SWD Badge for Teachers: Indicator
Descriptions

Collectively, the Students with Disability Badge for Teachers Rubric indicators evaluate a
provider’s ability to build educators’ mindsets, knowledge, and skills around teaching
students with disabilities using HQIM.

Indicator

Key Idea

Descriptor

SWD.T1

Beliefs

Professional learning includes opportunities to reflect on biases
around students with disabilities and reinforces the belief that
students with disabilities should have access to rigorous,
grade-level instruction.

SWD.T2

Collaboration

Professional learning provides opportunities to reflect on the
value of collaboration and the impact of strategically
leveraging educator strengths in collaborative partnership.

SWD.T3

Co-Teaching
Models

Professional learning explicitly teaches how to flexibly apply

co-teaching models and structures when implementing
high-quality instructional materials (HQIM).

SWD.T4

Co-Planning

Professional learning explicitly teaches the use of collaborative
planning protocols that encourage practitioners to implement
HQIM in a way that is aligned with their students’ strengths and
needs.

SWD.T5

Assessment

Professional learning provides opportunities to reflect on
learner variability or the variance in how learners best
demonstrate learning and the importance of monitoring
progress for students with disabilities on HQIM-embedded
assessments.

SWD.T6

IEPs

Professional learning supports the use of students’ |EPs to
systematically implement testing accommodations when
evaluating content mastery using HQIM-embedded
assessments.

SWD.T?7

Data Use

Professional learning supports the use of data analysis
protocols that encourage practitioners to look at and respond
to the data of students with disabilities on HQIM-embedded
assessments.
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SWD.T8 Student Professional learning provides opportunities to reflect on the
Agency value of student agency in the classroom and identify how
offering students the UDL-aligned options and scaffolds
embedded within the HQIM can increase agency for all
students.

SWD.T9 Embedded Professional learning develops teachers’ skill in supporting

Scaffolds student agency and self-directed learning through the
effective use of HQIM-embedded options for engagement,

representdation, and action and expression.

SWD.T10 | Adapting Professional learning builds teachers’ skill around adapting
HQIM HQIM, when required by a student'’s |EP, to integrate additional
options for engagement, representation, and action and
expression.
SWD.TN Evidence- Professional learning builds teachers’ skill around using
Based evidence-based practices for students with disabilities to
Practices maintain mastery of HQIM-aligned objectives.
SWD.T12 | Evidence- Professional learning builds teacher skill around using
Based evidence-based intervention methods to reteach

Interventions | HQIM-aligned content.

Evidence Collection: Reviewers will review the entirety of the submitted professional learning
artifact. Providers should use the Executive Summary to provide helpful information about the
professional learning artifact and rationale for how each set of pages demonstrates
evidence of the indicator. The background information and rationale/justification in the
Executive Summary will not be used as evidence. Instead, these responses will be used to
direct reviewers to and provide context for any evidence provided within the submitted
professional learning artifact. Reviewers will prioritize evidence collection from within the
specified pages of the artifact for each indicator but will also capture any additional
evidence they find throughout the submitted artifact.

Scoring Examples

The examples below offer a brief description of sample scores for 2, 1, and 0, respectively, for
each indicator. These examples were selected to illustrate expectations within the rubric and
should not be considered prescriptive nor comprehensive of all the ways in which provider

submissions may meet expectations.
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Indicator SWD.T1: Professional learning includes opportunities to reflect on biases around
students with disabilities and reinforces the belief that students with disabilities should have
access to rigorous, grade-level instruction.

The evidence for SWD.TI should highlight activities in which teachers are given the
opportunity to reflect on their own assumptions about what students with disabilities are
capable of and the impact of these beliefs on their own instructional decision-making. The
evidence should also include instances in which teachers have opportunities to engage with
research and/or case studies that demonstrate that students with disabilities can be

successful with rigorous, grade-level-appropriate work.

Example Score of 2: A provider submits a professional learning artifact that pulls
together session slides and materials from several different professional learning
engagements. In one activity in the materials submitted, teachers are asked to
self-assess their own biases related to disability and then discuss how these biases
might manifest in the classroom. The facilitator notes indicate that If participants do
not speak to the impact of bias on the rigor of instruction, the facilitator should prompt
in order to draw out this connection. In another activity included, teachers review and
discuss research that demonstrates the impact of the adoption of HQIM on the
performance of students with disabilities. This evidence would likely score a 2 on the
rubric because it demonstrates that teachers have opportunities to engage in deep
reflection and analysis around all of the key concepts embedded in the rubric. In other
words, teachers are doing the cognitive work that will support internalization of new

knowledge.

Example Score of 1: A provider submits a professional learning artifact that pulls
together session slides and materials from one professional learning engagement. In
one activity, teachers engage with a case study in which a teacher is lowering the
rigor for a student because they expect the grade-level content to be too difficult for
them. In this case study, participants are asked to infer the beliefs that the teacher
holds around disability, discuss the long-term impact of the teacher’s actions on
student outcomes, and consider their own biases related to disability and the
potential impact of those biases. In another activity, a slide contains the key point that
“students with disabilities can be successful with rigorous, grade-level-appropriate
work.” This evidence would likely score a1 on the rubric because teachers have
opportunities to engage in deep reflection around concepts related to bias and rigor,
which supports internalization of these ideas, meaning that the provider would earn a



point for that part of the indicator. However, the single statement that “students with
disabilities can be successful with rigorous, grade-level-appropriate work” is not
adequate in and of itself to reinforce a belief. Beliefs are formed based on
interpretation of evidence and there was no evidence offered that this statement is

true.

Example Score of 0: A provider submits a professional learning artifact that pulls
together session slides and materials from across several engagements. In one
activity, teachers are shown slides that explain that the expectations teachers hold
around ability impacts how they teach. There are no artifacts included that speak to
the capacity of students with disabilities to succeed with rigorous,
grade-level-appropriate work. This evidence would likely score a 0 on the rubric
because teachers are not asked to deeply engage with the content related to rigor
and bias in a way that causes them to reflect on their own biases and related actions,
which is what the rubric states as a look for. Meanwhile, the absence of evidence
related to students’ with disabilities capacity for rigorous, grade-level-appropriate

work means that no points are awarded for that part of the indicator either.

Indicator SWD.T2: Professional learning provides opportunities to reflect on the value of
collaboration and the impact of strategically leveraging educator strengths in collaborative
partnership.

The evidence for SWD.T2 should highlight activities in which teachers are given the
opportunity to reflect on the impact of collaboration on teacher and/or student outcomes.
The evidence should also include instances in which teachers have opportunities to consider
the impact of leveraging the strengths of a co-teaching pair on the outcomes of students
with disabilities.

Example Score of 2: A provider submits a professional learning artifact that pulls
together session slides and materials from one professional learning engagement.
Early in the session, teachers are given the opportunity to read a summary of the
research on the relationship between collaboration and student outcomes. They are
then asked to discuss a specific piece of research that stood out to them from the
article and why. Later in the session, teachers are given a case study and asked to
identify a co-teaching model that will leverage the strengths of both teachers on the
co-teaching team. When debriefing the activity, they are asked to discuss the
potential impact of making decisions around who does what based on role instead of



teacher strengths. This evidence would likely score a 2 on the rubric because it
demonstrates that teachers have opportunities to engage in deep reflection and
analysis around all of the key concepts embedded in the rubric. In other words,
teachers are doing the cognitive work that will support internalization of new
knowledge.

Example Score of 1: A provider submits a professional learning artifact that pulls
together materials from several different engagements. In one activity, teachers are
asked to read a summary of why collaboration is a high-leverage practice in special
education and discuss the key points of the excerpt. Another artifact included, a
co-planning template, includes a step in the planning protocol that reminds
educators to consider their own strengths related to the lesson content. However,
there is no indication in the artifact of how teachers engage with the protocol during
the session. This evidence would likely score a1 on the rubric because while there is
evidence teachers have the opportunity to engage in analysis around one key
concept embedded in the rubric, there is no evidence that teachers will build
understanding about the relationship between leveraging teacher strengths in a

co-teaching partnership and student outcomes.

Example Score of 0: A provider submits a proprofessional learning artifact that pulls
together materials from several different engagements. In one set of slides included,
the facilitator is asked to deliver talking points about why collaboration is a valuable
practice. However, there is no opportunity for participants to actively engage with the
information presented. Another artifact included, a co-planning template, includes
space for teachers to indicate who will do what during the lesson. However, there is no
indication that they are being taught to leverage teacher strengths when making
decisions about each teacher’s role. This evidence would likely score a 0 on the rubric
because teachers are not asked to deeply engage with the content related to
collaboration in a way that causes them to reflect on its value, which is what the rubric
states as a look for. Meanwhile, the absence of evidence related to leveraging
strengths in a co-teaching pair means that no points are awarded for that part of the
indicator either.
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