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I.
Background

This project emerged from the work of the Online Academy (Meyen, 2001) at the University of Kansas, involving the development of 22 online modules for preservice teacher education programs. The modules were in the content areas of Reading, Positive Behavioral Support and Technology in Education. The Online Academy National Advisory Board subsequently determined that the instructional design and content of the modules were applicable to staff development. 

In response to the need for staff development nationally, OSEP supported a needs assessment study (Meyen, Ramp, Harrod, & Bui, 2001). See Appendix 2. This study identified 113 topics perceived as being important for staff development programs. Through a prioritization process to determine topics of national significance, five were selected for development as online staff development modules using the Online Academy instructional design, and content experts were selected to write the content. The topics and content experts included the following:

· Curricular Design and Instructional Accommodations for Secondary Students with Mild Disabilities: Content developer-Margaret King-Sears
· Relating Instructional Assessments to Standards: Content developer-Judy Elliott

· Models for Collaboration: Content developer-Jeanne Bauwens

· Transition-Focused Secondary Education for All Students: Content developer-Mary Morningstar

· Developing Standards-Based IEPs: Content developer-Barbara Bateman

During the process of creating the staff development modules, this supplemental award was funded to engage states in planning how to implement online staff development. The approach was very different from that used for the preservice modules developed by the Online Academy which only institutions of higher education (IHEs) had the capacity to implement. That is, while state education agencies (SEAs) and local education agencies (LEAs) actively engage in offering staff development with State Improvement Grants (SIGs) providing resources for statewide initiatives, circumstances vary greatly across these agencies in terms of their experience in offering online staff development. This is due partially to the newness of the technology and partially to the lack of technical infrastructure in some states and districts. The states were engaged in a planning process to provide guidance in implementing online staff development. 

The overarching goal of the project is best reflected in a statement made by Helen Thornton, OSEP project officer, during a National Advisory Board meeting. …“Given we have the modules available, how do we best engage teachers to work through them and to maximize the benefit by teachers so that they apply the knowledge and skills gained in influencing the performance of students?” In essence, the project sought to answer this question in the statewide implementation.

II.
Project Goals and Guiding Conditions/Principles

The original goals proposed for the project were based on the need for an online delivery model(s) to enhance the efforts of states, in cooperation with LEAs and IHEs, to implement online staff development. The goals proposed in the original work scope included the following:

Goal I: To stimulate collaborative planning for online delivery of staff development among SIG recipients involving SEAs, LEAs, and IHEs.

Goal II: To engage selected SEA, LEA, and IHE representatives in a planning process to develop an online delivery model(s).

Goal III: To create a web site for disseminating information on the models that are tested and for encouraging the collaborative implementation activities.

Goal IV: To pilot test the model(s) at the SEA/LEA level. 

As the planning process began and representatives of professional groups within states, Advisory Board members, and representatives of OSEP became engaged, it soon became clear that the focus of the project needed to be much broader than creating a delivery model(s). For example, we needed to know more about the conditions surrounding online staff development, the barriers encountered, the effectiveness of online staff development, and the potential contributions of SEAs, LEAs, and IHEs to implementing online staff development in ways that sustain teacher involvement. 

Because online staff development continues to be viewed as an innovation and is still early in the adoption stage, a number of conditions translate into principles for planning. The goals proposed in the work scope became subjected to an iterative process that was greatly influenced by input from the participants, including OSEP representatives. The result of this process was the emergence of unofficial conditions or principles that guided the work of the group. Some of these conditions/principles began to emerge early in the six-month planning history of the project, whereas others became evident in a final planning retreat. They represented beliefs that were central to the group’s charge and were based on perceptions about online staff development as well as values and insights held by the planning participants, as a result of previous experience. Each condition/principle influenced the nature of this report and the actions of the group.

These conditions/principles are characterized by the following statements:

· There must be a common level of understanding among participants as to what constitutes asynchronous online staff development. This is best achieved by allowing all participants to experience online staff development.

· Knowing the barriers to implementation that will likely be encountered at the state and/or local levels is a prerequisite to developing delivery models for implementation. A wide range of policy, administrative, attitudinal, and practical issues can become barriers for which solutions need to be developed. It is possible to identify such barriers and to propose solutions. Failure to address them in planning may contribute to unnecessary problems in implementation.

· It is important to understand the conditions that contribute to successful implementation of online staff development. To some extent, these conditions represent the parameters of online instruction. They take the form of conditions that need to be met prior to implementation as well as technology requirements and strategies for engaging teachers in online staff development and sustaining their involvement.

· Given the development work that must be done in creating online staff development, implementation of online staff development in most states will likely involve the SEA, LEAs, IHEs, and possibly Regional Resource Centers. The nature of the collaboration will vary with agencies assuming different roles depending on their level of commitment to and experience with online instruction.

· In implementation of online staff development beyond a single district, a single agency will likely assume a lead role. Depending on which agency assumes this role, the approach to implementation may vary.

· The technical infrastructure for the delivery of online staff development will vary. Some agencies will have the capacity to deliver broadband technology, whereas others may be limited to delivery via more limited modems. 

While the original goals were not formally restated, it is clear in examining the tasks carried out that, as a result of the planning process, the goals were extended by two and redefined. The following restated goals reflect the goals that were achieved.

Goal I: To stimulate collaborative planning for online delivery of staff development among SIG recipients involving SEAs, LEAs, and IHEs.

Goal II: To engage selected SEA, LEA, and IHE representatives in a planning process to develop an online delivery model(s).

Goal III: To identify and validate the conditions and barriers which have a high probability of influencing the implementation of online staff development.

Goal IV: To engage participants in the planning process in beta testing online staff development modules as a way to develop a common frame of reference for online staff development.

Goal V: To collect as much data and anecdotal information as reasonable in preparing for developing a delivery model(s) for online staff development that might be shared nationally.

Goal VI: To create a web site for disseminating information on the model(s) to encourage collaborative testing of the model(s) and for implementation.

III.
Structure

Although the project was funded as a supplemental award, it was organized as an independent project with its own work scope. At the same time, it represents an element of longitudinal work in e-learning that began with the funding of the Online Academy in 1997. That is, when the Academy as a project ended in December of 2000, the e-Learning Design Lab (eDL) was created, a venture involving the Center for Research on Learning (CRL) and the Information Technology and Telecommunications Center (ITTC) at the University of Kansas. Specifically, the CRL brings together researchers from education whereas the ITTC brings researchers from engineering in a collaborative partnership. The follow-up activities of the Academy represent one of several projects within the lab that focus on some element of e-learning environments and/or technology. 

The following organizational elements represent the structure of the project.

Coordination: The project was based in the e-Learning Design Lab. Staffing of the project was achieved though the engagement of a national consultant and part-time assignment of eDL staff to specific tasks carried out for the project.

External Leadership: The National Advisory Board for the project that previously resulted in the production of five online staff development modules also served as the Advisory Board for this project. Indeed, the impetus for the project evolved from the work of that initiative. The board was comprised of nine individuals representing SEAs, RRCs, LEAs, IHEs, and OSEP. The divisions of Research to Practice and Monitoring and State Improvement Planning were both represented on the board. See Appendix 3 for a listing of the membership of the Advisory Board and state team members.

State Teams: The primary feature of the structure was the state teams, represented the primary source of data and input to the planning process. Nine states with State Improvement Grants were selected by the National Advisory Board in conjunction with OSEP representatives: Alabama, Idaho, Kansas, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Michigan, Montana, New Jersey, and Utah. Each team was comprised of a representative of the respective SEA and an institution of higher education, along with a principal, a staff development specialist, and at least one teacher. In one case a Regional Resource Center representative served on a team (this person was also on the National Advisory Board), at least one teacher, and a principal. The SEA representative served as the team leader, coordinating all team activities. 

Retreat Planning Sessions: These sessions represented the setting in which most discourse and decision-making took place. Two retreats were hosted that followed a planning session by the national Advisory Board. During the planning session the initial goals were framed, the planning process conceptualized, and the retreat model agreed upon. OSEP awarded funds to each state to cover the costs for their team members to participate in the retreat sessions. Due to travel restrictions, two of the teams were not able to participate in the planning retreats. However, accommodations were made to obtain their input.

Project Web Site: The project web site served as the primary communications vehicle. For example, agendas and summaries of meetings were shared via the web site. Surveys were conducted electronically and the modules that were beta tested by the participants were accessed through the web site with data also being collected online. Further, participants communicated with their team members, the eDL staff, and their team leader via electronic communications. Some teams also met in person for planning.

IV.
Procedures

What began as a project designed to seek input on designing models for distribution of online staff development modules quickly evolved into a more comprehensive and complex undertaking. This was due to the realization that there was little experience to draw upon relative to online delivery of staff development. That is, most of the individuals who were critical to the planning process had limited or no personal experience with online instruction. However, it was anticipated that participants’ input would become more sophisticated as they gained personal experience with online instruction and could reflect on issues central to implementing online staff development. Additionally, there was a concern for validating the perceptions of the participants as part of the planning process so decisions could become more data-based and less intuitive. Consequently, a series of specific tasks were carried out to prepare for the ultimate task of proposing models for implementation. 

This section will address the overall planning process and each of the four major tasks: (a) engaging participants in beta testing an online staff development module, (b) identifying and verifying barriers to implementing online staff development, (c) understanding the parameters of online staff development, and (d) framing recommendations on models for implementation. Completion of the first three tasks was viewed as readiness for conceptualizing models for implementation.

Planning Process: The primary vehicle for engaging the state teams in the planning process were two-day retreats held in Alexandria, Virginia, and Park City, Utah, respectively. Extensive work prior to and following the retreats was done by both the participants and the eDL staff via the project web site. Some state teams also met face-to-face to supplement their project work. This process maximized the effectiveness of teams and individual members in influencing the direction of the project. 

Additionally, the work between retreats was facilitated by the intensity and nature of the work carried out during the retreat sessions. Specifically, a purposeful attempt was made to balance the agenda of the retreats across input sessions, focus groups, team sessions, and large-group interactions. Presentations were kept to a minimum, except for providing critical information and reporting the results of surveys conducted and the synthesis of focus groups. Agendas were shared in advance and open to modification as the retreats evolved. See Appendix 4 for copies of the retreat agendas.

Representatives of the OSEP staff participated in the first retreat and one person was in attendance at the second. Six members of the national Advisory Board attended the first retreat and two participated in the second meeting. The variance in participation for these two groups was due to the relocation of the second retreat that proved more convenient for the state teams, but not so convenient for others. Participation of representatives from both the national Advisory Board and OSEP was important to the process as they helped conceptualize the project and also had the advantage of having worked with the Academy over an extended period of time. Thus, they were familiar with the advantages of online instruction, the development of modules, and the processes of beta testing, implementation, and evaluation.  

Features Common to the Two Retreats:

· Focus Groups: The discussion groups took the form of focus groups with assigned tasks. Reporters were assigned, flip charts were used for recording, reporting occurred in large groups, and notes were taken during the reporting session by eDL staff to complement the group reports. The composition of groups varied depending on the topics. Group membership was organized by either role, some by states, and others randomly depending on their purpose.

· Follow-Up Reports: The eDL staff assumed responsibility for preparing detailed summaries of actions taken during the retreats and for capturing the input from focus groups.

· OSEP Consultation: Informal discussions occurred with the OSEP representatives during the retreats, as well as before and after, to ensure that the activities were moving in a positive direction and to assess the effectiveness of activities. Exchanges via phone and e-mail also occurred throughout the project.

· Assignments: Individuals were given specific assignments resulting from each retreat. These ranged in demand from beta testing a module that could take as long as 14 hours to responding to surveys requiring 30-40 minutes. State team coordinators had additional logistical and leadership responsibilities.

Outcomes of the First Retreat:

· Procedures for beta testing the five staff development modules were agreed upon by participants, who were allowed to select which module they wished to test. There were two reasons for their participation in the beta testing: (a) to allow each participant to gain experience in completing an online staff development module as a frame of reference for the planning process, and (b) to actually test each module. The instructions for beta testing and procedures for obtaining passwords, submitting forms for evaluation and accessing to the modules were made available on the project web site.

· Six categories of ideas related to understanding online instruction in the context of preparing for implementation resulted from the focus groups. Using the notes generated by a group, the eDL staff structured items within each category that were subsequently drafted into a survey instrument and subjected to evaluation and ratings by participants.

· Preliminary notes on barriers to online staff development resulted both from focus groups and from general session discussions. These were not shared as a summary as it was decided that participants would be asked to contribute ideas on barriers as part of the beta testing. The assumption was that the experience of completing an online module would provide a context for thinking about potential barriers. The notes were kept and factored into an instrument that was created following the second retreat.

· Archival notes from the many discussions would later be considered in framing the delivery/implementation model(s). These were not formally distributed as it was evident that participants felt the need for more information that would result from the follow-up assignments, participation in beta testing, and subsequent retreats.

Outcomes of the Second Retreat:

· The beta test results were prepared in a summary report. Additional anecdotal information was gathered during the discussion of the process. The results will be reported in the Results section of this report.

· The results of the survey on barriers and solutions were discussed, with attention given to adding and revising. This feedback was used by the eDL staff in constructing an instrument for participant response. The results of the Barriers Study will be reported in the Results section of this report.

· The results of the survey on the six categories related to understanding online staff development (parameters study) were reported and discussed. This led to considerable discussion of the implications for implementation as well as the decision to make an effort to increase the response rate to the instrument since the data were perceived as being very useful to states in the process of implementing online staff development. The instrument was sent to those who had not responded to the first version. The results are reported in the Results section of this report.

· Preliminary features for delivery (implementation) model were generated through the focus groups. It was agreed that the presentation on models should focus on a single mode with variations depending on the lead agency. Additionally, it was agreed that the information on barriers and parameters of online instruction should provide the context for the model(s). Initially it was assumed that a variety of models would be created. For this reason, this report has been structured to detail the results of the surveys conducted and outcome of the focus groups as the frame of reference for the results section on models. The total report becomes central to the substance of modifying delivery (implementation) models based on prevailing conditions in states. In the first analysis, a single model with variation in design has been recommended and reported in the Results section.

Outcomes of Work by eDL Staff Between Sessions:

· Completion of beta testing for five modules.

· Completion of barriers and solutions survey and analysis.

· Completion of parameters of online staff development study and analysis.

· Summary reporting sent to participants.

· Retreat planning sessions arranged.

· Maintenance of web site.

· Communications with participants.

Beta testing: The procedures for the beta testing emerged out of discussions at the first planning retreat plus the experiences of the eDL staff in previous beta testing. Because a review of the content had already occurred and the instructional design had been subjected to extensive evaluation and was used nationally, it was decided that this beta testing initiative would primarily focus on participants’ perceptions of implications for staff development. As a result, demographic data would be collected on each participant completing a module and submitting the evaluation and comment form. This would allow the results to be analyzed as a total group of respondents or by the role of individual participants (i.e., SEA representatives, IHE faculty, teachers, principals, or staff development specialists).

Procedures:

· Modules were demonstrated as an orientation for participants so they would know what to expect during the beta testing.

· Participants were required to select a module to beta test. While they were free to complete others, they were not asked to submit evaluation data on more than one module.

· A web site was developed containing all the information necessary for participating in the beta testing and for reporting evaluative responses.

· Deadlines were set for completion of the beta testing and reporting of the results.

· Reminders were sent periodically to participants and to state team leaders to encourage progress.

· Results were tabulated electronically as they were received. 

· A summary of quantitative responses and narrative responses was developed. 

· An audit summary based on analysis of responses was developed. This became the source document for the eDL technology staff to make revisions if deemed necessary.

· The audit summary was reported back to the group during the second retreat.

· When individuals contacted the eDL staff on specific concerns, staff members followed up. Content issues were reviewed internally to determine if they warranted revision prior to national dissemination.
The model used by the eDL in developing of the staff development modules involved the following steps:

1. Needs assessment: The needs assessment was conducted nationally. See Appendix 2.

2. Selection of content developers: The National Advisory Board selected the content developers through an interview process. 
3. Content management: A member of the e-Learning Design Lab staff was responsible for orienting the content developers to the specifications of the design and the template requirements of the tool. The staff person continued to serve as the point of contact to ensure that the content met the content specifications.

4. Production staff: Once the content was approved as meeting the specifications, it was transferred to the production staff, and one person was responsible for quality control. At this stage the content was edited for processing into the tool.

5. Alpha testing: After the content had been processed through production, it was in an operational form as an online module and was alpha tested by the production staff.

6. After revisions based on alpha testing were made, the module was moved to a public web site and subjected to further review as a work in progress.
7. Beta testing: The instrument and procedures for beta testing were developed through broad participation of lab staff. Prior experience in beta testing was factored into the process. Input was sought from the National Advisory Board and participants of the project prior to finalizing the process to ensure that the results would meet the needs of the project as well as the needs of the lab for revisions.
Barriers/Solution Study: The Barriers Study was conducted based on the results of discussions in the focus groups during the first retreat and discussions with the OSEP representatives. The consensus was if implementation of online staff development was to be effective, it was important to anticipate the barriers that might be encountered and subsequently, to the extent possible, offer solutions. It became apparent that the perceived barriers would vary depending one one’s professional role. Therefore, rather than trying to agree on the barriers and edit them as a group, the following procedures were carried out in conducting the study.

Procedures:

· Notes from the focus groups were edited as statements describing barriers and solutions and retained as an archive to be integrated with later results. This approach was based on a previous decision to allow individuals to reflect in private on what they perceived as barriers. 

· A submit form was developed and placed on the web site and participants were invited by email to contribute information on perceived barriers and solutions. The submission form used an open-ended format so participants could submit as many barriers and solutions as they wished.

· There was no online follow-up on the Barriers and Solutions survey prior to the second retreat. Instead, a summary of barriers and solutions was prepared for use in discussion sessions during the second retreat. The summary was organized by the perceptions of individuals by professional role. Feedback from the focus groups during the second retreat was reviewed along with the summary information from the first retreat and redundancies were eliminated. 

· During the group discussion at the second retreat, it became clear that the barriers contained information meaningful to implementation of online staff development. While there was general consensus across roles on what constituted a barrier, the relative importance of each barrier was not clear.

· A second instrument was designed following the second retreat and placed online. This instrument included only the barriers and was not structured by roles. However, the demographic data that were collected made it possible to sort responses by roles. A total of 23 barriers were included that respondents were asked to rank on a 5-point scale ranging from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. As a result of this process, one barrier was eliminated as not applying to teachers.  (See Appendix 5 for a copy of the instrument.)

· The solutions that were the products of focus groups were aligned with the barriers as a planning reference. Because barriers to online staff development may be situation-specific, no attempt was made to further refine the proposed solutions. They are reported as examples of solutions in the Results section.

· Mean values were calculated on the ratings of barriers. This allows groups planning online staff development programs to consider potential barriers early in their planning.

Parameters of Online Staff Development Study: The title for this study has been evolving since it emerged from the focus groups during the first retreat. At that time, discussions centered on a wide array of topics warranting consideration when planning how best to approach implementation of online staff development ranging from the requirements of online staff development to how to sustain the involvement of teachers. Initially, this work was merely referred to as the “Follow-Up.” Later it was referred to as “Understanding Online Staff Development.” After the first survey results were analyzed, it became apparent there were several parameters to planning online staff development. Each is important and warrants identity within that which could be described as the parameter of online staff development. It was at this time that the title of the study was finalized: Parameters of Online Staff Development.

Procedures:

· The initial instrument consisted of 113 items divided into six categories. See Appendix 6 for a copy of the instrument. Following is a list of six categories.

1.
Conditions that influence how online staff development might be delivered.

2.
Requirements to be met by online delivery models.

3.
Ways to engage teachers.

4.
Ways to sustain teachers’ involvement.

5.
Ways to manage online staff development.

6.
Ideas for implementation of online staff development

· A submit form was developed and placed on the web site and participants were invited by email to respond to the instrument. The instrument was preceded by a brief review of the discussions at the first retreat. Respondents were asked to provide demographic information and to rank each item on a 5-point scale of importance ranging for responses from Not Important to Very High Importance.

· The results of the responses were summarized and presented at the second planning retreat. At that time it was agreed that the results were of sufficient value that an effort should be made to increase the response rate from participants.

· A second copy of the survey instrument was sent to those who had not responded the first time.

Framing Recommendations on Delivery Models in Implementation: The procedures for these recommendations were largely described in the Planning Process section of this report. Initially, the recommendations on models were the single focus. While this remained a primary goal, it became evident early in the project that states would need access to more information than just structural models for delivering online staff development. The three studies carried out by the project were viewed as essential to framing recommendations on delivery models along with the focus group discussions held during the planning retreats. The discussion on the studies will not be repeated in this section, but the results of those studies and the focus groups contain information considered to be central to decisions states make in developing delivery models for online staff development. Thus, they become important source documents for states in planning online staff development and are reported in the Results section. In many ways they provide information most valued by the participants in this project. They also serve to under gird the recommendations. 

While the recommendations represent the results of the collaborative effort, they are couched in a context of perspectives and insights shared by those who participated in the project. The recommendations are made meaningful when reviewed in the larger realm of knowledge and experiences captured through the two studies and the beta testing. This report has been designed to provide comprehensive coverage of the procedures employed and the data collected. It is based on the belief of the project participants that such information is central to decisions made by state educational agencies in the implementation of online staff development. Had these knowledge-building activities not become part of the project, the recommendations would have been less informed and likely taken a different direction. Finally, the Results section is viewed as useful information for groups planning implementation of online staff development even if they elect to use a model other than the one recommended in this report.

Procedures:

· The development of the model(s) for delivery (implementation) was central to each retreat and the studies carried out by the project. However, the discussions on potential models did not occur until the second planning retreat, following the preliminary results of the beta test and after the results of the surveys had been compiled.

· The project objectives were restructured to apply specifically to developing a level of readiness for framing recommendations on delivery (implementation) model(s).

· The results of the (a) focus groups, (b) beta testing, and (c) the surveys on Barriers and Solutions and Parameters of Online Instruction collectively provided the group the necessary background for framing recommendations on delivery models. The need for a common knowledge base on the process of implementation was considered essential by the participants.

· Demographic data perceived as central to states in developing online staff development delivery systems were identified.

· Two focus groups on models were held during the second retreat. One was comprised of individuals by professional role, the other across roles by state. Topics included the model development process, elements of delivery models, ideas for dissemination, the structuring of models, and conditions essential to implementing online staff development.

· The results of the focus groups were shared and discussed in total-group sessions. Specific guidelines were framed for the focus groups by the eDL staff. The eDL staff recorded all reporting sessions. The notes from the total group reporting session were recorded with the individuals groups summarizing.

· The recommendations were drafted following completion of the two surveys, the beta testing and the two planning retreats.

V. 
Results 

A. Beta Test Results

1.
Context of Beta Test

The instructional design and the technology employed in developing the staff development modules had already been extensively beta tested and were being implemented with other content in preservice teacher education programs nationally. Additionally, the content had been developed by content experts selected nationally and had been subjected to review. 

For these reasons, the beta test of the staff development modules was targeted at seeking input from the project participants, particularly on assessing the effectiveness of the modules and the implications for online staff development; participants were also asked to identify any errors in content, problems related to navigation, and organizational needs. The engagement of the project participants in the beta test process had the advantage of ensuring that each participant would personally experience online staff development as part of the project. Since few had prior personal experience with developing or participating in online staff development this was viewed as critical to their preparation for framing recommendations for the large-scale implementation of online staff development. In addition, that was the reason for conducting the beta test early in the project. 

2.
Demographics  

Fifty-one individuals from nine states participated in the beta test. They included 10 state education agency staff, 6 professors, 6 principals, 14 teachers, 8 professional development specialists, and 7 individuals representing Regional Resource Centers and individuals in varied administrative roles. The experience of participants in using computers, the Internet, and in completing an online course was considered important information as reported in Table 1.  Table 2 describes the hours per week of Internet usage experience by participants.

Table 1:  Participants’ Experience on Computers and Internet Usage

	Amount of Experience
	Computers
	Internet Usage

	Less than 1 year
	
	1

	1-3 years
	2
	8

	3-5 years
	6
	15

	5+ years
	42
	27

	
	n=50
	n=51


Table 2:  Internet Usage Experience
	Hours per week
	# of Participants

	Less than 5 hours
	25

	5-10 hours
	21

	More than 10 hours
	5

	n=51
	


When asked about their experience in taking online courses, 38 reported that they had never taken an online course. Ten reported having taken 1-2 courses with three reporting 3-10. In describing their use of technology in their professional role, 21 reported that they fully use technology in their daily work; 29 reported that they make moderate use of technology in their daily work. One reported rarely using technology in daily work. 

3.
Beta Test Framework

In contrast to a typical beta test, which is directed specifically to assessing effectiveness of design, validity of content and stability of user friendliness of the technology employed, the framework for this beta test was structured to meet the planning needs of the project. Thus, the framework included two elements. The first was to establish an Effectiveness Record on the part of the participants. This element addressed their perceptions of preferred characteristics of online staff development, their experiences in testing the online staff development modules, and the contributions of specific features in the instructional design to their learning. The second element took the form of a Beta Test Audit collecting qualitative data from open-ended questions and observations based on the participants’ experience in completing an online staff development module. This element was designed to identify data that would be helpful in revising the modules and/or contribute to the subsequent framing of recommendations on delivery models. 

Data for both elements were collected online. Participants completed their module of choice and then responded to a data collection form. Technical assistance was provided when needed to ensure that the online submission process did not interfere with the submission of responses. The e-Learning Design Lab had employed online data collection methods in prior beta tests. Consequently, the process was well tested, and there were very few inquiries for clarification on the data collection/submission process. See Appendix 7 for a copy of the beta test instrument

4.
Effectiveness Record Results

The Effectiveness Record process employed by eDL represents an attempt to assess the perceived effectiveness of online instruction from the perception of a group of stakeholders with a common goal. In this case the stakeholders were comprised of individuals representing different educational agencies in nine states who were engaged in making recommendations on strategies for large-scale implementation of online staff development. The goal was to assess the effectiveness of online instruction in the process of determining its application to online staff development. 

The rationale for building an Effectiveness Record based on the perceptions of participants in the beta testing is that all participants (a) would be basing their responses on the same online instructional design and technology features, (b) had the same frame of reference in that the context was online staff development, and (c) completed the experience within the same time frame and with a similar level of support.

Each participant was asked a series of questions organized into four categories:

1. Importance of characteristics of online instruction

2. Response to online module design

3. Contributions of Orientation and Support Level features to their learning

4. Contributions of Lesson Level features to their learning

Participants responded to each question using the following 5-point scale.

	5 points
	Strongly Agree
	(sa)

	4 points
	Agree
	(a)

	3 points
	Uncertain
	(u)

	2 points
	Disagree
	(d)

	1 point
	Strongly Disagree
	(sd)


Importance of characteristics of online instruction. Seven characteristics of online instruction were identified (see Table 3). Each attribute was embedded in the design used to create the online modules that were tested by the participants. As noted in Table 3, the mean scores ranged from a high of 4.86 for the flexibility of being able to work on online instruction when convenient and the ability to make hard copies of any feature of a module to the usefulness of media, which received a mean rating of 3.98.

Table 3:  Importance of Characteristics of Online Instruction

	
	sa
	a
	u
	d
	sd
	Mean Score

	Review in original form
	25
	23
	2
	1
	0
	4.41

	Work when convenient
	45
	5
	1
	0
	0
	4.86

	Work where I want
	42
	7
	2
	0
	0
	4.78

	Have immediate access
	38
	11
	2
	0
	0
	4.71

	Can make hard copies
	43
	8
	0
	0
	0
	4.84

	Can review at any time
	45
	5
	1
	0
	0
	4.86

	Media is useful
	7
	37
	4
	2
	0
	3.98

	n = 51
	
	
	
	
	
	


The consistently high rankings of the selected characteristics of online instruction reflect perspectives that are learner-oriented. Thus, they relate to aspects of online instruction that are generalizable to most models of online instruction. The data reported in Tables 4, 5 and 6 are, however, specific to the content and learning derived from the modules tested here. In looking at the mean values, it is important to note that while they are all comparatively high, the fact that the usability of media was the lowest warrants consideration. The development of multimedia resources is very costly. If, after further study, it is determined that the use of multimedia does not add significantly to the effectiveness of online instruction for adult learners, significant resources and time could be saved by minimizing the use of media in online instruction for adult learners. On the other hand, this ranking may be more related to the nature of the specific multimedia embedded in these modules than the general use of multimedia in online instruction.

Response to online module design. There were eight items in this series. As noted in Table 4, the mean scores ranged from a high of 4.49 for ease of use to a low of 3.27 for the contributions of graphics to their learning. Graphics were integrated into the multimedia features of the modules, thus this relatively low ranking for graphics may be related to the similar ranking given to the use of media as reported in Table 3. This uncertainty about the value of graphics adds to the need for further study of the value of media and/or the type of media most applicable to online instruction designed for adult learners.

Table 4:  Responses to Selected Design, Usability and Instructional Features of Modules
	
	sa
	a
	u
	d
	sd
	Mean Score

	Were easy to setup and start
	29
	19
	0
	2
	1
	4.43

	Were easy to use
	29
	19
	2
	1
	0
	4.49

	Were instructionally well designed
	24
	22
	4
	1
	0
	4.35

	Kept my attention/interest
	12
	28
	6
	5
	0
	3.92

	Helped me understand content
	24
	24
	2
	1
	0
	4.39

	Had meaningful graphics
	4
	21
	12
	13
	1
	3.27

	Would help develop my skills
	22
	24
	3
	1
	0
	4.34

	Are effective delivery approach
	22
	21
	6
	2
	0
	4.24

	n = 51
	
	
	
	
	
	


Tables 3 and 4 report data on items that are directly related to features in the module design tested by participants. All features in the design are addressed with the exception of the Practice feature which was not included because it is carried out following completion of the module. In this test, students were not required to do the Practice as the test was conducted following the end of the school year and most practices exercises involved applications in the classroom. See Figure 1 for an illustration of the module design features. 

Figure 1:  Table of Contents Levels in Module Design
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There are four levels in the design: Orientation level, Support level, Lesson level and Practice level. Most modules in this beta test included three lessons. The primary instruction is focused at the Lesson level. The Preview and the Presentation involved multimedia presentations. The Preview alerts the student to what they will learn through the lesson and what was included in the previous lesson. Thus, it serves the function of an advance organizer. The Presentation is equivalent to a lecture. It is available to the students in a multimedia format of a text format. The content is identical in both formats as are the illustrations. Many of the Lesson level features are aggregated at the Support level so that students can review specific features without having to return to each lesson. The Orientation level is accessed by students as they begin a module. They will return to the Orientation Level only when they need a review the focus and/or organization of the module. This may not occur once they begin the module. Finally, the Practice level contains one or more activities to assist the students in applying what they learned from the module.
Contributions of Orientation and Support level features to their learning. A review of the specific features of the Orientation and Support levels in Figure 1 shows that only the syllabus and the research features of the Support level are included. The reason is that the other features are included at the Lesson level and are reported in Table 5. They are aggregated at the Support level for review purposes. 

Table 5:  Perceived Values of Orientation and Support Feature to Learning by Participants
	
	sa
	a
	u
	d
	sd
	Mean Score

	Introduction
	16
	34
	0
	0
	1
	4.25

	Critical questions
	18
	27
	6
	0
	0
	4.24

	Content map
	12
	28
	6
	5
	0
	3.92

	Structure
	17
	25
	6
	2
	0
	4.14

	Help
	8
	26
	15
	2
	0
	3.78

	Syllabus
	23
	26
	1
	1
	0
	4.39

	Research
	22
	18
	8
	1
	2
	4.12

	n = 51
	
	
	
	
	
	


In the combined features from the Orientation and the Support levels, mean scores ranged from the Syllabus as the highest at 4.39 to the Help feature of 3.78 as the lowest. Both rankings can probably be explained by their use. That is, the syllabus contains detailed information on the module; indeed, prior experience confirms that the syllabus is typically printed by the students and kept accessible as a quick reference. By comparison, the Help feature is accessed only when a student needs assistance in navigation or operating some element of a module. In the beta test, a web site was provided as a resource. There were few hits on the Help feature or phone calls, thus it was assumed that participants had little need to access this feature. The Content Map, which received the second lowest ranking, contains information on all modules in a series. In this case, each module was part of a series on staff development. However, the participants were not completing the series, but were focusing only on one module. Consequently, this feature would not be of high importance to them.

Contributions of Lesson level features to their learning. Each Lesson feature serves a particular function in the instructional design of the lesson. However, the feature that is most central to instruction is the Presentation feature because it is through this feature that information critical to the lesson theme is structured to maximize learning for the students. The presentation serves basically the same function as a lecture in a face-to-face course where the instructor uses the lecture to present information in an organized manner. Students are able to start and stop a lecture at any time. They can opt for a multimedia or a text presentation and make hard copies of the text if they wish. All other features are coordinated with the presentation. 

As noted in Table 6, the presentation feature received the highest mean score of 4.69. Only one mean score was below 4.16, the Reading feature at 3.90. The readings are selected to extend the information covered in the presentation. Students vary in their familiarity with the required readings. Some may already have read the assigned readings and find them of less value. For those students, the research feature at the Support level is helpful, as additional selections from the literature are presented even though they are not considered required readings. 

Table 6:  Contributions of Lesson Features to Their Learning
	
	sa
	a
	u
	d
	sd
	Mean Score

	outline
	27
	20
	3
	1
	0
	4.43

	notes
	30
	18
	2
	1
	0
	4.51

	glossary
	26
	22
	2
	0
	0
	4.48

	readings
	17
	19
	8
	1
	4
	3.90

	preview
	22
	19
	6
	4
	0
	4.16

	presentation
	37
	12
	2
	0
	0
	4.69

	activities
	20
	28
	2
	1
	0
	4.31

	directed quests
	25
	22
	4
	0
	0
	4.41

	assessment
	27
	15
	6
	3
	0
	4.29

	n = 51
	
	
	
	
	
	


The Notes feature received the second highest mean score at 4.51. The notes represent the 10-15 most important points in a lesson as judged by the content developer. The notes are not intended to replace the notes students might make on their own; instead, they alert students to topics to pay close attention to while working through the lesson. The Glossary feature received the next highest mean score at 4.48 and is a major feature of each lesson. The glossary is based on the perspective that in teaching about a topic, one of the important responsibilities of the instructor is to teach the language of the subject being taught. Not only is considerable attention given to identifying important words specific to the theme of the lesson, but access to the glossary is also central to the module design. Thus, students can access the glossary from the Table of Contents, the Support and Lesson level menus and while reading the Text feature format of a presentation. 

5.
Beta Test Audit

Like the data collected the Effectiveness Record, the data for the Beta Test Audit were derived from an instrument available to all participants online. The primary difference is that the Effectiveness Record is based on structured questions requiring quantifiable responses, whereas the Beta Test Audit results were derived from responses to open-ended questions or unstructured opportunities to report observations on the beta test experience. Thus, the data were in a qualitative format and not subject to tabulation in the same manner as the Effectiveness Record data. The compilation of results required some knowledge of the beta testing process, the module design, and the content. Additionally, it was important to have an understanding of how the results would be used in the revision process in order to prepare the results summary in a maximally useable form. The preparation of the audit results was done by selected members of the eDL production staff. 

The production staff transferred the raw data verbatim to a word document. The statements were then aligned with the module they addressed and each statement was coded to be certain that they could be traced to the exact location in the appropriate module. When changes were required, a brief descriptor characterizing each comment or suggestion was also inserted in the border of the record to serve as a cue to the staff reviewing the data. Once completed, the results become the focus of staff meetings to determine any revisions warranted. Table 7 includes an excerpt from the sample Beta Test Audit report prepared on the staff development modules as a result of this beta test. The sample reflects the early stages of the audit. As actions are taken based on the data, they are recorded in the space on the border. See Appendix 8 for the complete audit report.

6.
Summary of Beta Test Process

In any beta test, decisions must be made based on an interpretation of the results. Rarely is the needed revision evident based on testing results only. Each situation requires careful study. That is especially true of subjective comments. Quantitative data alone are not sufficient. Additionally, the revision process must take into consideration staff input based on their experience and access to new technologies. The goal is to improve all elements of the product knowing the conditions under which it will be used. In the case of online staff development, it is particularly important to know the technology capacity of the schools where the online staff development will be offered and whether teachers will be doing much of the work on the program at home. While you do not produce online staff development for the lowest common denominator in terms of available technology, it is important to strike a balance that ensures maximum access for the target audience.

Table 7:  Excerpts from Sample Beta Test Audit Report
	Module
	Comments
	Staff Notes

	Module 1
	I found the content to be well grounded in research. 

Perhaps because the modules are trying to reach both individuals with experience and novices, I found the introductory material to be more than needed. Some of the content was very basic. 

Adding more interactivity to the module could be helpful.
	Research-positive

Content too basic 

Review interactivity



	Module 2
	Enjoyed the assessments - kept me on task and forced me to pay attention. Reading so much text could be difficult for staying on task. 

RealPlayer: I could not get it to work therefore I had to use the text version. That makes it much more tedious to work through the module. I liked being able to preview the notes and outline/syllabus. I would have liked more Practice activities for applying the knowledge and links to web sites.

Look forward to making these available on a large scale.


	Assessment – positive 

RealPlayer problem

Review practice activities

Consider links

	Module 3
	I think using the Internet for staff development extends the opportunities to reach more staff. Participants would need some modest instruction on using the program and basic computer use. I do feel there needs to be some interaction with others in order to intensify the course content and make it applicable to the classroom. The course itself is excellent in giving teachers information about models of collaboration.  Is this being designed for teachers currently employed, college credits, in district staff development? I think it would be very beneficial to have an in-district staff development course such as this one with an on-site instructor to help facilitate. There weren't any readings or research available on this module, hence, my uncertain response. Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this project. I intend to go through the other modules at another time.
	No problem with online

Provide increased interactivity

Target audiences

Reading and research missing


Table 7:  Excerpts from Sample Beta Test Audit Report, continued
	Module
	Comments
	Staff Notes

	Module 3
	I found this learning experience very enjoyable and extremely well organized. I am not much of a computer person. This was extremely user friendly. The content was very thorough and well researched. I think any educator could benefit using these modules as continuing education or CSPD. Thanks for the opportunity to try it out.


	Very user friendly

No problem

Computer friendly

Research content

Generalize to other users

	Module 4
	Typo in glossary:  Functional Vocational Rehabilitation: add “s” to “interest.” Typo in glossary: Person Centered Planning: add the word “it” after “because.” Where are the two handouts in Lesson II? Typo:  Lesson II Assessment:  Number 5 add “s” to “meeting.” Typo:  Notes for Lesson 3:  Number 5:  “environment” misspelled.  Typo:  Lesson 3:  Self-Determination Section:  Why is “self-advocacy” capitalized when underlined?  Typo:  Lesson 3: Conceptual Module for Self-Determination Section:  Use “Fourth”, not “Forth”. Typo:  Lesson 3:  Skill Development for Self-Determination Section:  Sentence 5 does not make sense, there needs to be the word “that” after (references). Typo:  Lesson 3: Self-Awareness Section:  Fifth paragraph “who's” should be     “whose.” Typo:  Lesson 3:  Assessment:  Number 4:  Use “least” not “lease.”  I enjoyed this format and the content. WELL DONE!!


	Check all typos. Make corrections. Verify corrections.

Check content

Format-positive

	Module 4
	This was a very easy (friendly) site to navigate with very few glitches. Makes me want to participate in more of the same.


	Very friendly

No problem

	Module 5
	There are some typos in the written content. I understand these occur, but I believe these should be edited well prior to online use as the appearance of professionalism is key to engaging would-be online students. The Lesson 1 Assessment-number 2 answer is incongruent with the information provided in the notes, readings, and presentation.


	Check typos

Incorrect answer


As is true in any beta test, some participants will immediately want to implement the program and in the process will identify additional information that is shared. That was true in this case as well. Shortly after completing the beta test, three states opted to use selected modules for staff development. In each case, they offered additional suggestions based on their early experience that resulted in minor modifications, but ones of importance to them. Beta testing, while structured, must be considered a rather open system. For example, anecdotal information may result in modifications equal in importance to the results of systematic testing with large numbers of participants. The goal is to improve the product and it is difficult to always predict the best sources of good information. Sometimes the best suggestions come from naïve users, and in other cases, from the most sophisticated and experienced user. In all cases, the developer must decide on the significance of each suggestion or concern.

For the eDL, the Effectiveness Record and the Beta Test Audit combined with staff input continues to evolve as a model. With each development project the staff continues to refine the beta testing procedures. The newness of online instruction, especially its application to staff development, presents a number of challenges. That is, expectations of decision makers are sometimes ahead of the technology. Few people are experienced in developing online instruction to be taken to scale, often making the assumption that because they are able to employ a particular feature in their school or on their campus that it is applicable nationally. In reality, it is taking online instruction to scale that introduces the most significant challenges. Additionally, personal preferences enter into the testing process along with views that are not supported by research. That is, because they reflect what may be seen in the popular media, many assume that they are essential to mediated online instruction. 

When interpreting beta testing results, one is faced with having to make judgments on which suggestions or data warrant a revision or addition being made to the original instructional program. The decision is seldom clear as there are always conditions to be taken into consideration that may explain away why the concern occurred or minimize the significance of the suggestion. In some cases what may appear to be a minor suggestion that comes from a single user may, after careful consideration, be found to be highly significant.

When interpreting the results of beta testing, the eDL staff has found that questions such as the following must be considered in examining each suggestion, concern, or quantitative result:

· Is this a design, technical or content concern?

· Is this a systematic concern or an isolated issue?

· Is this a personal preference concern?

· Are additional data available supporting this concern?

· If it is a content concern, can it be confirmed?

· Is the focus of the concern something that is intentional and previously explained?

· How important is making the correction compared to the cost and implications of not making it?

· If it is technical, is it correctable?

· Is the concern user-related (e.g., hardware or skill oriented)?

· If it is a design concern, is it content specific or systemic to the design?

· Is the concern clearly communicated?

· Has the concern already been addressed?

· Does staff judgment support making the revision?

· How does the concern relate to responses from previous beta test results?

As noted previously, this beta test served two purposes: (a) to improve the quality and usability of the online modules for staff development and (b) to inform the process of determining the potential effectiveness of online staff development and framing recommendations for the implementation of online staff development on a statewide basis or at scale nationally. 

The nature of the revisions, made as a consequence of the beta test, took several forms. Although most were in the form of edits of features that were distracting, in some cases they were substantive. Some content modifications occurred as a way of offering clarification. Also, incomplete citations were corrected. No instructional design changes were made, but some graphic design changes were included in the final version. While the multimedia was not changed, the results of the beta test supported further research to study the need for multimedia resources on online instruction for adult learners. The results related to informing the deliberations of participants in the project in making recommendations on implementation (i.e., delivery of online staff development at scale) were significant. They were shared in the retreat sessions and factored into the design of the Barriers/Solutions Study and the Parameters of Online Staff Development Study. The results of these studies eventually influenced the framing of recommendations by maximizing the information available to the participants.

B. Barriers/Solutions Study Results

1.
Context of Barriers/Solutions Study

The Barriers/Solutions study was a direct result of the focus group discussions during the first planning retreat. The purpose of the these groups was not to identify all potential barriers but to address the barriers groups believed to be most significant and most likely to be encountered when implementing the online staff development at scale. As the goals of the project were discussed, it became clear that participants’ experiences varied. Some had experienced online instruction, but had no experience in planning online staff development for teachers. Others had limited or no experience with online instruction, but were skilled in planning traditional staff development. Most held personal views on the pros and cons of online staff development and the complexities of creating such programs on a statewide basis. Barriers to implementing online staff development were identified as being important in the process of collecting information to inform the planning process. Making the identified barriers available was judged to be helpful to planners in the future. While there was consensus that barriers could be identified, solutions were considered more difficult due to the situation-specific nature of most barriers. Nevertheless, the focus groups did identify potential solutions for each barrier; these will be reported in Appendix 9. Planning groups in the future might consider using the barriers data as a basis for ascertaining solutions if they find the barriers to be applicable to their situation.

2.
The Barriers Instrument

The instrument on which the results are based contained only the barriers identified by the participants during focus groups. In creating the instrument, the barriers identified by the focus groups were edited only for the purposes of reducing the length of the descriptions to make them more useful as statements for inclusion in the instrument. Redundancies were also eliminated. Care was exercised to ensure that the intent of the statements was not altered. Each item in the original report was reviewed following the editing process. The final items were also compared to the flip chart recordings developed by the recorders for each focus group. The preliminary instrument was then placed online for review by the participants. The solutions were not subjected to a ranking process due to their perceived situation-specific attributes.

Participants were asked to respond to each item by indicating their agreement that the barrier listed represented an obstacle to online staff development implementation. The following rankings were applied:

1.
Strongly disagree

2.
Disagree

3.
Neutral

4.
Agree

5.
Strongly agree

The final instrument contained a detailed summary of the procedures employed to identify the barriers and create the instrument. The reason for including this information was that some team members were absent during the focus group sessions and it was considered important for them understand the context of how the barriers were identified. See Appendix 5 for a copy of the instrument.

3.
Demographics of Participants   
Fifty-four individuals from nine states, OSEP and the Council for Exceptional Children participated in the first retreat when the initial set of barriers was generated. This group also collectively generated the proposed solutions. The Focus Group sessions were organized by role and by state. During the second retreat, 48 of the original 54 participants participated in the discussion to refine the list and wording of the barriers. Eighteen elected to respond to the instrument, including seven teachers, four SEA staff, two university faculty, three staff development specialists, and two principals.

4.
Results of Ranking Process

The original instrument contained 23 barrier statements. One was deleted as it was role specific and not related to teachers. Table 8 reports the mean scores on the 22 remaining items for the total group of respondents: teachers, and respondents “other” than teachers. The mean scores for the total group ranged from a high of 4.35 for the item “The lack of effective technical support and trouble shooting when a teacher experiences difficulty with an online staff development programs adds to the frustration of participating teachers” to a low of 3.18 for the item “One of the most significant barriers to the involvement in online staff development by higher education is that their budgets are typically based on enrollment.” While the latter item is not specific to staff development for teachers, it was decided to include in the instrument two items related to higher education identified by the focus groups as institutions of higher education have historically assumed a significant role in delivering staff development. All items received a mean score above 3.0. The teacher group ranked the same barrier item highest with a means core of 4.5 whereas the “other” group ranked this item second highest and ranked the item “Getting schools to choose online activities a required or optional staff development activity-currently, many districts are still employing only traditional forms of staff development” as their highest ranked barrier with a mean score of 4.33. Teachers ranked “Online professional development has not been researched as to the impact on teachers” as their lowest, with a mean score of 2.50. The “other” group ranked “One of the most significant barriers to the involvement in online professional development by higher education is that their budgets are typically based on enrollment,” with a mean score of 2.92. 

Table 8:  Summary Responses to Barrier Instrument

	
	Mean Score

	Barrier
	Title
	Total
	Other
	Teacher

	1
	Lack of sufficient technology in schools to ensure access to needed technology for support of teachers engaged in online staff development.


	3.53


	3.50
	3.33

	2
	The time factor is a serious barrier for teachers. Given their many responsibilities outside of teaching, teachers have very little time for participation in professional development.


	3.59


	4.00
	2.83

	3
	One of the most significant barriers to the involvement in online professional development by higher education is that their budgets are typically based on enrollment.


	3.18


	2.92
	3.50

	4
	The perception of teachers that they do not have time or expertise to participate in online activities is a serious barrier.


	3.65


	3.50
	3.83

	5
	Creating incentives and/or reasons for teachers to participate in online activities is a serious barrier.


	3.41


	3.58
	3.17

	6
	Many times the staff development opportunities offered in school districts are not at the level needed by principals.


	3.65


	3.92
	3.17

	7
	IHEs are not viewed as a resource in online staff development as large numbers of faculty have little if any experience in online staff development.


	3.65


	4.00
	3.00

	8
	Getting schools to choose online activities as a required or optional staff development activity. Currently many districts are still employing only traditional forms of staff development.
	4.24


	4.33
	4.00


Table 8:  Summary Responses to Barrier Instrument, continued

	
	Mean Score

	Barrier
	Title
	Total
	Other
	Teacher

	9
	There are few online professional development programs available that are related to the needs of teachers.


	3.41


	3.25
	3.67

	10
	The lack of competition among providers of online staff development does not result in an environment where providers are investing in developing cutting edge designs online staff development.


	3.53


	3.75
	3.17

	11
	The lack of resources due to the decline in the economy is preventing some states from fully developing their technology infrastructures in the schools.


	4.29


	4.25
	4.33

	12
	Some people find it difficult to take courses without face-to-face feedback and this causes them to resist participating in online professional development.


	3.88


	4.08
	3.50

	13
	The lack of attention given to connecting staff development with student outcomes may contribute to the devaluing of staff development.


	4.06


	4.17
	3.83

	14
	Some people find it difficult to read from a monitor. Consequently, they resist situations that cause them to do so.


	3.41


	3.50
	3.33

	15
	There are few advocates at the district level in decision-making roles who are willing to provide the leadership to implement online staff development.


	3.76


	4.00
	3.33

	16
	The process of developing and teaching online staff development can be overwhelming. All of the instruction must be developed in a very precise manner.


	3.71


	4.00
	3.17

	17
	The current lack of available online staff development programming may discourage investing in online staff development.


	3.65


	3.83
	3.33


Table 8:  Summary Responses to Barrier Instrument, continued

	
	Mean Score

	Barrier
	Title
	Total
	Other
	Teacher

	18
	Getting school districts to buy into online professional development as an alternative to traditional training is difficult. There are still many people in leadership roles that resist technology delivered staff development.


	3.88


	4.08
	3.50

	19
	The lack of direction, guidelines or models offered at the state level complicates the process of engaging districts in the implementation of online staff development programs.


	3.71


	3.92
	3.33

	20
	Online professional development has not been researched as to the impact on teachers.


	3.35


	3.75
	2.50

	21
	Some teachers resist engaging in staff development and may be even more resistant to participating in online staff development.


	3.53


	3.75
	3.00

	22
	The lack of effective technical support and trouble shooting when a teacher experiences difficulty with an online staff development program adds to the frustration of participating teachers.
	4.35


	4.25
	4.50



Table 9 lists the barrier statements in rank order based on the responses of the total group.

Table 9:  Rank Order of Barrier Instrument

	Rank Order
	Title
	Barrier Number
	Mean Score





	1
	The lack of effective technical support and trouble shooting when a teacher experiences difficulty with an online staff development program adds to the frustration of participating teachers.


	22


	4.35

	2
	The lack of resources due to the decline in the economy is preventing some states from fully developing their technology infrastructures in the schools.


	11


	4.29


Table 9:  Rank Order of Barrier Instrument, continued

	Rank Order
	Title
	Barrier Number
	Mean Score

	3
	Getting schools to choose online activities as a required or optional staff development activity. Currently many districts are still employing only traditional forms of staff development.


	8


	4.24

	4
	The lack of attention given to connecting staff development with student outcomes may contribute to the devaluing of staff development.


	13


	4.06

	5
	Some people find it difficult to take courses without face-to-face feedback and this causes them to resist participating in online professional development.


	12


	3.88

	5
	Getting school districts to buy into online professional development as an alternative to traditional training is difficult. There are still many people in leadership roles that resist technology delivered staff development.


	18


	3.88

	6
	There are few advocates at the district level in decision-making roles who are willing to provide the leadership to implement online staff development.


	15


	3.76

	7
	The process of developing and teaching online staff development can be overwhelming. All of the instruction must be developed in a very precise manner.


	16


	3.71

	7
	The lack of direction, guidelines or models offered at the state level complicates the process of engaging districts in the implementation of online staff development programs.


	19


	3.71

	8
	The perception of teachers that they do not have time or expertise to participate in online activities is a serious barrier.


	4


	3.65

	8
	Many times the staff development opportunities offered in school districts are not at the level needed by principals.


	6


	3.65

	8
	IHEs are not viewed as a resource in online staff development as large numbers of faculty have little if any experience in online staff development.


	7


	3.65


Table 9:  Rank Order of Barrier Instrument, continued

	Rank Order
	Title
	Barrier Number
	Mean Score

	8
	The current lack of available online staff development programming may discourage investing in online staff development.


	17


	3.65

	9
	The time factor is a serious barrier for teachers. Given their many responsibilities outside of teaching, teachers have very little time for participation in professional development.


	2
	3.59

	10
	Lack of sufficient technology in schools to ensure access to needed technology for support of teachers engaged in online staff development.


	1


	3.53

	10
	The lack of competition among providers of online staff development does not result in an environment where providers are investing in developing cutting edge designs online staff development.


	10


	3.53

	10
	Some teachers resist engaging in staff development and may be even more resistant to participating in online staff development.


	21


	3.53

	11
	Creating incentives and/or reasons for teachers to participate in online activities is a serious barrier.


	5


	3.41

	11
	There are few online professional development programs available that are related to the needs of teachers.


	9


	3.41

	11
	Some people find it difficult to read from a monitor. Consequently, they resist situations that cause them to do so.


	14


	3.41

	12
	Online professional development has not been researched as to the impact on teachers.


	20


	3.35

	13
	One of the most significant barriers to the involvement in online professional development by higher education is that their budgets are typically based on enrollment.
	3


	3.18


C.
Parameters of Online Staff Development Study

1.
Context of Parameters of Online Staff Development Study

The study on the parameters of online staff development began as an attempt to identify the conditions that need to be considered when developing online staff development at scale. During the first retreat, focus groups were structured first by roles of participants and then by state teams. Leaders and recorders were elected and general guidelines were provided to each group to stimulate the initial discussion. Following each of the two sessions, reporting and discussion occurred with the total group of participants. The staff then edited the group reports to eliminate redundancies. Through a group process, the items were grouped into the following six categories. 
1.
Conditions that influence how online staff development might be implemented statewide or regionally.

2.
Requirements to be met by online delivery models.

3.
Ways to engage teachers.

4.
Ways to sustain teacher involvement.

5.
Ways to manage online staff development.

6.
Ideas for implementation of online staff development.

While the category topics overlapped, it was decided that they were sufficiently independent to serve as a framework. Besides, it was important to ensure comprehensive coverage of the individual conditions that the group judged to be important. Following the first retreat session, the staff was asked to edit the items into statements to be included into a rating instrument without altering the intent of the language and to create an instrument. After completion of this task, a pilot version was posted on the web site. The results of the pilot test were reported at the second retreat where they became the focus of considerable discussion in preparation for framing recommendations on delivery at scale. Finally, following the second retreat the revised instrument was posted on the web site and participants were asked to respond using the same procedures as for the pilot test. 

The name of the study emerged in the report preparation stage. That is, when examining the statements within and across categories, it becomes apparent that they collectively establish the parameters of online staff development. The statements represent substantive input warranting consideration by planning groups considering implementation of large-scale online staff development programs. The results of this study combined with those of the barriers study contributed significantly to the discussion as the recommendations were framed.

2.
Demographics of Participants

The major contribution to this study was the input through the focus groups on generating the statements within the categories. These were intense sessions with active involvement. Each participant had a vested interest in ensuring that the array of issues and conditions identified was comprehensive and that only substantive items were included because the state teams anticipated being engaged in implementing online staff development programs. In addition, participants were committed to creating a resource that would benefit other states in the implementation process. 

Focus groups, followed by a total-group discussion session, took place at both retreats. However, the first retreat was most productive in generating statements. In the second session, the pilot results were reviewed and minor changes were made in items within the six categories. The composition of the two groups was almost identical since the membership of the teams did not change, but some participants were unable to attend the second session. Some participants in the second session were also new to the process. Fifty-three participated in the first session and thirty-four in the second session. The breakdown of participants in the first session included 7 SEA staff, 8 university faculty, eighteen teachers, ten staff development specialists, 1 regional resource center staff, 3 OSEP staff and 6 others. Twenty-one participants elected to respond to the rating instrument.

3.
Results of the Ranking Process

The most significant results of the study were derived from the focus groups that generated the items. The ranking process served to confirm the importance of the statements and to rank them in relative importance. While respondents differentiated among statements of high importance and low importance, no item received a mean score of less than 3.52. Table 10 provides a comparison of the mean scores based on rankings of 4.5 and higher as 4.0 and higher across the six categories. The overall mean score across the 115 items was 4.22. Only 20 items received mean scores below 4.0. 

Table 10:  Comparison of Mean Scores Distributed Across Categories
	Category
	# of Items
	Mean Scores

4.5+
	Mean Scores

4.0+
	Range

	(1) Conditions
	32
	9
	27
	4.76-3.71

	(2) Requirements
	12
	3
	10
	4.76-3.71

	(3) Teacher Engagement
	25
	0
	19
	4.48-3.52

	(4) Sustaining Involvement
	14
	1
	11
	4.52-3.67

	(5) Module Management
	10
	1
	7
	4.86-3.67

	(6) Implementation
	22
	4
	21
	4.86-4.00

	TOTAL
	115
	18
	95
	


Table 11 contains the mean scores and ranking of each item within the six categories. The number in the left column identifies the number of each item as it appeared in the instrument. Items with the same mean score have been assigned the same ranking; thus there are duplicate rankings in each category.

Table 11:  Mean Scores and Ranking within Categories
	Item
	Items Category
	Mean
	Rank

	1.1
	Conditions that influence how online staff development might be delivered
	
	

	1.1.1
	Need to access connectivity.
	4.67
	3

	1.1.2
	Incentives appropriate to the demands on teachers should be available.
	4.33
	8

	1.1.3
	Administrative support essential.
	4.62
	4

	1.1.4
	Commitment from the staff development leadership.
	4.29
	9

	1.1.5
	Teachers should be given option in selecting the programs they complete.
	4.43
	7

	1.1.6
	CEUs and college credit important.
	4.29
	9




Table 11:  Mean Scores and Ranking within Categories, continued
	Item
	Items Category
	Mean
	Rank

	1.1.7
	Easy access to technical assistance.
	4.76
	1

	1.1.8
	Clear communication on the instruction to be offered and expected outcomes.
	4.57
	5

	1.1.9
	System for reporting and managing records of participating teachers.
	4.19
	10

	1.1.10
	Effective program of marketing the staff development to teachers.
	4.33
	8

	1.1.11
	Established system of cohorts or study groups to support 

teacher participation.
	3.76
	15

	1.1.12
	Minimize the technical skills required to participate in the 

online staff development.
	4.10
	11

	1.1.13
	Reinforcement for an online culture of staff development.
	3.76
	15

	1.1.14
	Alternative modes, e.g. online and CD formats.
	3.95
	13

	1.1.15
	If fees are passed on to teachers, fees need to be very affordable.
	4.62
	4

	1.1.16
	If a licensing fee is employed, it needs to take into consideration the current decline in fiscal support for education.
	4.71
	2

	1.1.17
	System in place to provide immediate feedback to teachers.
	4.52
	6

	1.1.18
	Feedback on assessment should be immediate and instructional.
	4.62
	4

	1.1.19
	Give high visibility to the program in an attempt to establish acceptance of the approach.
	4.29
	9

	1.1.20
	Appropriate support at the local, regional, and state levels
	4.57
	5

	1.1.21
	Establish relationships with institutions of higher education to facilitate the integration of staff development with institutional offerings.
	4.43
	7

	1.1.22
	Resources related to the staff development topics should be accessible.
	4.10
	11

	1.1.23
	Licensing requirements should be comprehensive and clearly stated.
	4.05
	12

	1.1.24
	Staff development on how to participate in online staff development should be available.
	4.05
	12



	1.1.25
	Staff development should be tied to application and ongoing systems of support, e.g. peer coaching, mentoring, etc.
	4.33
	8



	1.1.26
	An evaluation system to evaluate the program needs to be in place.
	4.33
	8

	1.1.27
	Teachers need to participate in the selection of online staff development offerings.
	4.29
	9

	1.1.28
	There should be a relationship to certification.
	4.10
	11

	1.1.29
	Relate to salary increments.
	3.71
	16

	1.1.30
	Engagement of staff development leadership locally.
	4.10
	11

	1.1.31
	There should be a capacity in place to maintain currency of offerings and to expand offerings.
	4.05
	12



	1.1.32
	The infrastructure should not only be stable but should be perceived as a permanent arrangement.
	3.90
	14

	
	
	
	


Table 11:  Mean Scores and Ranking within Categories, continued
	Item
	Items Category
	Mean
	Rank

	1.2
	Requirements online delivery models should meet
	
	

	1.2.1
	A system of quality control needs to be in place to ensure all programs are of high quality.
	4.76
	1

	1.2.2
	A strong accountability system to monitor all aspects of the program and to convene the value placed on participation.
	4.48
	3

	1.2.3
	When feasible, instructors should participate in the online staff development.
	4.05
	6

	1.2.4
	The technical infrastructure should be stable resulting in a minimum of special requirements for participation.
	4.29
	5

	1.2.5
	The online staff development program should be compatible with available resources for chats, threaded discussions, FAQs, forums, etc.
	4.05
	6

	1.2.6
	The fiscal commitment should be in place prior to implementation to minimize having to curtail offerings once operational.
	4.43
	4

	1.2.7
	There should be a vision as to how the program may evolve in the future.
	4.29
	5

	1.2.8
	Policies governing the roles of teachers need to take into consideration the flexibility online staff development offers teachers, e.g., if they complete online staff development they should be excused from the scheduled staff development assignments.
	3.90
	8

	1.2.9
	A plan should be in place as to how offerings will be expanded.
	4.00
	7

	1.2.10
	Establish a practice of ensuring that all offerings will be expanded.
	4.76
	1

	1.2.11
	The offerings should be available 24/7/365.
	4.62
	2

	1.2.12
	When appropriate content should apply to all teachers.
	3.76
	9

	
	
	
	



	1.3
	Models for engaging teachers
	
	

	1.3.1
	Tie offerings to national standards such as the CEC standards.
	4.48
	1

	1.3.2
	Broaden focus to attract the interest of teachers in general education.
	4.43
	2



	1.3.3
	Offer in-depth offerings not just introductory topics.
	4.29
	5

	1.3.4
	Create a career ladder that allows a teacher to gain recognition for completing offerings that enhance their expertise, e.g., a certificate might be awarded for completing a series of offerings on a topic that includes advanced knowledge.
	4.10
	9

	1.3.5
	Employment of cohort or study groups as a way of building community around topics of mutual interest.
	3.95
	11



	1.3.6
	Create a mechanism that facilitates teachers in deciding which offering or part of an offering will add to their knowledge and skill base.
	4.05
	10

	1.3.7
	Involvement of principal in a leadership role that clearly conveys value placed on participation.
	4.38
	3


Table 11:  Mean Scores and Ranking within Categories, continued
	Item
	Items Category
	Mean
	Rank

	1.3.8
	Obtain endorsement of professional associations for the online offerings and where appropriate related the topics to the agenda of association.
	3.95
	11

	1.3.9
	Provide resources that enhance their applying what they learn.
	4.33
	4

	1.3.10
	Relate incentives to successful completion of online offerings.
	4.33
	4

	1.3.11
	Create opportunities for teachers to contribute to the development of online staff development offerings.
	4.24
	6

	1.3.12
	Establish a portfolio system that allows teachers to manage a dossier of what they have learned via the online staff development offerings.
	3.76
	13

	1.3.13
	Establish relationships with IHEs that results in consideration of credit for the work done by teachers.
	4.33
	4

	1.3.14
	Coordinate offerings where appropriate with National Board Certification.
	4.29
	5

	1.3.15
	Build a comprehensive set of offerings to maximize the probabilities of all teachers being able to match offerings with personal needs.
	4.24
	6

	1.3.16
	Provide strategies for teachers to focus on specific instruction for remediation without having to complete an entire course.
	4.33
	4

	1.3.17
	Provide released time for teachers in groups to construct their own staff development program from the online resources made available.
	3.71
	14

	1.3.18
	Teachers should have opportunities to influence the availability of topics.
	4.10
	9

	1.3.19
	Principals should fulfill a leadership role in promoting online staff development and in ensuring the flexible features are exercised.
	4.05
	10



	1.3.20
	Engage faculty from nearby IHEs in the staff development.
	4.14
	8

	1.3.21
	Include pre and post test assessments.
	4.19
	7

	1.3.22
	Maximize flexibility features.
	4.29
	5

	1.3.23
	Participation in the program should result in training roles for teachers.
	3.52
	15



	1.3.24
	The role of the principal should be central to implementation and maintenance of the program.
	3.86
	12

	1.3.25
	Offerings should relate to the priorities of the SIG.
	4.05
	10

	
	
	
	

	1.4
	    Models for sustaining teacher involvement
	
	

	1.4.1
	Released timed for mentors.
	4.14
	6

	1.4.2
	Mechanisms for teacher to manage their progress.
	4.14
	6



	1.4.3
	Incentives tied to completion.
	4.33
	3

	1.4.4
	Professional culture that values online staff development.
	4.19
	5

	1.4.5
	Public acknowledgement of continued professional development.
	4.10
	7

	1.4.6
	Opportunities to pursue "elective" opportunities.
	4.14
	6

	1.4.7
	Recognition for becoming expert in a staff development topic.
	3.95
	8


Table 11:  Mean Scores and Ranking within Categories, continued
	Item
	Items Category
	Mean
	Rank

	1.4.8
	Indicators for relating professional growth to student outcomes.
	4.38
	2


	1.4.9
	Opportunities to develop online staff development.
	3.67
	10

	1.4.10
	Clear evidence that offerings will be expanded and system sustained.
	3.90
	9

	1.4.11
	Application of successful staff development to degrees/ certification/salary increments.
	4.52
	1

	1.4.12
	Link to other sources of information important to teachers.
	4.10
	7

	1.4.13
	Relate to school improvement plans.
	4.38
	2

	1.4.14
	Participation of teachers in planning and refining the online staff development program.
	4.29
	4

	
	
	
	

	1.5
	Models for managing online staff development
	
	

	1.5.1
	Establish policies governing the management on online staff development to enhance continuity and to communicate value.
	4.05
	4

	1.5.2
	Engage broad participation in designing a management system that tracks the progress of all teachers.
	3.90
	7

	1.5.3
	Integrate the communication of teacher progress to appropriate administrators and policy makers into the management system.
	3.95
	6

	1.5.4
	Coordinate the features of the management system with others that may be available at the local, regional or state levels.
	4.00
	5

	1.5.5
	Tie the management system to individualized portfolios or professional development plans that may be operational at the local or state levels.
	4.00
	5



	1.5.6
	Centralize responsibility for the maintenance of the management system.
	3.67
	8

	1.5.7
	Teachers should have access to the management system to monitor the accuracy of the system in recording their progress.
	4.24
	3

	1.5.8
	The entry of data into the system should be user friendly and when possible automatic as a result of completing an offering.
	4.33
	2



	1.5.9
	The management system should be in place as part of the infrastructure prior to implementation.
	4.33
	2

	1.5.10
	The system should be affordable in terms of fiscal costs and labor requirements to ensure its sustainability.
	4.86
	1

	
	
	
	

	1.6
	Ideas for implementation of online staff development
	
	

	1.6.1
	Open participation to all teachers.
	4.86
	1



	1.6.2
	Initiate a communications (public relations) process targeted attracting the interests of teachers.
	4.48
	4

	1.6.3
	Phase in the offerings with topics that have the highest probability of being successful.
	4.38
	6


Table 11:  Mean Scores and Ranking within Categories, continued
	Item
	Items Category
	Mean
	Rank

	1.6.4
	Present the program as being of high priority to the district and the state.
	4.29
	8

	1.6.5
	Obtain endorsement and affiliation is desirable with related professional associations.
	4.43
	5

	1.6.6
	Do not start until infrastructure is in place.
	4.29
	8

	1.6.7
	Establish communities of practice for those completing offerings.
	4.19
	10

	1.6.8
	Have incentives in place along with credit options.
	4.52
	3

	1.6.9
	Integrate with professional development or school improvement plans that the SEA or LEA may have in place.
	4.33
	7

	1.6.10
	Operate a very visible feedback system to retrieve information from users on how to improve the offerings.
	4.33
	7

	1.6.11
	If part of a statewide or regional system a monitoring process needs to be in place to ensure accountability and quality control.
	4.19
	10

	1.6.12
	Create options for online teaching that provide immediate feedback to teachers.
	4.05
	11

	1.6.13
	Create and value cohort approaches to participating in staff development.
	4.00
	12

	1.6.14
	Provide options such a chats, threaded discussions and forums for those enrolled in similar offerings.
	4.00
	12

	1.6.15
	Establish a user friendly enrollment process.
	4.57
	2



	1.6.16
	Ensure that a management system is operational that maintains records of teacher progress and communicates that progress to appropriate administrators and policymakers.
	4.24
	9

	1.6.17
	Ensure that a management system is operational that allows teachers to manage their own progress and build a portfolio that can be integrated with other professional achievements.
	4.52
	3

	1.6.18
	Establish policies that allow teachers to meet their staff development obligations online without having to also participate in scheduled activities.
	3.95
	13



	1.6.19
	Conduct a marketing strategy that engages a variety of spokes-persons that are supportive of online staff development.
	4.19
	10

	1.6.20
	Generalize the same value placed on other forms of staff development to online staff development.
	4.19
	10



	1.6.21
	Establish partnerships with IHEs.
	4.33
	7

	1.6.22
	Involve Regional Resource Centers.
	4.24
	9


D.
Recommendations on Delivery Models (Implementation)

1.
General Conclusions

Three overriding conclusions resulted from recommendations pertaining to delivery models for implementation of online staff development on a statewide level. These can be described as follows:  (1) Any large-scale online staff development initiative must be a collaborative effort involving agencies such as state departments of education, institutions of higher education, local education agencies, and other agencies with shared missions where these exist, such as Regional Resources Centers and intermediate units. (2) The probabilities of success increase significantly if a designated lead agency assumes primary leadership for the direction and coordination of the effort. (3) The implementation planning must be an informed process with attention devoted to ensuring that decision makers have access to information on the conditions that are essential to effective online instruction and the barriers that can be anticipated in the process of implementation.

2.
Elements of Planning

Models in the form of organizational structure are essential in planning implementation of online staff development on a statewide basis. They can take several forms depending on state and local factors. In reality, the models may be less important than the planning process that leads to decisions on the models and the implementation process. Several elements of planning emerged that came to be viewed as essential to implementing online staff development programs. They represent tasks, processes and/or issues that must be addressed as planning for implementation proceeds. They are viewed as important regardless of which agency assumes a lead role or the nature of the specific model employed.

· Statewide leadership:  An efficiency of scale can be achieved when the focus is on making online staff development available statewide. Even if the responsibility is vested outside of the SEA, the SEA can play a critical role in creating the conditions that are essential for developing a statewide system. If the effort is not statewide, many teachers who could potentially benefit from online staff development may not have access.

· Infrastructure:  A structure for decision-making, identifying and allocating resources, developing and/or acquiring offerings, and managing delivery must be carefully studied before being put into place.

· Standards:  The success of the program will depend largely on the quality of the content, the user friendliness of the navigation systems, the stability of the technology used, and the ease of access. Standards should be developed as criteria for achieving qualitative goals in these areas.
· Approaches to barriers/solutions:  Online staff development is still in its infancy. This means that relatively few educational agencies have experience in designing, developing, and delivering online staff development. And best practices are yet to emerge. Due to this lack of experience, attitudes will likely vary among educators on the effectiveness of online staff development. Planners need to assess the history of online staff development and the potential barriers. Strategies need to be in place for how to substantiate barriers and to be prepared to seek solutions when they are encountered. Failure to anticipate barriers will likely hinder progress in the development and implementation of online staff development.
· Common knowledge base:  In contrast to planning staff development programs delivered via traditional models where a large number of individuals are knowledgeable about the process of implementation and professionals have experience in participation, such an experiential base does not exist for online staff development. Some agencies will be experienced in offering some web-based staff development experiences and examples nationally of large-scale staff development are available. But in most states, planning large-scale online staff development offerings will be a new experience. For this reason, it is very important in the planning process to include ways to assist all participants in achieving a common level of understand relative to the many conditions surrounding designing, developing, implementing, managing, and sustaining online instruction. Integration of this experience in the planning process will result in more informed decisions and will minimize delays in meeting goals and timelines.
· Achieving scale:  While the technologies associated with online instruction provide the capacity for delivering online instruction at scale, currently conditions in many states complicate the process. To take programs successfully to scale, attention must be paid to the instructional designs and the technology infrastructure during the planning and development stages. Many, if not most, professionals participating in staff development will want to do their work when and where it is most convenient to them, including their homes. If the design adopted requires bandwidth beyond that which is available throughout the state this will be problematic. It is important to minimize obstacles related to technology and design that might inconvenience the target group. This requires knowledge of the prevailing conditions in the state, an experienced design and development team, as well as individuals who are informed of these conditions when making decisions on the acquisition of existing online staff development resources.

· Evaluation process:  Because there will be few, if any, models to follow in developing statewide or large-scale online staff development projects, systematic formative evaluation strategies must be employed throughout the planning and development stages. During implementation, it is also important to evaluate the quality of the instruction and the effectiveness of the design and the technologies employed. In addition, the perceptions of the target audiences are also important in the overall evaluation plan along with assessments of cost effectiveness.

· Sustaining involvement:  The goal of staff development is to assist target audiences in improving their skill and knowledge base. If the target is the classroom teacher, it is critical to develop strategies for ensuring that they are engaged in the training and that their interest is sustained. Provisions must also be included to allow them opportunities to influence the program.

· Content development/acquisition:  The substance of staff development is the content and associated experiences structured as online offerings. Once criteria have been established on the nature of the content and the preferred design, the content can be developed, or acquired, if already available. In asynchronous online instruction the content must be completed and structured according to the specifications of the design in advance of being offered. While there are advantages to this requirement, in that it allows for the content to be reviewed and validated in advance, the development demands are extensive. Experience suggests that creating the technology capacity for delivering online staff development and designing the instruction is easier than creating the content. This is a time-consuming undertaking, but once developed, it can be easily updated and expanded. Because of the large numbers of users who can be accommodated online the investment in development becomes cost effective.

· Needs assessment:  Matching the content of large-scale staff development programs with the specific needs of individual teachers can be a challenge regardless of the delivery system. The advantage of online staff development is that the programs can be made available immediately once developed and can be efficiently modified over time. They can also be made accessible anytime and anywhere connectivity can be achieved. For these reasons, the delivery model is most effective in large-scale efforts when new information becomes available and warrants that large numbers of individuals be trained on the same content. Revisions in IDEA are one example. Other examples include situations when there is evidence of need on the part of large numbers across districts, such as instruction on how to improve the reading performance of students with disabilities, strategies for managing student behavior or ways to accommodate the needs of students with disabilities in regular classrooms. 

Strategies are available for assessing the needs of target audiences. These can be targeted statewide to regions of the state or to individual large districts. One way is to assess needs statewide and then develop online staff development to address those needs and allow districts to modify the content to meet their specific needs. Provisions need to be considered for the assessment of needs and the prioritizing of programs to be developed.  See Appendix 2 for one example of such a needs assessment approach.  
3.
Recommendations on Delivery Model(s)

The major recommendation from this project is that a model for statewide or large-scale implementation of online staff development should involve a single lead agency in collaboration with the respective SEA, IHEs, large LEAs, a Regional Resource Center and/or an Intermediate Educational Unit (IEU), if appropriate. Under the right circumstances any one of these agencies could be a lead agency. This does not mean that an LEA or an IEU could not develop a model for delivering online staff development independent of the other agencies if the goal were to deliver online staff development within their specific catchment area. 

This recommendation addresses implementation on a statewide basis or for large regions that might involve more than one state or parts of several states in a contiguous area. It should be noted that early in the project, discussions focused on a number of models. As input from the Barriers and Parameter Studies became part of the discussion and as the experience of participants were shared, consensus clearly emerged in support of this recommendation.

The assumptions underlying this recommendation include the following:

· The goal will be to achieve maximum teacher access to online staff development.

· The staff development programs will address statewide needs even though some districts or teachers may not participate.

· The intent will be to create an effective delivery system that will be sustained over time.

· The focus will be on improving student outcomes by ensuring teachers an opportunity to improve and maintain their skills.

· Quality measures will be employed to maximize opportunities to integrate research-based practices in the staff development content.

· The system will be supported by resources from multiple sources.

· The capacity will be created for educational agencies to use the delivery system for supplemental online staff development to address their unique needs.

· A participatory decision making process will be used on the content of staff development to be offered.

· Multiple approaches will be taken to the development of content. Some content may be developed by participating agencies, through contract relationships, purchased commercially and/or modified from IHE online courses.

· Incentive approaches will be established to enhance participation.

Attributes Common to Potential Lead Agencies

While any of the agencies cited has the potential to be a lead agency, they vary in the attributes that might make them a particularly good candidate to serve as the lead agency in a state. The determination of the lead agency will vary greatly by state. In some states there will be a history of offering staff development and a basic structure will be in place, minimizing the need to engage in a selection process. The lead agency will be evident. Some attributes were judged to be common across the agencies cited as potential lead agencies.

Common Attributes

· All have a vested interest in ensuring access to quality staff development for teachers that lead to better student outcomes.

· There is a shared mission related to education and students with exceptional learning needs.

· Each agency is supported by public funds with the exception of private educational agencies.

· Potentially any of the agencies could establish the technical capacity to provide the server resources or contract with a provider to do so.

· Each agency has individuals skilled in technology and staff development.

· All agencies are experienced in collaborative relationships.

· Location is not a critical factor for the lead agency because the programs will be delivered via the Internet.

Attributes Specific to Selected Lead Agencies

Each agency has attributes that in some way differ from those of the other agencies. They may overlap somewhat, but are more inherent in the structure or mission of one agency and less characteristic of other agencies. The consideration of agency attributes when developing a statewide or large-scale delivery model is important because in some states conditions may exist that place a higher value on some agency attributes, the commitment to staff development may be stronger with some agencies, or some agency may be more ready to assume this level of leadership responsibility than others.

Agency Attributes

· State Educational Agencies

· Have legislated responsibility for leadership in ensuring the quality of the teaching force.

· Assume a leadership role in meeting federal legislated priorities and mandates such as those embedded in IDEA.

· Are positioned to assess statewide needs relative to outcomes of students with exceptional learning needs.

· Control certification requirements and licensing processes for teachers.

· Many maintain policies governing staff development requirements and are in a position to offer staff development credits as an incentive.

· Work closely with IHEs on personnel preparation and have established liaison relationships.

· Manage financial aid to schools.

· Provide leadership to governing boards in framing and implementing state educational policies.

· Are staffed with leadership personnel with statewide perspectives and commitments.

· Are positioned to leverage state policy in eliciting participation of other agencies.

· Possess the capacity to collect statewide data on teacher participation in staff development.

· Are experienced in statewide initiatives.

· Have access to federal resources to supplement the system.

· Governing boards of public education and higher education share common goals and facilitate cooperative relationships in initiatives such as statewide online staff development programs.

· Institutions of Higher Education

· Are experienced in developing and delivering online instruction.

· Are required by some accreditation organizations to maintain some support of their graduates in the teaching profession.

· Serve as major provider of traditional staff development.

· Faculty members have content expertise on research-based practices.

· Engage in research on instructional strategies.

· Have the capacity to offer regular and continuing education credit (CEU).

· Have a history of working with all other potential lead agencies.

· Most have significant technology capacity.

· Have opportunities to compete for personnel preparation support nationally.

· Have experience in working in consortia arrangements with other IHEs.

· Have access to expertise in technology, evaluation, instructional design, and curriculum development.

· Have the potential to make preservice and inservice seamless.

· Many are experienced in operating Professional Development Schools.

· Most public IHEs are geographical distributed across a given state.

· Local Education Agencies

· Represent the employers of the target audience and may best understand the culture of teaching.

· Are positioned to structure incentives that maximally benefit teachers.

· Are responsible for the quality of instruction offered students.

· Have experience in offering staff development.

· Most maintain individual professional growth plans for teachers or mandated improvement plans.

· Large districts will likely have the technology capacity equivalent to that of SEAs or IHEs.

· Legal basis exist in most states to form cooperatives or to enter into to agreements to offer services such as staff development.

· Share in the responsibility for meeting state and federal mandates.

· Possess the authority to establish conditions related to teacher participation in staff development.

· Have access to data on student needs that might influence via staff development for teachers.

· Intermediate Educational Units

· Are often created to provide services such as staff development.

· Have financial support base typically derived from local tax base.

· Are committed to providing services that LEAs may not be able to provide efficiently themselves.

· Most maintain a representative board.

· Are experienced in working with SEAs and LEAs.

· Have infrastructure for contractual services.

· Many have sufficient technology infrastructure.

· Have a long history of offering and/or supporting special education services.

· Have missions established by legislation.

· Regional Resources Centers in OSEP Network

· Possess some neutrality in that they are largely supported by federal funds and serve more than one state.

· Tend to be experienced in the application of technology to staff development and to support of students.

· Have a long history of engaging in large-scale projects.

· Are experienced in working with a wide array of educational agencies on a state and regional basis.

· Can work across state lines if necessary.

· Many have structured governing boards that involve representatives of SEAs, IHEs and LEAs.

· Most possess or have access to extensive technology resources.

· Are positioned to undertake the development of content for staff development.

E.
Organizational Considerations

Some initiative must stimulate the planning for creating an online staff development program on a state or regional basis. For most states, a planning process is already in place as a result of State Improvement Grants (SIG). If not, there will likely be a mechanism that focuses on staff development statewide or requirements that LEAs must implement. What may not exist is the momentum to consider developing an online staff development system. If a vehicle for planning does not exist, conditions will exist in terms of teacher supply and demand that translate into teachers’ needs for information, skills, and access to research-based practices. These issues in turn become the context for planning effective staff development that can be made maximally accessible to teachers wherever they are and at times when information and the development of new skills are needed.  

While the identification of the lead agency should evolve from a planning process, the SEA may be the logical agency to initiate planning due to its statewide role and its responsibilities for implementing state and federal mandates. Whether the SEA becomes the lead agency is incidental to the leadership required to make online staff development a priority, however. The key in the planning process is to engage the appropriate agencies and individuals.

The intent of this section is not to present a planning structure as states will have such processes in place. Rather, the intent is to provide a series of questions in a checklist format organized according to the elements of planning that were discussed previously. The questions are derived from summary reports from focus group sessions at the final retreat and the total-group reporting session. 

Organizational Questions

· Statewide leadership

· How do you identify and engage stakeholders?

· Are online staff development models or online training models operable in the state or nationally that warrant being studied as part of the planning process?

· Are there individuals in the state or region with established reputations for developing of online instruction?

· Are there individuals who would be logical candidates for a leadership role in the planning process?

· How does the organizational structure of the educational system in the state facilitate statewide programming such as online staff development?

· Are naturally occurring events such as state conferences or planning activities already scheduled that may be capitalized upon to engage appropriate individuals and groups in a planning exercise?

· How can the need for online staff development best be documented as a response to personnel needs?

· Infrastructure

· Does a natural structure exist where the planning can be embedded?

· Has a particular agency demonstrated both an interest in and a capacity to serve as the lead agency in a statewide online staff development movement?

· Are the laws and policies of the SEA and the LEAs conducive to developing, implementing and maintaining a statewide online staff development program?

· Is the infrastructure for the state technology network sufficient to ensure access by teachers to online staff development throughout the state?

· Are statewide systems in place for information sharing, training, or other purposes that represent resources for supporting a statewide staff development system?

· Standards 

· Is a particular Learning Management System (LMS) most frequently used in the state?

· Are certain accountability models for traditional staff development acceptable to stakeholders that could generalize to an online staff development program?

· Does the state or selected districts have standards for staff development that could provide guidance for online staff development?

· Would the International Society for Technology in Education  (ISTE) or Shareable Courseware Object Reference Model (SCORM) standards be applicable to an online staff development system?

· Do standards of quality and/or access need to be developed to guide the creation of an online staff development system?

· Approaches to barriers/solutions

· Is there organized opposition to online instruction or evidence of strong support among professional associates or other organizations in the state?

· Have there been attempts at delivering online staff development that have failed?

· Has the study on Barriers and Solutions included in this report been reviewed?

· Have any educational agencies in the state experimented with online staff development that might yield information on barriers that need to be considered in implementing a statewide program?

· What mechanism might be incorporated into the planning process to avoid and/or respond to barriers that might complicate the implementation process?

· Common knowledge base

· What is the status of online instruction in the state or region?
· Have any organized efforts been made to share information and experiences related to online instruction and specifically online staff development?
· Have any IHEs in the state been offering online courses for extended periods of time? If so, can their experiences be tapped?

· Are there individuals or organizations that can be engaged to assist in informing the planning participants about the pedagogy of online instruction as well as on the features of the delivery system?

· Achieving scale

· What are the parameters of implementation (i.e., statewide, regional or an area, including personnel) in adjacent states?

· Does a network currently exist that allows access for all teachers from the target areas?

· Will there be any prerequisites for districts or teachers to become eligible to participate in the online staff development program?

· Will there be a common set of technical requirements for accessing the online staff development?

· Will initiatives be taken to ensure that all online staff development programs delivered via the system accommodate the minimum technical requirements?

· Sustaining involvement

· Are there state and/or local policies that would facilitate the practice of offering incentives to teachers for participation?

· Is there a public source(s) of financial support that can be tapped to sustain the program?

· Can user fees for districts and individual participants contribute to sustaining the system once established?

· What technical and development support is available from IHEs across the state?

· Are there lessons to be learned from traditional statewide staff development programs that have been successful in engaging the participation of teachers?

· Content development/acquisition

· Have effective online staff development programs been created by some agency within the state that might contribute content?

· Have IHEs in the state created online courses that might be modified as staff development offerings?

· Have traditional staff development projects supported by the SEA or other educational agencies developed content that could be modified for online delivery?

· Are there professional associations, educational agencies, and/or private corporations that might collaborate in the creation of online staff development?

VI. 
Summary and Use of Report

This report is intended to be used as a resource in planning large-scale online staff development programs for classroom teachers. The report is the result of a planning process carried out by teams representing nine states. Teams were comprised of state educational agency staff, classroom teachers, principals, staff development specialists, professors, administrators and representatives from regional resources centers. Although the number of participants varied, 51 individuals participated across the two retreats and the beta test. The teams were charged with developing recommendations on models and guidelines for implementing online staff development programs at the state, regional or national levels. 

As teams gained experience and knowledge about online instruction in general and online staff development in particular, it became clear that the varying conditions across and within states called for a collaborative model with leadership being assumed by a single lead agency. It was equally clear that because of the newness of online instruction those engaged in planning online staff development would benefit from personally participating in online staff development prior to planning effective online instruction, including the barriers that might be experienced when implementing large-scale programs. To that end, a series of retreats, focus group sessions, and studies were conducted. The results of those activities are presented in this report in a format deemed most helpful to individuals engaged in planning online staff development. Attention has been given to sharing the detailed procedures employed in the project in addition to the results. 

The work of this project was targeted toward planning and implementing online staff development under the following conditions:

· When the goal is planning large-scale programs that are regionally based and/or transcend state lines.

· When the goal is national participation.

· When the target audience is comprised of other educational professionals or paraprofessionals.

· When institutions of higher education are engaged in planning to extend their online instruction as staff development to educators in their catchment area.

· When large districts plan district wide online staff development programs.

· When partnerships are being considered as a model for delivery on online staff development.

· When training is being offered on the design, development and/or implementation of online staff development.

· When studies are being planned to investigate the effectiveness of online staff development or processes applicable to planning online staff development.

· When it is critical that new information be made available to teachers in an instructional format on a large scale and within a short time frame.

A bibliography of references pertaining to online staff development is included in Appendix 10. Readers are also invited to visit the web site of the e-Learning Design Lab, http://www.elearndesign.org, where this report along with other resources and online instructional modules developed by the eDL may be accessed. Recommended readings are included in Appendix 11.
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