models and techniques for advancing the grade-level 
mathematics curriculum. 

 
7. Drafted and proposed a model for developing problem solving innovation skills in all 

students. 
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8. Drafted and proposed descriptions of how the learning needs of students with high 
performance in academic subjects and students with high readiness for advanced problem-
solving innovation will be addressed relative to the general education classroom and 
Problem Solving Innovation (PSI) model, respectively.  

 
9. Discussed and proposed changes to the role of the GATE/Odyssey teaching position. 

 
 
Philosophy of Student Learning (Appendix B) 

 
Toward creating a philosophy/definition of giftedness, the committee first defined 
the educational environments and attributes of curriculum and instruction to which 
all students in the District are entitled. Included in this statement is an operational 
definition of differentiation in the classroom setting in the context of the District 
vision, mission, and WIRED framework.  

 
 
Definition of Advanced Capability (Appendix C) 

 
The Definition of Advanced Capability responds to Dr. Callahan’s observation that 
District gifted program goals, curriculum, and identification did not flow from a clear 
philosophy about and definition of giftedness. 

 
The articulation of a philosophy and definition is critical, because there is no single, 
agreed-upon definition of gifted or giftedness in the field of gifted education (Sternberg 
& Davidson, 2005). Experts likewise disagree as to how giftedness should be 
determined and whether formally identifying and labeling students as gifted is useful 
or necessary in school settings in order for children to receive curriculum and 
instruction that advances their growth. School districts are therefore left to define the 
construct, drawing on the work of respected theorists, national organizations, and 
federal/state guidelines. Because the term “gifted” is not required by federal or state 
legislation, districts can also decide whether or not to use it. 
 
Through a series of readings and discussion activities, the Committee unanimously 
decided to not use the term gifted, in favor of “advanced capability,” which we further 
explicated as a two-part definition based on the work of several theorists (e.g., 
Borland, 2005; Callahan & Miller, 2005; Renzulli, 2005), namely high performance in 
an academic subject and high readiness for advanced problem-solving innovation. These 
definitions provided a critical “compass” for all committee work thereafter. The 
committee recognized that any and all recommended programming, services, and 
curricula would need to align with one or both of these definitions. 
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Background for Committee Recommendations 
 
In addition to the documents previously referenced or described (e.g., WIRED Framework, 
Philosophy of Student Learning, Definition of Advanced Capability), the committee’s 
recommendations are rooted in two additional contexts: 
 

• The advent of more rigorous academic standards. The curricular and instructional 
demands inherent in the Common Core Standards in English Language Arts & 
Mathematics (adopted two years ago by the State of Illinois) and the Next 
Generation Science Standards (published in April 2013, soon to be adopted by the 
State) have created multiple opportunities to revisit, revise, and upgrade District 
curricula, programs, and instructional practices.  Consideration of the standards 
alongside the Definition of Advanced Capability also reminded the committee to 
avoid addressing “full-time” academic needs with “part-time” (or less) “solutions” in 
the form programming and curricula that are not aligned with a student’s advanced 
capability in a content area.  
 

• Relevant research in gifted education. Like most fields in education, gifted education 
has undergone significant shifts over the past 30 years. Many practices that are no 
longer considered best practice—or even educationally defensible—are still “at large” 
in school districts. For example, few experts condone gifted program curricula that is 
disconnected from or unrelated to general education curricula and/or to academic 
standards. Although the “pull-out” model is the least supported by empirical research, 
it is the most commonly-practiced form of gifted programming at the elementary 
level (Brighton & Wiley, 2011).  

 
Similarly, many curricular and instructional practices that gifted education has long 
endorsed are now known to be critical for all students (Hockett, 2008; Tomlinson, 
1996). For example, conceptual teaching, historically a cornerstone of gifted 
education, is a practice that research has found to be beneficial and important for 
students with learning disabilities, English Language Learners, and for the human 
brain in general (Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 1999). There is likewise an optimal 
fit between so-called 21st century skills (Hayes-Jacobs, 2010) and practices associated 
with teaching advanced students. In other words, much of what was formerly 
thought to be “good for gifted” is really “good for everyone, including the gifted.”   

 
Besides how to define giftedness, two of the more contentious issues in gifted 
education were also relevant to the committee’s work and recommendations. The 
first--how and whether to “group” students at the school and classroom levels--
remains among the most controversial of issues in all of K-12 education. However, 
taken together, both seminal studies and more current research agree that students 
benefit from high-quality curriculum and instruction that is adjusted to their 
readiness, not from particular grouping configurations in and of themselves. In other 
words, research does not support the claim that the grouping of high-performing 
students enhances learning outcomes for those students. The sub-committee on 
Students with High Performance in an Academic Subject closely examined and 
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considered the benefits and drawbacks of grouping students at the school and 
classroom level, and determined that classrooms reflecting the heterogeneity of the 
school as a whole create optimal conditions for learning. 
 
Another recurring and often-debated question is whether students who might be 
considered gifted have certain social emotional needs that are different from non-
gifted populations and whether such needs are a function of giftedness per se. 
Predictably, research on these questions is complicated by the lack of a common 
operational definition of giftedness. Rigorous empirical studies that have tackled or 
circumnavigated this challenge and employ sound methodologies together conclude 
that gifted students are not necessarily prone to social emotional problems, more 
susceptible to certain kinds of social emotional challenges (e.g., perfectionism, 
underachievement), or that giftedness exacerbates or causes certain social emotional 
problems. In fact, some empirical studies have concluded that advanced intellectual 
capabilities may be a protective factor against some social emotional challenges. (See 
Renzulli, & Reis, 2004; Neihart, 1999; and Wiley, 2013 for reviews.) 

 
 

Recommendations to the Board of Education 
 
Based on work over the past two school years, the Advanced Learning Committee presents 
eight recommendations for full implementation by the 2014-2015 school year. (Note: Many of 
these recommendations are included in Appendices D and E, which provide draft descriptions of how 
advanced capability will be stewarded in and beyond the general education classroom.) 
 

1. Create a 1.0 FTE Advanced Learning Facilitator position for each school. A list of 
proposed job responsibilities that comprises the scope of the Advanced Learning 
Facilitator position is provided in Appendix F.  This position would replace the 
current GATE/Odyssey teaching position. 
 

2. Build teacher capacity to differentiate for high-end challenge/advanced learning 
through ongoing professional development (e.g., in content area knowledge, in 
Common Core standards) and consultative partner-teaching relationships with 
Advanced Learning Facilitators. Most students in AHSD 25 currently spend and 
will continue to spend the majority of their day in the general education classroom. It 
is therefore critical that teachers continue to develop their skills in differentiating 
instruction and tasks, especially for students who demonstrate high-readiness relative 
to lesson or unit goals at any given time. Professional development that builds this 
skill can explicitly be framed around “differentiation” or “advanced learning” and 
should build teachers’ understanding of academic content, as understanding content 
and what “the next step” in a skill or concept involves, which is crucial to 
differentiating for high-performing students. Optimally, the Advanced Learning 
Facilitator will provide ongoing support to plan and differentiate for these kinds of 
needs through consultative partner-teaching relationships. 
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3. Implement “PSI Hour” as a way to develop Problem-Solving Innovation skills in 
all students and to further the growth of students with high readiness for 
advanced problem-solving innovation.  A full description and visual model of PSI 
Hour is featured in Appendix G. Odyssey teacher Kristin Maksymec and some 
elementary classroom teachers at Patton School implemented a pilot of this model 
during the 2012-2013 school year. Student survey data and products revealed high 
engagement and development of the kind of real-world and innovative thinking that 
PSI will endeavor to foster. Teachers who facilitated clusters reported that doing so 
positively affected how they thought about and approached teaching the core 
curriculum. For example, some teachers reported that they had started to ask more 
complex questions of students and gave them different ways to think about how to 
teach other subjects. 

 
4. Continue to provide an advanced math class in grades 4-5, subject to review 

following the full curricular and assessment implementation of the Common Core 
Standards in Mathematics. The District’s collaboration with District 214 and other 
feeder districts to create a common Algebra I course that is aligned with Common 
Core State Standards in Mathematics creates the opportunity to ensure that all grade 
level mathematics courses are “backward mapped” from Algebra I. In 2014-2015 
Geometry will be offered to students who have demonstrated an understanding of 
Algebra I.  Advanced Topics was the highest level of math offered before this 
recommendation.  Advanced Topics will be available as well to students who have 
completed Algebra as sixth or seventh graders. In her evaluation report, Dr. Callahan 
recommended accelerating all elementary students one grade level in mathematics, 
based on the District’s achievement profile. After numerous discussions about 
whether and how to implement this recommendation, the Advanced Learning 
Committee decided on retaining the current math offerings in the elementary grades, 
with further review after the middle school courses have been re-designed and 
implemented. 
 

5. Retain middle school advanced ELA courses for 2013-2014. Recommendations 
regarding advanced ELA courses will be presented to the Board of Education in 
2013-2014 with implementation during the 2014-2015 school year. 
 

6. Implement a process for individual goal-setting, beginning with students currently 
enrolled in the Odyssey Program. The 2013-2014 school year will be the last year 
that the Odyssey Program will serve students. In order to facilitate the transition of 
the Odyssey students from the Odyssey Program to PSI Hour, members of the 
Department of Student Learning, under the direction of Dr. Dale Truding, will 
complete individual goal setting meetings with the Odyssey students and their 
parents to insure that the needs of each student will be met in the classroom. This 
will serve as a pilot that may be developed into an individual goal-setting process for 
all students. 

 
7. Form Advanced Learning Committees at each building. All buildings currently use 

Problem Solving Teams comprised of teachers and other relevant professional staff to 
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approach individual learning needs. As a facet of these teams, each building would 
form an Advanced Learning subcommittee for the purpose of planning for or making 
recommendations regarding advanced learning needs that are highly specialized or 
highly advanced for a particular student (e.g., potential candidates for whole-grade 
acceleration or dual enrollment).  This subcommittee would be an integrated part of 
the RtI process. 

 
8. Adopt a policy and process for whole-grade acceleration. The District has in the 

past made provisions for whole-grade acceleration but does not currently have a 
formalized policy or statement regarding the practice, or a uniform process for 
considering and making decisions about whole-grade acceleration. Appendix G 
features a draft.  
 

The Advanced Learning Committee strongly believes that these recommendations, 
alongside the Philosophy of Student Learning and Definition of Advanced Capability, 
represent an essential metamorphosis in the way AHSD 25 views how best to develop and 
maximize the capabilities of all students. Engaging, challenging curriculum and instruction 
should be the province of every learner every day, not a function of program or classroom 
placement, or periodic “events” lasting a few hours a week, or less.  
 
We are confident that the changes we’ve proposed will give more students more access to a 
“world class education…for a lifetime of learning.” 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Dina Albrecht, Odyssey Teacher, Ivy Hill 
Donna Bingaman, Assistant Principal, Thomas 
Julie Birenbaum, PTA Co-President 
Kristy Burmeister, Social Worker, Thomas 
Caroline Cook, Psychologist, Greenbrier 
Corinne Duffy, Teacher, Westgate  
Becky FitzPatrick, Principal, Olive-Mary Stitt 
Shelley Fabrizio, Principal, Windsor 
Denise Glasgow, School Board 
Katie Hart, Teacher, Dryden 
Dr. Jessica Hockett, Consultant 
Kristin Maksymec, Odyssey Teacher, Patton 
Shaun Marusek, Teacher, South 
Rachel McGinnis, Teacher, Westgate 
Dr. Eric Olson, Principal, Patton 
David Page, School Board 
Shannon Silverman, PTA Co-President 
Sue Sitrick, Resource Teacher, Olive-Mary Stitt  
Soojin Suk, Teaching and Learning Facilitator 
Dr. Dale Truding, Assistant Superintendent for Student Learning 
Ellen Wano, Teacher, South 
Shannon Watanuki, Teacher, Olive-Mary Stitt 
Dr. Ellyn Zimmerman, Consultant 
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Appendix B 
 

    Arlington Heights School District 25 Philosophy of Student Learning 

    Within a framework of learning in the 21st century, AHSD 25 creates a nurturing 
environment and provides a world-class education for all students.1 The district benefits 
from a diverse population of children who come from different cultural, ethnic, and social 
backgrounds and have unique perspectives, experiences, abilities, interests, and talents. 
Each of these students can learn, and has the right to do so in a safe and supportive 
classroom that values individual growth, encourages risk-taking, and provides opportunities 
to work independently and interdependently alongside peers who are and are not like them. 
All students have the right to high-quality, academically challenging curricula that honors 
individual differences, nurtures critical thinking and creative problem-solving skills, provides 
multiple pathways for demonstrating what they know and can do, and stimulates self-
assessment and reflection.  

  In order to fully realize our mission to provide a superior education for a lifetime of 
learning, AHSD 25 is committed to fostering the academic talents and interests of all 
students. The general education classroom is the best setting to meet most curricular and 
instructional learning needs most of the time. Because the District’s achievement profile 
consistently exceeds national norms, the core curriculum must be tailored to further the 
academic growth of all students.  Therefore, teachers engage regularly in a variety of 
professional learning activities that equip them with tools, resources, and strategies for 
providing targeted challenges and authentic learning. Both individually and with support 
from various specialists, classroom teachers work to proactively differentiate instruction for 
a full range of student readiness, interest, and learning profiles that are present in all 
classrooms. Minimally, this involves establishing clear learning goals, planning from 
ongoing assessment, using flexible within-class groupings, and designing respectful tasks to 
adjust what students learn (content), how they learn it (process), and how they demonstrate 
what they have learned (products).2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 District Vision and WIRED 
2 Differentiated instruction defined (Tomlinson, 1999; 2003) 
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Appendix C 

                            AHSD 25 Advanced Learning Mission, Rationale,           
and Definition of Advanced Capability 

Mission 
To provide a continuum of advanced learning opportunities within and beyond the core 
curriculum that provides challenge for all children 
 
 
Rationale  
Because all students in AHSD 25 have the right to make continuous progress toward and far 
beyond grade-level standards, AHSD 25 provides a continuum of services for advanced 
learning, both within and beyond the regular classroom. Some of these target the ongoing 
development of expertise in specific academic subjects, while others support the generation 
of solutions to problems of personal or real-world significance. 
 
Definition of Advanced Capability 
 

The District actively seeks evidence of advanced capability to discover any and all 
students who would likely benefit from provisions for high-end challenge. Namely, we seek: 

 
• Students with high performance in an academic subject(s). These are students who 

demonstrate significantly advanced knowledge, conceptual understanding, and skills 
in one or more content areas. These students may demonstrate the capacity to move 
through previously unknown material more quickly, or with greater interest, passion, 
or insight than their peers. The District recognizes that there are students who may 
not currently demonstrate high performance in or across subject areas but who, given 
the necessary opportunities, resources, and encouragement, may display high 
performance. This may include students whose abilities are masked by learning 
challenges or disabilities, students from low socio-economic or culturally diverse 
groups, or students whose first or at-home language is not English.  

 
• Students with high readiness for advanced problem-solving innovation3 AHSD 25 

provides all students with opportunities to engage in problem-solving innovation 
(PSI). PSI is a process through which students explore authentic, discipline-based 
content and skill to identify and solve real-world problems and create 
products/solutions for real audiences.  

 
At any time, a student may show high readiness for advanced PSI. The student may 

 
o seek out problems (e.g., through questions) independently or frequently 
o frequently challenge “the way things are” 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3 This includes students identified by Renzulli (1977) as creative producers and Sternberg (1985) as possessing high synthetic 
and/or practical intelligence. 
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o analyze or critique situations in depth or at length 
o identify problems that are new or unusual  
o show motivation or capability for developing increasingly 

authentic/sophisticated products or solutions 
o show motivation or capability for working in ways that are more like real-

world professionals/disciplinarians 
o demonstrate a desire to affect change (e.g., to the way things are, how people 

think or act) 
 

These two categories of advanced capability are not mutually exclusive, nor do they 
represent homogeneous groups of learners. Services and processes for discovering advanced 
capability reflect our belief that intelligence is multi-faceted, malleable, and immeasurable 
by any single or single type of assessment. AHSD 25 does not promote definitions or views 
of capability that suggest intelligence is a static or fixed trait that develops evenly or 
predictably over the course of a child’s school career. 
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Appendix D 
 

Arlington Heights School District 25 
Description of Advanced Learning for Students with 

High Performance in Academic Subjects 
2014-2015 

 
In its two-pronged definition of advanced capabilities, AHSD 25 recognizes students with 
high performance in academic subjects.  These are students who demonstrate significantly 
advanced knowledge, conceptual understanding, and skills in one or more content areas. 
These students may show the capacity to move through previously unknown material more 
quickly, or with greater interest, passion, or insight than their peers. It includes students who 
may not currently demonstrate high performance in or across subject areas but who, given 
the necessary opportunities, resources, and encouragement, may display high performance. 
 
This document describes how AHSD 25 provides advanced learning supports for advanced 
academic capability in and across specific subject areas. 
 
Advanced Learning in English Language Arts 
Advanced Learning in the subjects of reading and writing are supported through the use of 
Writer’s Workshop model and units of study in grades K-2; Guided Reading in grades K-2 
(Fountas & Pinnell; implementation 2012-2014); WEX Writing Program curricula and 
model (grades 3-8); and consultative partner-teaching relationships between general 
education classroom teachers and Advanced Learning Facilitators (beginning in 2014-2015). 
Teachers and specialists also use the learning progressions outlined in the Common Core 
English Language Arts standards to modify learning tasks and assessments so that all 
students are working toward the standards that are commensurate with their readiness. 
 
Advanced Learning in Math 
Advanced learning in math in grades K-3 will be supported through collaboration between 
general education classroom teachers and Advanced Learning Facilitators. Teachers and 
specialists will begin to implement elements of a math workshop model beginning in 2015-
2016.  The learning progressions outlined in the Common Core Math standards will be used 
to modify learning tasks and assessments so that all students are working toward the 
standards that are commensurate with their readiness. 
 
In grades 4 and 5, students can be placed in an Advanced Math class based on MAP scores 
and teacher recommendation. Students work one year above grade level using the Everyday 
Math curriculum. The need for these classes and the process for placing students in them 
will be re-examined during the 2013-2015 school years. 
 
Most students in AHSD 25 take Algebra I by the end of 8th grade. Beginning in 2014-2015, 
Geometry will be offered at the middle school level.  Algebra and Geometry will have the 
same scope, sequence, and assessments that will be used in the high school Algebra and 
Geometry programs. 
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Advanced Learning in Science 
Advanced learning in science is supported through the District’s science program curricula: 
Science Companion (University of Chicago) for grades K-5 and iQWST (Northwestern) for 
grades 6-8. Units are periodically reviewed for rigor and modified to provide additional 
challenge as necessary. 
 
Advanced Learning in World Languages 
AHSD 25 middle schools offer Spanish, French, German (TMS only), Italian (SMS only), 
and Chinese in leveled course offerings (introductory, developing, and transitioning). 
Students who are talented or have a special interest in languages can take more than one 
language at a time. 
 
Additional supports for Advanced Learning in specific subjects 
For students with exceptionally advanced or highly specialized academic needs in an 
academic subject--whether due to previous experience or other factors--AHSD25 supports 
such provisions as dual enrollment with the middle, high school, and community college 
and replacement courses through virtual/online providers (e.g., Center for Talent 
Development, EPGY at Stanford University). 
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Appendix E 
 

Arlington Heights School District 25 
Description of “PSI Hour” 

                                    
Consistent with its WIRED Framework, AHSD 25 provides all students with opportunities 
to engage in problem-solving innovation (PSI) through PSI Hour. AHSD 25 defines PSI as 
the process of exploring authentic, discipline-based content and skills to identify and solve real-world 
problems and create products/solutions for real audiences.  
 
Based on the work of Dr. Joseph Renzulli as well as the concepts of “genius hour,” “design 
thinking,” and Google’s “20% time,” PSI Hour brings together students who share common 
interests to pursue the development of authentic outcomes that address real problems by 
using methods and tools of practicing professionals. 
 
Every student in every elementary building will participate in a minimum of two 5-8 week 
clusters that meet 2-3 hours per week on average. Each cluster will be centered on a topic 
based on results from student interest surveys.4 The actual number and content focus of 
clusters will depend on multiple factors; including, scheduling, the number of sections at a 
grade level, and reported student interests.  
 
The PSI Hour will be overseen by the building-level Advanced Learning Facilitator, with 
support from the LMC Director, administrators, and other instructional specialists. 
 
The content of all PSI Clusters  

• is geared toward solving real problems5 
• is aligned with disciplinary concepts and standards 
• engages students as first-hand investigators using discipline-based inquiry and 

research skills 
• emphasizes the role and value of process 
• is aimed toward the independent or collaborative production of authentic products, 

performances, or services that will have an impact on an intended audience 
 

PSI Advanced Inquiry                                     
     
During PSI Hour, students have the opportunity to participate in Advanced Inquiry. 
Offered alongside other PSI Cluster options, Advanced Inquiry provides context and 
support for independent or collaborative engagement in self-motivated inquiry that 
addresses an authentic, real-world problem and calls for or uses materials, methods, 
processes, products/performances that are more like those that a professional or expert 
would use or create. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4 The online version of this description will link to a sample interest survey.  
5 According to Renzulli, a real problem (a) has a personal frame of reference; (b) doesn’t have real or existing solutions for 
persons addressing the problem; (c) is best described in terms of why people pursue these problems; and (4) is directed 
toward a real audience. 
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There is no formal identification process for the Advanced Inquiry group; rather, interested 
students submit a plan6 for their work. 
 
Students with high readiness for advanced problem-solving innovation may be encouraged to 
consider the Advanced Inquiry group. These may be students who, in the classroom and/or 
in PSI Hour, tend to  
 

• seek out problems (e.g., through questions) independently or frequently; 
• frequently challenge “the way things are”; 
• analyze or critique situations in depth or at length; 
• identify problems that are new or unusual; 
• show motivation or capability for developing increasingly authentic/sophisticated 

products or solutions; or 
• show motivation or capability for working in ways that are more like real-world 

professionals/disciplinarians 
 
Students with highly specialized interests and/or with advanced research skills may also 
benefit from an Advanced Inquiry cluster. 
 
A visual depiction of the PSI Hour model is featured below: 

 

                 
 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6 The online version of this description will link to the plan guidelines/template. 



	   19 

Appendix F 
 

Advanced Learning Facilitator  
 Position Responsibilities 

 
1. Develop capacity of classroom teachers to differentiate for high-end challenge/advanced 

learning in the general education setting. 
 
• Model/coach for how to 

o Design and implement tasks that promote high-end challenge/ advanced 
learning 

o Select and use instructional strategies that are associated with high-end 
challenge/advanced learning in various subject areas (e.g., Socratic 
Method, close reading, engaging with complex texts, text-dependent 
questions, compacting) 

o Make and manage within-class grouping decisions that are goal-driven 
and flexible  

• Digest and disseminate (as appropriate) educational research connected to 
advanced learning (e.g., AP, gifted ed) to teachers and administrators 

 
2. Oversee the design and ongoing implementation of PSI Clusters 

• Administer and analyze student interest survey (with teacher input 
• Create “cluster” possibilities  
• Assign students/teachers to clusters  
• Facilitate Advanced Inquiry cluster 
• Create and maintain a bank of generic & content-specific human and 

online/print-based resources for use in clusters 
• Secure materials for clusters in coordination with DSL office 
• Collect evidence of cluster effectiveness (quantitative and qualitative) 
• Work with ABC25 Foundation to structure grant opportunities for teachers and 

students 
 
3. Provide leadership and support for other and individualized advanced learned needs 

• Co-lead building-level Problem Solving Teams when advanced learning needs are 
at issue 

• Aggregate and communicate outside/extra-curricular opportunities for children 
• Initiate and/or provide guidance in decisions about whole-grade acceleration, 

replacement curricula, and dual enrollment 
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Appendix G 
 

Draft Policy on Whole-Grade Acceleration (K-8) 
 
Whole-grade acceleration (e.g., grade-skipping) occurs when a student is given a grade-level 
placement ahead of chronological-age peers. This can happen at the beginning of or during 
the school year. Students can be referred for whole-grade acceleration by a parent, 
classroom teacher, Advanced Learning Facilitator, or administrator. Building-level 
Problem-Solving Teams will work in collaboration with District personnel to recommend 
students as candidates for whole-grade acceleration. 
 
A student may be a candidate for whole-grade acceleration when the grade-level curriculum 
as a whole—even with additional supports for advanced learning—does not promote 
his/her academic growth. Classroom and district assessments can provide initial evidence 
that the student is performing in multiple subjects far above grade level such that his/her 
progress may be best supported by placing the student in the next grade level. The district 
will use the Iowa Acceleration Scales as a tool for guiding decisions about whole-grade 
acceleration.  This process will be used infrequently since most students’ needs can be met 
through differentiation, content-level acceleration, and goal-setting. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 


