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Abstract

The Online Delivery Model Project was funded by the Office of Special Education Programs in follow-up to the Online Academy (Award # HO29K73002).  The purpose of the project was to engage teams of educators from nine states in the development of models for implementing online staff development at the state, regional, and national levels. Five online staff development modules were beta tested by members of the state teams as a strategy for ensuring that all participants in the planning process possessed a common understanding of online staff development. The project was organized around two two-day planning retreats supplemented by a series of planning tasks. In addition, two studies were conducted as a way to inform the planning process: (a) a study of barriers to online staff development and (b) a study of the conditions or parameters of online staff development. Based on project activities, project participants recommended for implementation a multi-organizational model headed by a single lead agency. In addition to a discussion of the related literature, procedures and general findings, the article presents attributes common to lead agencies and organizational considerations.

Background

This project emerged from the work of the Online Academy (Meyen, 2002) at the University of Kansas, which involved 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. 

As an outcome of the project, the Online Academy National Advisory Board determined that the instructional design and content of the modules were also applicable to staff development. Subsequently, a national needs assessment study was conducted to identify and prioritize staff development topics for teachers in inclusive settings serving students with disabilities (Meyen, Ramp, Harrod, & Bui, in press). This study identified 113 topics perceived as being important for staff development programs. Through a prioritization process, five topics were selected for development using the Online Academy instructional design: 

· Curricular Design and Instructional Accommodations for Secondary Students with Mild Disabilities
· Relating Instructional Assessments to Standards

· Models for Collaboration

· Transition-Focused Secondary Education for All Students

· Developing Standards-Based IEPs 
During the process of creating the staff development modules, the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) in the U.S. Department of Education funded a supplemental project to engage states in planning how to implement large-scale online staff development programs. The primary goals were to stimulate collaborative planning for the delivery of online staff development involving state educational agencies (SEAs), local educational agencies (LEAs), and institutions of higher education (IHEs), and to engage representatives of SEAs, LEAs, and IHEs in a process to develop a delivery model(s) for the implementation of online staff development. 

As the planning process began, it became clear that the focus of the project needed to be much broader than creating a delivery model(s). For example, more information was needed about the conditions surrounding successful online staff development, frequent 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 that is early in the adoption stage, a number of conditions translate into principles for planning. Some of these conditions/principles were immediately evident, others became evident as the planning progressed. Central to the group’s charge, they 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 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 in most states will likely involve the SEA, LEAs, IHEs, and, possibly, regional resource centers (RRCs). 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 implementing 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, others may be limited to delivery via more limited modems.”
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 carried out by the e-Learning Design Lab. The e-Learning Design Lab (eDL) was created when the Online Academy, as a project, ended in December of 2000 as a joint initiative by the Center for Research on Learning (CRL) and the Information Technology and Telecommunications Center (ITTC) at the University of Kansas. 

The following organizational elements represent the structure of the project.

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

External leadership. The National Advisory Board for the project that had previously produced the five online staff development modules also served as the advisory board for this project. This 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 of the U.S. Department of Education were both represented on the board. .

State teams. The primary element of the structure was the state teams, which represented the principal 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. The composition of each team included 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. Following planning sessions by the National Advisory Board two two-day retreats were held. During the Advisory Board planning sessions 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 were accessed by the participants 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. In addition, some teams also met in person for planning.

Related Literature

While there is an emerging literature base specific to online staff development, few studies are reported in the literature on how plan or implement large-scale online staff development programs. It is evident that significant investments of resources are being made in the creation of online preservice education courses and online staff development. While some of the basic principles of staff development in traditional formats generalize to online instruction, certain circumstances and conditions are unique to online staff development and, therefore, deserve special attention. 

Hirsch and Hirsh (1999) reported that professional development has become part of the certification requirements as thirty-two states have mandated professional development as part of their teacher certificate renewal process. Given that large number of teachers affected by certification renewal requirements nationally the capability of technology makes online staff development a promising option.
Killion (2000) proposes a list of recommendations to plan and implement online staff development. The list includes (1) Results: what results can we expect from this form of staff development? (2) Content: what is the research base of the content? (3) Access: how well do the district’s hardware, network, and Internet access meet the provider’s specifications? (4) User-friendly: How user-friendly is the product? (5) Cost: how cost effective is the online staff development program? (6) Flexibility: to what degree can participants adjust the rate of learning, the depth of content, and the timeframe for learning? (7) Management: to whom will learners be accountable? (8) Credit: how will credit be awarded? (9) Organizational support: what support are learners likely to need as they participate in online staff development? (10) Evaluation: how will we know that this online staff development is successful? Sparks (2000) also suggests similar questions to consider while planning the implementation of online staff development. However, he also raises the question of whether steps have been taken to ensure that teachers are surrounded by a school culture that promotes continuous improvement.

Holcombe (2003) provides a planning guide for effective online (technology) staff development. Her planning guide includes five-step planning process: (1) identify knowledge resources (e.g. technology experts, teachers, administrators, etc.); (2) create an advisory team to identify appropriate online staff development courses; (3) identify training resources; (4) evaluate and select courses; and (5) create a plan. 

As large-scale online training programs are implemented by business (e.g., IBM, Ernst & Young, and Rockwell Collins) [Hall & LeCavalier, as cited in Strother, 2002]), and online staff development is implemented by school districts (e.g., Los Angeles Unified School District, Clark County Nevada School District) [Richardson, 2001; Treacy, Kleiman, & Peterson, 2002]), a number of conditions or parameters can be identified that enhance this new mode of delivery. For example, just as there are standards for quality face-to-face instruction, there should be standards for online staff development (Hirsh, 2001). The National Staff Development Council (NSDC) and the National Institute for Community Innovations (NICI) (2001) established standards for staff development, including content standards and process standards. According to Killion (2002): 

NSDC’s Standards for Staff Development, Revised Edition is the foundation upon which to make decisions about technology-mediated staff development. Because staff development through electronic resources serves the same function as face to face staff development, the context necessary to support adult learning, the processes by which they learn, and the content they need to increase student achievement are the same. (p. 12)  

Treacy et al. (2002) identified nine elements for successful online staff development. They include (a) assessment of local professional development needs and the development of an online professional development plan based on those needs; (b) connection of online staff development with other ongoing, face-to-face professional development activities; (c) carefully selecting and training online staff development specialist team members; (d) building a strong local team; (e) developing incentives; (f) publicizing the online staff development program and involving local stakeholders; (g) providing readily available and reliable access to technology and support; (h) fostering a rich, interactive online learning community; and (i) integrating online workshops with face-to-face meetings.

The challenge in creating the ultimate conditions for online staff development is that some of the conditions to be met are the responsibility of those who develop the content and the technical design while others fall to those who adopt and implement the online programs. Most of the literature builds from experiences associated with effective face-to-face staff development. The paucity of research studies reported on the effectiveness of specific features of online training or staff development reflects the relatively recent emergence of the Internet and the WWW that has created the capacity to deliver staff development online.

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 to a great extent 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 therefore could reflect on issues central to implementing online staff development. Additionally, it was a considered important to validate participants’ perceptions as part of the planning process so decisions could become more data based and less intuitive. 

Three specific tasks were carried out to prepare for the ultimate task of proposing recommendations for implementation of large-scale online staff development programs. These tasks included (a) engaging participants in beta testing an online staff development module, (b) identifying and verifying barriers/solutions to implementing online staff development, and (c) selecting and examining the conditions/parameters of successful online staff development programs. Completion of these tasks was viewed as essential to achieving readiness for conceptualizing models for implementation. 

While the procedures for these tasks will be generally described here, the detailed methodology, instruments used and results are published elsewhere (Meyen, Aust, & Yang, 2003; Meyen & Yang, 2003a; and Meyen & Yang, 2003b). These studies served to inform the planning process. They were also helpful in ensuring that all planning participants had a common experience with online staff development and an opportunity to expand their knowledge base related to online staff development. The overall procedures for the planning process will be discussed followed by a broad discussion of the evaluation for the beta testing, the study of barriers and the study of conditions and parameters of successful online staff development.

Planning Process 

The primary vehicle for engaging the state teams in the planning process were two two-day retreats held in Alexandria, Virginia, and Park City, Utah, respectively. Extensive work prior to and following the retreats was performed 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 the beta test studies conducted and the synthesis of the focus groups.  

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.

Three representatives of the OSEP staff participated in the first retreat and one 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, which 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 Online 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.  The following features were found across the two planning 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 discussed. Group membership was organized by either role, state or randomly, depending on their purpose.

· Total Group Sessions: Total group sessions proceeded and followed each focus group.

· 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, which could take as long as 14 hours, to responding to online surveys requiring 30-40 minutes each. State team coordinators had additional logistical and leadership responsibilities.

Outcomes of the first retreat.  The following is a list of outcomes from the first retreat.

· The procedures for beta testing the five staff development modules were agreed upon by participants, who were allowed to select which module 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. Instructions for beta testing and procedures for obtaining passwords, submitting forms for evaluation, and accessing the modules were made available on the project web site.

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

· Preliminary notes on barriers/solutions to online staff development resulted both from focus groups and from general session discussions involving the total group. These were not shared as a summary as it was decided that participants would be asked to contribute ideas on barriers as part of their participation in beta testing. It was surmised that access to the summary in advance of participating in beta testing might influence their generation of ideas on barriers as a result of their beta testing a module. 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 were considered later 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 following outcomes resulted form 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 article.

· The results of the survey on barriers and solutions were discussed. The results of the Barriers Study were used as input by the total group in framing recommendations on implementation models.

· The results of the survey on the six categories related to understanding online staff development (Conditions/Parameters Study) were reported and discussed. This led to considerable discussion of the implications for implementation. 

· Preliminary features for consideration in framing the delivery (implementation) model were generated through focus groups. It was agreed that the presentation on models should focus on a single model with variations depending on the lead agency. Additionally, it was agreed that the information on the 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. Though a series of small group sessions organized by roles and then by states, a draft of recommendations was developed and later viewed by the total group.
Outcomes of work by eDL staff between sessions. Between sessions eDL staff performed the following.

· Completion of beta testing for five modules

· Completion of barriers and solutions survey and analysis

· Completion of conditions/parameters of online staff development study and analysis

· Summary reporting sent to participants

· Retreat planning sessions arranged

· Maintenance of web site

· Communications with participants

· Drafting of recommendations

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 the content had already been reviewed and the instructional design had been subjected to extensive evaluation and was used nationally, it was decided that the 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 who completed a module and submitted 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.  The following procedures took place as part of the beta testing.

· Modules were demonstrated during the first retreat 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 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 an 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. 
Barriers/Solution Study

The Barriers Study was conducted based on the results of discussions in the focus groups during the first retreat as well as discussions with the OSEP representatives. The consensus was that 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 and edit the barriers as a group, the following procedures were carried out in conducting the study.

Procedures. The following is a list of major procedures completed as part of the Barriers Study.

· 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 that was 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 that 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 22 barriers were included. Respondents ranked 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.

· 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. 

· 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.

Conditions/Parameters of Online Staff Development Study 

Initial discussions among participants centered on a wide array of topics warranting consideration when planning how to implement online staff development ranging from the requirements of online staff development to how to sustain teacher involvement. It soon became apparent that knowing the conditions that characterize successful online staff development was essential to planning for large-scale implementation. The discussion soon became more targeted. Focus groups were conducted followed by total group review sessions. The outcome was the development of an instrument. 

· The initial instrument consisted of 113 items divided into the following 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

Procedures. The following procedures were completed for the Conditions/Parameters Study.

· 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.

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

· The results of the responses were summarized and presented at the second planning retreat. 

Framing Recommendations on Delivery Models
The procedures for generating these recommendations were largely described in the Planning Process section of this article. 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 structured models for delivering online staff development. The three studies carried out by the project (beta testing, barriers and conditions/parameters) were viewed as essential to framing recommendations on delivery models along with the focus group discussions held during the planning retreats. The results of these studies and the focus groups were considered central to the decisions states make in developing delivery models for online staff development. Thus, they become important source documents for states in planning online staff development. In many ways they provide information most valued by the participants in this project and also serve to undergird the recommendations. The discussion on the results of these studies will not be repeated here. They can be accessed at www.elearndesign.org.

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. Had these knowledge-building activities not become part of the project, the recommendations would have been less informed and likely taken a different direction. 

Procedures. The framing of recommendations on delivery models for implementation involved the following procedures.

· The development of the recommended 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 two 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 conditions/parameters of successful 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 of individuals across roles by state. Topics included the model development process, elements of delivery models, ideas for dissemination, 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, who also recorded all reporting sessions. The notes from the 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.
Results

Recommendations on Delivery Models (Implementation)

This section will start with a discussion of findings related to delivery models, including attributes of lead agencies, followed by organizational considerations, including a series of questions related to organization according to the elements of planning discussed earlier.

General Conclusions

Three overriding conclusions resulted from the recommendations pertaining to delivery models for implementation of online staff development on a statewide level. These can be described as follows: (a) 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; (b) the probabilities of success increase significantly if a designated lead agency assumes primary leadership for the direction and coordination of the effort; (c) 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.

Elements of Planning

Models in the form of organizational structure are essential in planning for 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. Therefore, 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 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 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 currently 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 to include ways to assist all participants in achieving a common level of understanding 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, conditions in many states currently complicate the process. To take programs successfully to scale, attention must be paid to the instructional design and the technology infrastructure during the planning and development stages. 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. For example, 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. 

· 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 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 classroom teachers 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. It is a time-consuming undertaking, but once developed, it can be easily updated and expanded. Further, because of the large numbers of users who can be accommodated online the investment in development is 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 used. 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 any time 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.  

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. Early in the project, a number of models were considered. However, as input from the Barriers and Parameter Studies became part of the discussion and as the experience of participants were shared, clear consensus emerged in support of this recommendation.

The assumptions underlying this recommendation include the following:

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

· The focus will be on improving student outcomes by ensuring that teachers have opportunities 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 own 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. For example, some content may be developed by participating agencies, others 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. Some states will already have 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. The following attributes were judged to be common across the agencies cited as potential lead agencies:

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

· 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. While they may overlap somewhat, they are more inherent in the structure or mission of one agency and less characteristic of others. It is important to consider agency attributes when developing a statewide or large-scale delivery model is important because in certain 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 agencies may be more ready to assume this level of leadership responsibility than others.

The following is a list of attributes by type of agency.
· 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 already 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 who have statewide perspectives and commitments.

· Are positioned to leverage state policy in eliciting the 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.

· Share common goals and facilitate cooperative relationships with governing boards of public education and higher education 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 providers 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 offerings 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 a 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 in 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.

Organizational Considerations

When contemplating projects on this scale, some initiative must stimulate the planning 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 is likely 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 already exist, certainly conditions such as teacher supply and demand that translate into teachers’ needs for information, skills, and access to research-based practices will prevail. 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 they need information or new skills.  

While 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 in which 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) 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 mentioned in this article 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 to 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 agencies 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?

Summary 

This article reports the result of a planning process carried out by teams representing nine states, 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 large-scale 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. Two studies were conducted including the identification of barriers that might be experienced when implementing large-scale programs and the conditions/parameters related to successful online staff development programs. To that end, a series of retreats, focus group sessions, and studies were conducted. 

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.
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