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Course Title: VoyagerU Targeted Course: Content Integration 

Instructor:   Dr. Tim Ham 

Course Description: 
VoyagerU’s targeted Content Integration course focuses on integrating reading skills into social 
studies and science instruction. This course teaches participants to design effective, integrated 
lessons to use throughout the instructional day. 
 
 
Course Objective/Goals:  
Participants will:  
• Understand how cross-curricular learning impacts student achievement  
• Make content “come to life” through graphic organizers, technology, and other instructional 
reading elements  
• Maximize academic content without compromising language arts instruction  
• Apply content integration techniques at all instructional levels 
 
Course Outline: (Please Attach) 
Continuous Improvement Cycle 
The Content Integration course follows an instructional model that facilitates continual learning 
and improvement. Participants complete coursework through personalized learning based on their 
individual needs and the needs of their students. Following the Four-Step learning model, 
educators:  
1. LEARN about effective classroom instruction  
2. PLAN their learning path and focus on areas of improvement  
3. DELIVER classroom instruction applying new strategies  
4. REFLECT on observational feedback and collaborate with peers 
Content Integration is separated into three sections: (1) Learn About, (2) Lesson Delivery 1, and 
(3) Lesson Delivery 2. In each section, participants learn about content integration by completing 
interactive activities that fall within the LEARN, PLAN, DELIVER, and REFLECT sections of 
the continuous improvement cycle.  
Section Activities 
Learn About – In the Learn About section, participants complete activities to LEARN about 
content integration and REFLECT on current knowledge, as well as new information learned in 
the course. Activities in this section include:  
• Introduction to Content Integration – LEARN the research base behind content integration.  
• Using Content Integration – LEARN the four components of content integration needed to 
improve delivery of integrated lessons in reading and the content areas.  
• Self-Assessment – REFLECT on current knowledge of the four components and rate knowledge 
on a scale of 1-5. Based on this assessment, participants will choose two components they feel 
they need to work on during Lesson Delivery 1.  
• Collaboration Activity – REFLECT on learned material and share with a peer or group. 
Discussion boards allow additional opportunities to reinforce materials and collaborate.  
• Unit Survey – REFLECT on unit experience. 
In the second and third sections, Lesson Delivery 1 and Lesson Delivery 2, participants complete 
activities that fall within all four parts of the continuous improvement cycle. Activities include:  
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• Content Activity – LEARN and complete two interactive activities from the four components of 
content integration:  
1. Vocabulary  
2. Text Types  
3. Graphic Organizers  
4. Comprehension Strategies  
• PLAN Activity – Participants complete an interactive activity to learn about the PLAN process, 
practice using a sample lesson, and incorporate feedback.  
• Lesson Observation Activity – LEARN about the importance of peer observation and how to 
give and receive constructive feedback.  
• Design a Classroom Plan – Participants synthesize learnings and design a two-week classroom 
PLAN, DELIVER instruction according to plan, and practice for lesson observation.  
• Lesson Delivery Observation Report Form – After participants DELIVER a lesson, they 
REFLECT on their observations and identify how much they have grown during the unit.  
• Self-Assessment – REFLECT on what was learned in Lesson Delivery 1, and rate their 
knowledge of content integration. Participants decide which two skills they will work on during 
Lesson Delivery 2.  
• Collaboration Activity – REFLECT on Lesson Delivery 1 and discuss what was learned, 
including current articles about content integration, with peers.  
• Course Summary – REFLECT on Lesson Delivery 2 and watch a short video to summarize the 
continuous learning cycle that was completed.  
• Unit Survey – REFLECT on what was learned in Lesson Delivery 1 and Lesson Delivery 2. 
 
Method of Evaluating Student’s Performance: 
 
1990pts – 1791pts  = A 
1790pts – 1592pts = B 
1591pts – 1393pts  = C 
1392pts – 1194pts  = D 
1193pts and below = F 
 
*Required log documenting 10 hours of instructional application. 
 
 
Textbooks and/or Other Materials: 
 
Voyager Expanded Learning, LP will provide text and materials. 
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