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Audiences 

There are a number of stakeholders. The stakeholders who are most interested in this evaluation are the evaluator, who was hired in July 2006 to assume responsibility for TOAT, and Dr. Norton, her supervisor and lead designer and director of TOAT and TOA. Dr. Norton wants to know if teacher-learners have been adequately supported in developing the skills to work online with students using the COPLS model and the ART of Mentoring. The lead instructor for the TOAT spring courses (who is also the evaluator) wants assurance that the design and implementation are as effective as possible before she becomes responsible for the success of the hybrid institutes. Staff will use the results to refine and revise the TOAT hybrid institutes before delivering them to new teacher cohorts in Fairfax, Frederick, Loudoun, and Stafford counties the spring of 2007.  Graduate assistants who will help Smith revise and edit TOAT modules want justification for making changes. 

The evaluator selected two TOAT graduates as the primary sources of information for this evaluation because they were the only teachers who had completed the summer institute and subsequently mentored students in TOA through an entire course. These teachers (Mentor A and Mentor B) want an honest evaluation of their successes as online mentors and suggestions for improvement.  

While the PAB is certainly a stakeholder as the legal entity ultimately responsible for TOAT and TOA, the board has no plans to use this evaluation for policy decisions; they have determined that mentors need preparation in online learning and have established a policy that makes such education one of the requirements for becoming a mentor. The PAB considers specifics of implementation to be the responsibility of staff. Currently colleges of education follow state guidelines in designing coursework for those preparing to become teachers. Employees accept state licensure and accreditation of schools of education as proof of teacher efficacy. Online education is still in its infancy and has no such formal structures in place to serve as gatekeepers.  No states have requirements for online teachers. It is only in the past three months that organizations like the National Education Association and Southern Regional Education Board have attempted to codify benchmarks for good online teaching. For these reasons, the PAB will not use this evaluation for policy decisions; they have accepted the assumption that online teachers need education and have an expert in place to design that education. In addition, mentors, students, and parents completed an open-ended survey August 2006 that provided evidence of a robust program that is meeting the needs of the students and their schools. In October 2006, PAB members received a summary of these surveys and statistics on student performance (both grades and SOL scores).  

Copies of this evaluation will be presented to all stakeholders.

Limitations


The evaluator is an employee of the TOAT director (who is also the chairperson on the evaluator’s program of studies and dissertation committees!); the evaluator was a participant in this summer’s institutes as an instructor and mentor; and the evaluator will be responsible for the TOAT courses offered spring 2007.  While the evaluator has a serious professional need for an accurate evaluation, the objectivity of the evaluator must be a concern. Also, the evaluator is an English teacher and may have missed the significance of some exchanges about math. 

The email correspondence and surveys of two mentors will form the basis of this case study evaluation. Since this is a small proportion of the total number of participants (N = 22) and includes only two disciplines, results might vary wildly with other participants. (Note: Teachers who do not exhibit characteristics of good mentors are unlikely to be hired as mentors to students in TOA; therefore, an evaluation of all participants might never be possible.) The TOAT model demands very specific teaching behaviors, which are categorized in the coding system that was used to analyze and evaluate mentors’ emails. (See the four frameworks—authentic problems, phases of the mentoring process, practicing the ART of Mentoring, social and conceptual interactions—that guide TOA and TOAT design on page 3 under Context.).  This evaluation serves very specific purposes and will not be useful to other online high schools.  This evaluation may not suffer the limitations of some CIPP model evaluations since the objectives are behaviors that can be observed and are clearly connected to the philosophy under girding TOAT and TOA.  While judgment of the merit and worth of the program objectives is outside the scope of this evaluation, this evaluation is capable of judging the merit and worth of the program if we accept the value and worth of the program objectives themselves. 

Focus

Program Goals 
The TOAT summer institutes served a number of purposes:

· Provide future mentors with first hand experience of the successes and challenges of online learning;

· Teach future mentors the COPLS and ART of Mentoring models and provide practice using these models as both a student and mentor; 

·  Instruct future mentors about Daloz (1999) and Zachary’s (2000) four phases of the mentoring process as a lens for understanding the flow and structure of mentoring;  
· Educate future mentors in relationship building, self-regulation, and promoting conceptual understanding; and
· Build capacity for serving a larger population of students.
Evaluation Questions  

The central evaluation question was this: Do the TOAT hybrid summer institutes prepare teachers to be effective mentors for TOA students? 

In order to answer that question, we had to address another central question: Do teachers who experienced the TOAT summer institutes exhibit the behaviors of effective online mentors for TOA?  

That question was broken down into more specific questions that illuminate TOA teachers’ practice:

· Do mentors effectively lead students to develop content knowledge and conceptual understanding?
· Do mentors help students to develop thinking dispositions?
· Do mentors practice the COPLS learning model, which uses authentic problems?
· Do mentors help students to develop self-regulation and self-efficacy? 

· Do mentors attend to the cognitive and emotional needs of students?
Since building capacity is an issue, we also asked the two teachers to complete an online survey about their experiences as mentors. The central concern of the survey was this open-ended question: What suggestions can you make for improving TOAT—for making it better for future teachers?
Evaluation Plan   

     Procedures and Sources.
This evaluation plan, which was designed with the support of the director and included frequent member checks, follows Stufflebeam’s CIPP product type evaluation as described in Fitzpatrick, Sanders, and Worthen’s Program Evaluation: Alternative Approaches and Practical Guidelines (2004).  Sources of information were documents—a survey and their email correspondence with students—produced by two TOAT 2006 Summer Institute graduates, who were selected because they were the only participants who had subsequently mentored students through an entire course. Additionally, two program administrators were interviewed and course progress reports of the two students were examined for final grades. The evaluator planned to examine and code all email communication the two selected teachers exchanged with students they mentored in July and August after participating in TOAT summer institutes.  In October, once students had completed the courses and teachers had recorded final grades and been paid for their work, the evaluator asked the two teachers if she could examine their email communication.  They promptly agreed and gave the evaluator access to their mentor email accounts. Emails were used as the primary source of information because they are the only artifacts that exist that can clearly demonstrate the teaching/learning communication that passed between the teacher and student in this online environment. Each teacher also completed an online survey about her experiences in November. Teachers requested that the interview/survey be completed online for their convenience. 
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eliminated as not being the most representative; the second and eleventh were chosen because while they did not include special tasks not present in other modules, they might indicate a change from the beginning to the end of the process; the sixth was chosen as a mid point.  These coding categories, taken from COPLS and the ART of Mentoring and based on the conceptual framework of TOAT and TOA, were accepted by all stakeholders as representative of the behaviors this report was to evaluate:  prepare, negotiate, enable, or close; model expertise; link to prior knowledge, goals, or experience; develop concepts; build relationships; promote self-regulation. In addition, four categories were added that relate to general teaching practice, especially in online environments: explain assignments; deal with technical issues; evaluate student work; and other.  The evaluator highlighted and underlined email text in varying colors to determine the categories in which it fit.  Frequently, one sentence of text went into more than one category.  For example, this sentence both linked to prior experience and dealt with technical issues: “If you remember the problem we had with the level of formality in the Harlem Ren. placemats, you’ll see the problem here—and do you need help to make the fonts in PowerPoint more readable?”  (The—very messy—coding pages are available upon request.) 

The two program administrators were involved from the beginning with planning the evaluation. They were also informally interviewed to determine if qualified mentors had refused to accept TOA students and, if so, why.  They gave the evaluator access to the relevant course progress reports, which included grades and comments from the mentors.

This evaluation follows a quasi-experimental design and should avoid the Hawthorne effect; participants were in their natural settings, had no warning that their emails would be examined, and had no opportunity to change email correspondence.  The sampling was purposive; the two teachers selected were the only participants in the summer institutes who had actually completed the mentoring process with a student at the relevant time.  Like all TOA mentors, they are experienced classroom teachers with Virginia certification in the subject areas in which they were mentoring. 

Benchmarks. 

Even though distance learning has been around for decades, little has been done in evaluation of online education except to determine that it is as effective as traditional learning in the same institution.  According to Thompson and Irele (2003), “Since the impact was minimal, the monitoring and evaluation of distance education programming tended to be of interest to the parent institute primarily as a means of ensuring that such programming did not detract from the reputation enjoyed by its traditional programming” (p. 567). Thompson and Irele also note that most evaluation studies used the media-comparison approach, “pitting classroom-based instruction against technologically mediated instruction. Comparable outcomes were documented in hundreds of such studies” (p. 568). 

Online education is no longer on the fringes; it has become increasingly widespread and accepted in the U. S. and abroad. According to Rosenhall (2006), “An estimated 600,000 K-12 students nationwide took classes online last year  – the vast majority of them high schoolers.” While this number may represent just over one percent of the nation’s student body, the large and growing number of virtual learners signifies that online learning has become more than a fad. In fact, Michigan will start requiring its high school students to take at least one class online to graduate from a public high school beginning with the class of 2011 (eSchool News staff, 2006). As this alternative to traditional education becomes a part of the educational landscape, its success depends on the preparation of teachers able to teach effectively in this new environment.  There is growing recognition that online teaching requires special skills and considerations; however, the characteristics of effective online teachers have been the topic of limited examination to date (Blomeyer, 2006).
According to the Southern Regional Education Board (2006), “The most important factor affecting student learning is the teacher,” and this is as true of virtual environments as it is of the face-to-face classroom. Quality online teaching reflects the attributes of any effective teaching; however, there is growing recognition that online teaching requires additional special skills and considerations. “There are aspects of online teaching that are dramatically different than conventional classrooms. You could be a great physics teacher, but a horrible online physics teacher, if you aren’t able to manage your time or your students very well” (Appel, 2006).

To promote the effective preparation of online teachers, the Southern Regional Education Board (2006) released standards for quality online teaching “to provide more students with the courses they need, regardless of where students and teachers reside.” According to this document, a high-quality online teacher meets appropriate state standards, has appropriate academic credentials and prerequisite technology skills, demonstrates the ability to incorporate active and interactive learning strategies, provides leadership that promotes student success, has experienced online learning from the perspective of a student, and understands and is responsive to students with special needs.  While standards have existed for online instruction in higher education, the October 2006 standards are the first benchmarks to regulate and standardize secondary online education.   The National Education Association—collaborating with the International Society for Technology in Education, the North American Council for Online Learning, the National Commission for Teaching and America’s Future, and Virtual High School, Inc—produced its first guide to teaching online courses November 2006. 

To be effective online instructors, teachers need to learn to attend to the attributes of today’s students who have access to and can use technology to pursue opportunities and information. They must learn to manage their own time and schedules as well as to help students manage their time and schedules in these flexible environments and to develop the ability to prepare quality written communications not only to convey information but also to encourage and support students (Southern Regional Education Board, 2006). The online teacher has to be more of a guide and director for students. Teachers accustomed to lectures rather than projects and inquiry-based activities find their styles ill-suited to virtual classrooms. In addition, online teachers quickly discover that developing a relationship with online learners and “hearing” what the student is saying without any of the traditional face-to-face signals takes time – lots and lots of time (Wood, 2005).

In its 2004 National Education Technology Plan, the U.S. Department of Education set as one of its action goals the support of e-learning and virtual schools and stated that one strategy within this goal is to “enable every teacher to participate in e-learning training” (U. S. Department of Education, 2005, pp. 41-42); however, “learning to teach in these environments is not as easy as some might predict” (p. 41). Smith, Clark, and Blomeyer (2005) reviewed eight studies of online learning and reported that all eight of them identified the situated and effective preparation of highly qualified online teachers as a crucial element in the implementation of effective online learning programs. None of them, however, spoke to the model(s) of staff development that should be embraced for effectively preparing teachers to teach online. Thus, one of the outstanding questions about factors with potential impact on the effectiveness of online leaning environments is “What are the most effective training, mentoring, and support system for online teachers?” (Blomeyer, 2006). This evaluation attempts to answer that question for online teachers in a very specific environment. 

According to the president of the Council for Higher Education Accreditation (2000), “distance education, ’however unintentionally,’ challenges the ‘core academic values. . .central to the history and tradition of higher education’” (Thompson and Irele , 2003, p. 568).   “Given this increasing prominence and the potentially transformative effects of new forms of distance education on the existing educational enterprise, performing rigorous evaluation and research studies has become imperative” (Thompson and Irele, 2003, p. 569).  Thompson and Irele (2003) suggest five purposes for evaluation of online education: justification of investment, measuring progress toward program objectives, measuring ‘quality’ or ‘effectiveness,’ providing a basis for improvement, and informing institutional strategic planning and decision making.  This evaluation is assessing progress toward program objectives, measuring effectiveness, and providing a basis for improvement. 
Other evaluators have developed reputable evaluation approaches for distance education programs.  Flagg (1999) suggests using formative evaluation assessment “as a tool for midcourse corrections” (Thompson and Irele, 2003, p. 575).  Duning et al. (1993) note that the “’potential reach and instructional impact of educational telecommunications systems require measures of quality that speak to values underlying new relationships with the learner’” (Thompson and Irele, 2003, p. 576).   Bates notes that comparisons with the regular classroom are a waste of time and resources (Thompson and Irele, 2003, p. 577).   

Duning et al. suggest evaluating distance learning at three levels: the functional (technical), managerial (success in fostering and managing relationships among faculty, learners, and others), and ethical (choices about what to measure and what these choices show about the values of the institution (Thompson and Irele, 2003, p. 576).   The purpose of this evaluation is formative, providing information for correction, and much of this evaluation focuses on building learning relationships.  

Ehrman uses the image of a flashlight that shows a small area very clearly to describe a very narrow, focused evaluation procedure for distance education that centers on one of these goals (Thompson and Irele, 2003, p. 576): “Enabling important new content to be taught, changing who can learn, improving teaching and learning activities, lowering or controlling the costs of teaching and learning activities.”  Ehrman then uses what he calls a triad to examine “(1) a particular technology or method (e-mail, paced instruction, etc.) in relation to (2) a particular practice enabled by that technology or method and (3) a desired program outcome” (Thompson and Irele, 2003, p. 576).   Finally, he asks questions about the technology, uses of the use of the technology for the activity, the activity, if and how the activity contributes to the desired outcomes, and the outcomes” (Thompson and Irele, 2003, p. 576).  

This evaluation is tracking a specific technology (email) as it is used for specific teaching-learning activities that can improve specific outcomes, as proposed by Ehrman and the Teaching, Learning, and Technology (TLT) Group (2004).
Results

In general, TOAT is working as intended. Students complete courses successfully  and pass SOL tests. According to surveys of 22 TOA students and teacher mentors unrelated to this evaluation and conducted August 2006, students reported that their mentors had provided the support needed for their learning and mentors feel capable and successful and want to continue mentoring for TOA. (A report of this earlier survey is available upon request from ponorton@gmu.edu.) Based on this December 2006 evaluation, mentors exhibit the behaviors set forth in the program goals: they participate in the processes of mentoring—preparing, negotiating, enabling, and closing; they model expertise; they link to prior knowledge, learning goals, or life experiences; they develop conceptual understanding; they build effective learning relationships, and they promote self-regulation.    

Mentor A worked with a student retaking English 11.  A course typically includes 12 modules; English 11 begins with a Native American unit and includes units on the Colonial period, Romanticism, Transcendentalism, Realism, Modernism, Harlem Renaissance, Post Modernism, Beat, and ends with contemporary writing from the 1970s.  English 11 also has supplementary modules on grammar, research, writing, reading, and the American novel that can be used at the mentor’s discretion to adapt the course to the student’s needs and the specific reading and writing requirements of the school system. The mentor and English 11 student exchanged 307 emails for the entire course, including 58 emails about the three coded modules. Over the entire course, the mentor exchanged 67 emails with administrators either expressing concern about the student’s progress and/or asking for assistance/assurance about the mentoring process. Six of these 67 emails to administrators were made during the three coded modules. It is apparent that this mentor needed a mentor during her first online teaching experience.  The humanities administrator, whose subject area is social science, met this need for her.
 Mentor A noted in her online survey that one way to improve TOAT would be to provide support from an experienced mentor in the content field for novice mentors. Providing assistance for mentors is actually a TOA concern, but it is a concern. 

The emails were coded using categories extracted from the frameworks for TOA: the phases of mentoring, the ART of Mentoring, social and conceptual interaction. The framework, authentic problems, was eliminated because that is determined by the design of the courses. (See page 3 under Context.) The largest percentage (21%) of emails to the student concerned building relationships, followed by preparing, negotiating, enabling, closing (16%); promoting self-regulation (15%); linking to prior knowledge, learning goals, or life experiences (14%); evaluating student work (12%); developing concepts (10%); and modeling expertise (7%).  Very few emails concerned explaining assignments (2%) or dealing with technical problems (3%).  While explaining assignments and evaluating student work are part of any teaching situation and dealing with technical problems is part of teaching in an online environment, these are not specifically part of the TOA learning model. It is clear from the statistics above that an overwhelming amount (83%) of the interaction between student and mentor concerned teaching/learning tasks that are specific to the design of TOAT and TOA: COPLS; the ART of Mentoring; the phases of the mentoring process; relationship building, self-regulation, and promoting conceptual understanding. 

The English 11 student completed the course with a B+ and had already passed the SOL test. Initially the mentor was very concerned about the student’s work patterns, but as the course progressed, the student was able to organize and schedule her work more efficiently. The frequency of the student’s requests for extensions dropped by 75%. The frequency of the mentor’s emails reminding the student of due dates and missed work also dropped by 50%.  These courses are designed for mastery, so that students revise work until it meets high standards.  The student had some difficulty accepting the idea that her work was to be revised until it was of excellent quality.  The student complained repeatedly in emails that the work was good enough and that she understood and wanted to move on.  In the first module, the student even ignored some requests to revise work and proceeded to the next assignment. By the third module coded, this behavior had disappeared completely. The English emails tended to be more holistic than the math emails.  While the English emails might address an essay or other writing that demonstrated skills and understandings acquired over a week’s work, many algebra emails focused on a very specific, discrete skill, concept, or process.  
Mentor B worked with a student taking Algebra II in order to get ahead. The course contains 12 modules: linear equations, inequalities, matrices, solving systems, functions, quadratics, exponents and simplifying and solving radicals, exponential and logarithmic equations, polynomials, rational expressions and equations, conics, and statistical interpretation and number theory.   The mentor and Algebra II student exchanged 367 emails for the entire course, 124 emails about the three selected modules.  No emails to administrators were in the file, but there were three emails to the student about SOL tests.  The same coding categories based on the framework of TOA were used. The largest percentage (18%) of emails concerned preparing, negotiating, enabling, or closing, followed by equal percentages (15%) of emails evaluating student work and developing concepts. Promoting self-regulation (14%) was next; equal percentages (10%) involved linking to prior knowledge, learning goals, or life experiences and building relationships; modeling expertise occurred less frequently (6%).  Few emails (5%) involved explaining assignments or dealing with technical problems. Some emails (2%) were related to SOL tests. Again, the majority (73%) of mentor-student interaction related to the TOAT/TOA model rather than teaching tasks like evaluation, explanation of assignments, and technical issues. 

The Algebra II student got a B+ and passed the SOL test.  This student also resisted revising work at first. He argued that his work was “good enough” and that he “got it.”  By the third coded module, he had ceased completely to argue about revising work. The student had a full time summer job and made several extended trips while he was taking this course but managed to get the work completed to an acceptable standard.  There is clear improvement in his commitment to work and his conceptual understanding of Algebra II. The incidence of excuses for late work and requests for extensions dropped by 43%. During his last summer trip, he emailed his mentor daily with work instead of disappearing for days as he had on previous excursions. The quality of his emails changed. Instead of exchanging three or four emails to explain or review terms, processes, or material, the emails are more theoretical or related to application; he went from ‘whats [sic] a matrix?” (he hadn’t read any of the assigned material) and ‘how do i make a less than sign on the computer?” to “i wish i’d known about this when i was doing that  thing on conics” [sic on all IM-style capitalization].   

The same two mentors completed an online survey of nine questions. (For their convenience, the teachers requested that rather than an interview, online surveys be used.)  Three questions concerned demographic details that simply verified that they were certified in Virginia in their content area, had mentored only one student in TOA, and had taken TOAT in a hybrid institute. Three questions were about their online teaching experience, offering four choices on a Likert scale: never, infrequently, frequently, and very frequently. Three were open-ended questions.  Their responses to questions about their experience showed how they rated the importance of specific courses in TOAT to their success as online mentors: understanding virtual schools (100% very important), The Online Academy (50% important, 50% very important), building relationships (100% very important), promoting self-regulation (100% very important), and conceptual learning (50% important, 50% very important).  They also assessed the frequency with which they used email to accomplish teaching tasks: explaining assignments (50% frequently, 50% very frequently); explaining concepts (50% infrequently, 50% very frequently); asking questions (50% frequently, 50% very frequently); answering questions (50% infrequently, 50% very frequently);evaluating student work (50% frequently, 50% very frequently); encouraging students (100% very frequently); building relationships (100% very frequently); and promoting self-regulation (50% infrequently, 50% very frequently).  The math teacher stated that she used DigiChat (GMU’s protected version of Instant Messenger) frequently for building relationships and encouraging students; she also used DigiChat infrequently for the other teaching tasks.  The English teacher did not use DigiChat at all. 

There were three open-ended questions: What parts of The Online Academy for Teachers were most helpful to you when you actually began to mentor students? What suggestions can you make for improving The Online Academy for Teachers—for making it better for future teachers? What could have been done to provide better support for you as you mentored students? Both found practicing email exchanges with their own mentors most helpful.  As one noted, “All of the practice emails with the mentor and the feedback that we received in class were very important. It was also really important to hear what worked and didn't work when we practiced in class.”  Both thought it would be helpful “to look at a case study of a module or part of a module” and see the actual grading process. They believed that the following support would be helpful: “A list of people who[m] we could contact if we had questions (maybe another Algebra II mentor) and the person to contact when there are problems on the website. More detailed rubrics would have been nice too.” Participants made three suggestions on their surveys, not all of which related specifically to TOAT institutes: They wanted 

· additional guided practice with an experienced mentor with a real TOA module in their content field, 

· more subject area support for their first online mentoring experience, and 

· more detailed rubrics specific assignments.

The evaluation provided affirmative answers to the more specific evaluation questions: 

· Do mentors effectively lead students to develop content knowledge and conceptual understanding? Yes. Grades and SOL tests offer some indication of content knowledge; the fact that students completed these modules to mastery levels is more convincing.
· Do mentors help students to develop thinking dispositions (attending to their own metacognition)? Yes. Students increasingly use the specific language appropriate to the disciplines rather than more generic terms. They begin to use the thinking strategies modeled by their mentors.  They are better able to phrase questions that address the precise area in which they need help. 
· Do mentors practice the COPLS learning model, which uses authentic problems? Yes. This is built into the format of TOA courses, and both teachers followed the format in that they did not adapt the courses so that students simply completed assignments and summative assessments rather than solving the authentic problems and constructing new materials as proof of that solution. The final products that are authentic assessments and solutions to the authentic problems were completed.
· Do mentors help students to develop self-regulation and self-efficacy?  Preparing, negotiating, enabling, and closing—processes designed to help develop self-regulation and self-efficacy—were in the top two foci for both teachers; examination of the emails also shows increasing independence and effectiveness in both learners as seen in fewer emails from students about self-efficacy and self-regulation. 
· Do mentors attend to the cognitive and emotional needs of students? The number of emails devoted to developing conceptual understanding and building relationships clearly shows the teachers’ attention to these needs of students.  
It is significant that almost a third (31% and 32% respectively) of the student-teacher interaction concerned skills that are critical for lifelong learning: promoting self-regulation and preparing, negotiating, enabling, and closing (stages in which students are actively participating in organizing their own learning). Virtually every educational institution lists lifelong learning as one of its primary objectives, but few do anything to actually promote the necessary skills.  (Only months ago did professional organizations first attempt to define those skills.)  
Conclusions

Recommendations 

1. Continue to offer TOAT courses in the hybrid model.  This makes it possible to educate more teachers with fewer staff hours in a shorter time. The face-to-face opportunities may also provide teachers with the chance to form collegial connections with other online mentors.

2. Provide additional guided practice using an actual student module in the teacher’s discipline, preferably under the guidance of a subject area expert. Include this somewhere in the five required TOAT courses.

3. Continue having the TOA humanities and science/math administrators (who are expert mentors themselves) offer support to new mentors. This might include analysis of their communication with students and other new skills as well as response to specific requests from novice mentors.  Regularly scheduled contact with novice mentors might prevent situations in which a new mentor needs help but is reluctant to ask for assistance. 

4. Consider having the experienced mentors who worked with teachers during TOAT pair with the same novice mentors in their first actual TOA mentoring. The experienced mentor will already have a learning relationship with the novice mentor and will understand the mentor’s strengths and weaknesses. 

5. There is a practicum course in TOAT that is part of the online teaching certificate program but not required for eligibility to teach in TOA.  The Director may want to consider a change of policy, having novice mentors complete this course as a practicum, co-teaching their first TOA student with an experienced mentor in their content area.  
6. Evaluate rubrics for all student assignments in TOA to assure that they are clear and specific.  (This is already in progress.)

There will be no attempt to make this transferable or to adopt objectives in the new SREB and NEA guides for online teaching that do not specifically relate to TOAT goals.  

Rationale/Criteria for Judgment  

Over the past 150 years, teacher educators have evolved sophisticated strategies for educating teachers to teach in face-to-face classrooms, focusing on the intersection of foundations, methods, and practice.  The same is not true for teaching teachers to work with students in online environments.  Although the U.S. Department of Education’s 2004 National Education Technology Plan set the goal of enabling “every teacher to participate in e-learning training,” there is no pedagogy for distance learning (Levine and Sun, 2003) or models for the effective preparation of online teachers (Blomeyer, 2006). The TOAT summer institutes do have worth in that they fulfill an established need for models of online pedagogy in general and meet the specific needs of TOA.  

In addition, the TOAT summer institutes have merit in that they engaged teachers with robust online learning experiences; modeled best practices; promoted teacher understanding of the principles that govern the design of TOA courses; engaged teachers with theories that inform online teaching; and built bridges between theory, practice, and experience.  The courses exceed the NEA’s relevant suggestions for effective professional development for online teachers. 
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Appendix A: Schedule for Evaluation

	2006 Date
	Activity
	People Assisting Evaluator

	Sept. 13 –Oct. 2
	Discuss evaluation possibilities with stakeholders (Director of TOA, Chair of Policy Advisory Board, those who mentored teachers in TOAT 2006 Summer Institutes, TOAT administrators, TOAT developers)
	P Norton, C Sanders, M Schmidt, D Hathaway, A Little, B. Daniels, P Earley

	Oct 5
	Complete first draft exploring ideas for evaluation; submit to consultant for suggestions
	G Galluzzo

	Oct. 9
	Request that mentors allow me to access their emails with students; ask for suggestions about how to conduct evaluation 
	Mentor A, Mentor B

	Oct. 11
	Receive permission to access emails; copy them
	Mentor A, Mentor B

	Oct. 13 
	Begin coding emails and analyzing data; revise coding categories
	

	Oct. 16 – 23
	Discuss evaluation questions and methods with stakeholders; gather evaluation questions
	P Norton, C Sanders, M Schmidt-Moore, A Little, B Daniels, D Hathaway, Mentor A, Mentor B

	Oct. 26
	Permission from The Online Academy Policy Advisory Board
	PAB members from GMU, Frederick, Loudoun, and Stafford 

	Nov. 1
	Begin to refine convergent questions; submit to consultant for suggestions
	G Galluzzo

	Nov. 2
	Interview TOA administrators about teachers’ reluctance to be mentors
	B Daniels, A Little

	Nov.  2 – 8 
	Check with stakeholders on convergent questions & methods; revise & finalize; get suggestions for survey
	P Norton, C Sanders, M Schmidt-Moore, A Little, B Daniels, D Hathaway, Mentor A, Mentor B

	Nov. 16 
	Finalize approach for evaluation; submit to consultant for suggestions
	G Galluzzo

	Nov. 20
	Check with stakeholders on survey; finalize 
	P Norton, C Sanders, M Schmidt-Moore, A Little, B Daniels, D Hathaway, Mentor A, Mentor B

	Nov. 20
	Send survey link to mentors
	Mentor A, Mentor B

	Nov. 21 –Dec. 6
	Finalize analysis of data; discuss findings with stakeholders; write report
	P Norton, C Sanders, M Schmidt-Moore, A Little, B Daniels, D Hathaway, Mentor A, Mentor B

	Dec. 7
	Submit preliminary report
	G Galluzzo

	Dec. 14
	Submit final report
	G Galluzzo


Appendix B: Instruments

1. Survey: This url http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.asp?u=888832760240 links to the survey.  Results of the surveys are attached as Appendix B1 below. 

2. Emails: Final coding of emails used these categories: explain assignments; deal with technical issues; evaluate student work; prepare, negotiate, enable or close; model expertise; link to prior knowledge, learning goals, or life experiences; develop concepts; build relationships, promote self-regulation, and other.  (Note: One email could fall into more than one category; one sentence even could fall into more than one category.)

3. Interviews: The evaluator asked Barbara Daniels, Director of Humanities, and Anne Little, Director of Math and Sciences, if teachers were ever reluctant to accept students to mentor and under what circumstances.  They both replied that teachers were always eager to mentor students except in the rare instance when some personal crisis such as illness made accepting the responsibility problematical.      

Appendix B1: Survey Results

	Results Summary
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Show All Pages and Questions
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1. Experience
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1. How many TOA or TOAT students have you mentored online?
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Response Percent
Response Total
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None
 

0%
0
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1 
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100%
2
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2 - 3
 

0%
0
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4 - 5
 

0%
0
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6 or More 
 

0%
0
Total Respondents  
2
(skipped this question)  
0
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2. Courses
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2. Please rate the importance of individual required TOAT courses to your success and comfort as an online mentor. 
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Not Important
Somewhat Important
Important
Very Important
Response Average
Understanding Virtual Schools
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0% (0)
0% (0)
100% (2)
0% (0)
3.00
The Online Academy
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0% (0)
0% (0)
50% (1)
50% (1)
3.50
Building Relationships
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0% (0)
0% (0)
0% (0)
100% (2)
4.00
Promoting Self-Regulation
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0% (0)
0% (0)
0% (0)
100% (2)
4.00
Conceptual Learning
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0% (0)
0% (0)
50% (1)
50% (1)
3.50
Total Respondents  
2
(skipped this question)  
0
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3. Format
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3. What was the format of your TOAT classes?
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Response Percent
Response Total
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Completely online
 

0%
0
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Hybrid - some online, some face-to-face
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100%
2
Total Respondents  
2
(skipped this question)  
0
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4. Experience II
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4. What subjects are you certified to teach in VA?
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Response Percent
Response Total
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Biology 
 

0%
0
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Chemistry
 

0%
0
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Earth Science
 

0%
0
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English
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50%
1
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Math
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50%
1
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Physics
 

0%
0
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Social Studies
 

0%
0



 

Other (please specify)
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50%
1
Total Respondents  
2
(skipped this question)  
0
	[image: image65.png]





	

	[image: image66.png]





	[image: image67.png]



	[image: image68.png]



5. Teaching Tasks
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5. Rank how often you used email for each of these teaching tasks. (One email message may accomplish more than one task.)
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Never
Infrequently
Frequently
Very Frequently
Response Average
Explaining assignments
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0% (0)
0% (0)
50% (1)
50% (1)
3.50
Explaining concepts
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0% (0)
50% (1)
0% (0)
50% (1)
3.00
Asking questions
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0% (0)
0% (0)
50% (1)
50% (1)
3.50
Answering questions
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0% (0)
50% (1)
0% (0)
50% (1)
3.00
Evaluating student work
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0% (0)
0% (0)
50% (1)
50% (1)
3.50
Encouraging students
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0% (0)
0% (0)
0% (0)
100% (2)
4.00
Building relationships
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0% (0)
0% (0)
0% (0)
100% (2)
4.00
Promoting self-regulation
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0% (0)
50% (1)
0% (0)
50% (1)
3.00
Total Respondents  
2
(skipped this question)  
0
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6. Rank how often you used Digichat for each teaching task. (One chat may have accomplished more than one task.)
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Never
Infrequently
Frequently
Very Frequently
Response Average
Explaining assignments 
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50% (1)
50% (1)
0% (0)
0% (0)
1.50
Explaining concepts 
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50% (1)
50% (1)
0% (0)
0% (0)
1.50
Asking questions 
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50% (1)
50% (1)
0% (0)
0% (0)
1.50
Answering questions 
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50% (1)
50% (1)
0% (0)
0% (0)
1.50
Evaluating student work 
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100% (2)
0% (0)
0% (0)
0% (0)
1.00
Encouraging students 
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50% (1)
0% (0)
50% (1)
0% (0)
2.00
Building relationships 
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50% (1)
0% (0)
50% (1)
0% (0)
2.00
Promoting self-regulation 
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50% (1)
50% (1)
0% (0)
0% (0)
1.50
Total Respondents  
2
(skipped this question)  
0
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6. Utility
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7. What parts of The Online Academy for Teachers were most helpful to you when you actually began to mentor students?



 Total Respondents  
2
(skipped this question)  
0
	[image: image104.png]





	

	[image: image105.png]





	[image: image106.png]



	[image: image107.png]



7. Suggestions
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8. What suggestions can you make for improving The Online Academy for Teachers--for making it better for future teachers? (Other than changing the time frame; we know that one month was too short!)



 Total Respondents  
2
(skipped this question)  
0
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8. Mentor Support
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9. What could have been done to provide better support for you as you mentored students?



 Total Respondents  
2
(skipped this question)  
0
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	What parts of The Online Academy for Teachers were most helpful to you when you actually began to mentor students? 




	1. 
	All of the practice emails with the mentor and the feedback that we received in class were very important. It was also really important to hear what worked and didn't work when we practiced in class. The ART of mentoring packet (11 printed pages) in the purple course was a good summary that I often referred to so I didn't forget anything. Finally, I printed most of the courses out as I went through them. I used this notebook as a reference when I wasn't sure how to answer Megan -- especially the purple, black, and turquoise courses. 

	2. 
	1)Having mock student/teacher digichat conversations in class. 2)Responding to students' emails where we had to assess for danger etc. 
Top of Form
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Bottom of Form



	

	


Bottom of Form

	What suggestions can you make for improving The Online Academy for Teachers--for making it better for future teachers? (Other than changing the time frame; we know that one month was too short!) 



	


	1. 
	I wonder if there is a way to look at a case study of a module or part of a module. That would give the teachers a look at how the flow goes back and forth. They might be able to give their answers, then see what was actually said. 

	2. 
	go deeper into the content areas and get to know the subjects you will be teaching. Talk more about grading etc. 


	

	

	What could have been done to provide better support for you as you mentored students? 




	1. 
	Thankfully Barbara Daniels was there for me to discuss issues I was having -- especially at the beginning. I also asked Andrea Jordan for suggestions on how I could modify the modules for the student who was retaking the course. So maybe a new mentor needs to have someone who has already mentored as a resource. 

	2. 
	A list of people who we could contact if we had questions (maybe another algebra II mentor) and the person to contact when there are problems on the website. More detailed rubrics would have been nice too. 


	


Bottom of Form

Appendix C: Data Analysis Worksheet 
(Actual emails with notations and highlights available upon request.)
	Mentor A & Learner 123, English 11

	Explain

Assts.
	Deal w/ Technical

Issues
	Evaluate

Student Work
	Prepare, Negotiate, Enable, or Close
	Model

Expertise
	Link to Prior Know., Goals, or Exper.
	Develop

Concepts
	Build

Relationships
	Promote

Self-reg.
	Other

	Module 2

	
	1
	2
	3
	1
	1
	1
	6
	3
	2

	

	Module 6

	
	1
	3
	4
	1
	3
	4
	2
	5
	4

	

	Module 11

	1
	
	2
	2
	2
	4
	1
	4
	1
	

	

	Totals for 3 Modules 

	1
	2
	7
	9
	4
	8
	6
	12
	9
	

	2%
	3%
	12%
	16%
	7%
	14%
	10%
	21%
	15%
	

	Total emails in all modules: 307; all together 67 emails to administrators were included; 6 of these were to administrators in the 3 analyzed modules.


	Mentor B & Learner 197, Algebra II

	Explain

Assts.
	Deal w/ Technical

Issues
	Evaluate

Student Work
	Prepare, Negotiate, Enable, or Close
	Model

Expertise
	Link to Prior Know., Goals, or Exper.
	Develop

Concepts
	Build

Relationships
	Promote

Self-reg.
	Other

	Module 2

	3
	2
	6
	7
	3
	6
	9
	5
	7
	

	

	Module 6

	2
	4
	7
	6
	4
	3
	5
	4
	8
	1

	

	Module 11

	1
	
	5
	9
	1
	4
	4
	3
	3
	2

	Totals for 3 Modules

	6
	6
	18
	22
	8
	13
	18
	12
	18
	3

	5%
	5%
	15%
	18%
	6%
	10%
	15%
	10%
	14%
	2%

	Total emails in all modules: 367; all were to the student; 3 concerned SOL tests.


Appendix D: Product Evaluation Checklists

(Source is Stufflebeam at http://www.wmich.edu/evalctr/checklists/cippchecklist.htm)

The real issue about impact is whether or not TOAT succeeded in attracting the necessary numbers of teachers into taking courses in TOAT.  That is a marketing evaluation, not an evaluation of the TOAT course work itself; however, this suggests a topic of future evaluation for the program.  

In this checklist, the "Did it succeed?" or product evaluation part is divided into impact, effectiveness, sustainability, and transportability evaluations. Respectively, these four product evaluation subparts ask, Were the right beneficiaries reached? Were their needs met? Were the gains for the beneficiaries sustained? Did the processes that produced the gains prove transportable and adaptable for effective use in other settings?

	5. IMPACT EVALUATION
Impact evaluation assesses a program's reach to the target audience. 


	Evaluator Activities 
	Client/Stakeholder Activities--Controlling Who Gets Served

	· Engage the program's staff and consultants and/or an evaluation team member to maintain a directory of persons and groups served, make notations on their needs, and record program services they received. 
	· Use the impact evaluation findings to assure that the program is reaching intended beneficiaries. 

	· Assess and make a judgment of the extent to which the served individuals and groups are consistent with the program's intended beneficiaries. 
	· Use the impact evaluation findings to assess whether the program is reaching or did reach inappropriate beneficiaries. 

	· Periodically interview area stakeholders, such as community leaders, employers, school and social programs personnel, clergy, police, judges, and homeowners, to learn their perspectives on how the program is influencing the community. 
	· Use the impact evaluation findings to judge the extent to which the program is serving or did serve the right beneficiaries. 

	· Include the obtained information and the evaluator's judgments in a periodically updated program profile. 
	· Use the impact evaluation findings to judge the extent to which the program addressed or is addressing important community needs. 

	· Determine the extent to which the program reached an appropriate group of beneficiaries. 
	· Use the impact evaluation findings for accountability purposes regarding the program's success in reaching the intended beneficiaries. 

	· Assess the extent to which the program inappropriately provided services to a nontargeted group. 
	  

	· Draft an impact evaluation report (possibly incorporated into a larger report) and provide it to the client and agreed-upon stakeholders 
	  

	· Discuss impact evaluation findings in a feedback workshop 
	  

	· Finalize the impact evaluation report and associated visual aids and provide them to the client and agreed-upon stakeholders. 
The checklist below was helpful in establishing the evaluation plan.
	 

	6. EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION 

Effectiveness evaluation assesses the quality and significance of outcomes. 


	Evaluator Activities 
	Client/Stakeholder Activities--Assessing/Reporting Outcomes

	· Interview key stakeholders, such as community leaders, beneficiaries, program leaders and staff, and other interested parties, to determine their assessments of the program's positive and negative outcomes. 
	· Use effectiveness evaluation findings to gauge the program's positive and negative effects on beneficiaries. 

	· Conduct in-depth case studies of selected beneficiaries. 
	· Use the effectiveness evaluation findings to gauge the program's positive and negative effects on the community/pertinent environment. 

	· Engage an evaluation team member and program staff to supply documentation needed to identify and confirm the range, depth, quality, and significance of the program's effects on beneficiaries. 
	· Use the effectiveness evaluation findings to sort out and judge important side effects. 

	· Engage an evaluation team member to compile and assess information on the program's effects on the community. 
	· Use the effectiveness evaluation findings to examine whether program plans and activities need to be changed. 

	· Engage a goal-free evaluator (4) to ascertain what the program actually did and to identify its full range of effects--positive and negative, intended and unintended. 
	· Use the effectiveness evaluation findings to prepare and issue program accountability reports. 

	· Obtain information on the nature, cost, and success of similar programs conducted elsewhere and judge the subject program's effectiveness in contrast to the identified "critical competitors." 
	· Use the effectiveness evaluation findings to make a bottom-line assessment of the program's success. 

	· Compile effectiveness evaluation findings in a draft report (that may be incorporated in a larger report) and present it to the client and agreed-upon stakeholders. 
	· Use needs assessment data (from the context evaluation findings), effectiveness evaluation findings, and contrasts with similar programs elsewhere to make a bottom-line assessment of the program's significance. 

	· Discuss effectiveness evaluation findings in a feedback workshop. 
	

	· Finalize the effectiveness evaluation report and present it to the client and agreed-upon stakeholders. 
	

	· Incorporate the effectiveness evaluation findings in an updated program profile and ultimately in the final evaluation report. 

The checklist below will be useful in establishing a future evaluation plan.
	

	7. SUSTAINABILITY EVALUATION 
Sustainability evaluation assesses the extent to which a program's contributions are successfully institutionalized and continued over time. 


	Evaluator Activities
	Client/Stakeholder Activities: Continuing Successful Practices

	· Interview program leaders and staff to identify their judgments about what program successes should be sustained. 
	· Use the sustainability evaluation findings to determine whether staff and beneficiaries favor program continuation. 

	· Interview program beneficiaries to identify their judgments about what program successes should be sustained. 
	· Use the sustainability findings to assess whether there is a continuing need/demand and compelling case for sustaining the program's services. 

	· Review the evaluation's data on program effectiveness, program costs, and beneficiary needs to judge what program successes should and can be sustained. 
	· Use the sustainability findings as warranted to set goals and plan for continuation activities. 

	· Interview beneficiaries to identify their understanding and assessment of the program's provisions for continuation. 
	· Use the sustainability findings as warranted to help determine how best to assign authority and responsibility for program continuation. 

	· Obtain and examine plans, budgets, staff assignments, and other relevant information to gauge the likelihood that the program will be sustained. 
	· Use the sustainability findings as warranted to help plan and budget continuation activities. 

	· Periodically revisit the program to assess the extent to which its successes are being sustained. 
	 

	· Compile and report sustainability findings in the evaluation's progress and final reports. 
	

	· In a feedback workshop, discuss sustainability findings plus the possible need for a follow-up study to assess long-term results. 

· Finalize the sustainability evaluation report and present it to the client and agreed-upon stakeholders.
	

	The checklist below may be helpful to others who wish to adapt TOAT to their own programs. 
	

	8. TRANSPORTABILITY EVALUATION
Transportability evaluation assesses the extent to which a program has (or could be) successfully adapted and applied elsewhere. 
	


	Evaluator Activities
	Client/Stakeholder Activities--Dissemination

	· Engage the program staff in identifying actual or potential adopters of the program by keeping a log of inquiries, visitors, and adaptations of the program. 
	· Use the transportability evaluation findings to assess the need for disseminating information on the program. 

	· Survey a representative sample of potential adopters. Ask them to (1) review a description of the program and a summary of evaluation findings; (2) judge the program's relevance to their situation; (3) judge the program's quality, significance, and replicability; and (4) report whether they are using or plan to adopt all or parts of the program. 
	· Use the transportability evaluation findings to help determine audiences for information on the program. 

	
	· Use the transportability evaluation findings to help determine what information about the program should be disseminated. 

	· Visit and assess adaptations of the program. 
	· Use the transportability evaluation findings to gauge how well the program worked elsewhere. 

	· Compile and report transportability evaluation findings in draft reports. 
	 

	· Discuss transportability evaluation findings in a feedback workshop. 
	

	· Finalize the transportability evaluation report and associated visual aids and present them to the client and agreed-upon stakeholders. 
	


Product Evaluation Checklist for Specific Educational Product

(Source: http://www.wmich.edu/evalctr/checklists/productevaluation.htm)

While much of this checklist was irrelevant, it was helpful in providing an exhaustive list of questions and activities to consider when planning the evaluation.
	PRODUCT EVALUATION CHECKLIST 
pdf

Michael Scriven 
April 2000

	This product evaluation checklist was designed, used, and multiply revised in a very specific context.  It was used to evaluate educational products--developed with federal funding--that were submitted with appropriate documentation about effectiveness to a review panel that made recommendations for the distribution of federal dissemination funds. 

Instructions to raters:  Circle one number under Rate.  Check (or double check) one (or more) line(s) under Consider.  Use an "X" to indicate deficiencies instead of strengths. 



1.  NEED
Consider: 
 ___ Number affected 
 ___ Social/educational significance 
___ Absence of substitute 
___ Multiplicative effects 
___ Other
Rate: 
4  Maximum priority, a desperate need 
3  Great importance 
2  Probability of significant need 
1  Possibly significant need 
0 No good evidence of significant need
Comments:
2.  MARKET
Consider: 
___ Dissemination plan:  
clarity, feasibility, ingenuity,    economy 
___ Size 
___ Importance 
___ Other
Rate: 
4  Very large and/or very important market will be reached 
3  Large and/or important market will be reached 
2  Significant market will probably be reached 
1  Possible, but not probable, that a significant market will be reached 
0  Inadequate evidence to suggest that a significant market will be reached 
Comments:
3.  TRUE FIELD TRIALS?
Consider: 
 ___ Final version? 
 ___ Typical user? 
___ Typical level of support? 
___ Typical setting? 
___ Typical time frame? 
___ Other
Rate: 
4  Perfectly typical 
3  Minor differences 
2  Reasonable bet for  generalization 
1  Serious weakness 
0  Relevance unclear
Comments:
4. WERE THE EFFECTS MEASURED ON TRUE CONSUMERS?
Consider: 
___ Congress? 
___ Federal agency? 
___ State department? 
___ District? 
___ Principal? 
___ Teacher? 
___ Student? 
___ Taxpayer? 
___ Other
Rate: 
4  Full data on all relevant consumers 
3  Fair data on all relevant consumers 
2  Good data on the most important consumers 
1  Weak data on the most important consumers 
0   Only speculation about the most important consumers
Comments:
5.  WAS SERIOUS COST ANALYSIS DONE?
Consider: 
___ Indirect costs included 
___ Opportunity costs included 
___ Nonmoney costs included 
___ Start-up costs included
Rate: 
4   Very thorough analysis 
3   Good approximation 
2   Rough estimate 
1   Poor estimate 
0   Potentially fatal omissions
Comments:
6.  WERE LONG-TERM EFFECTS CHECKED?
Consider: 
___ Week to month later 
___ Month to year later 
___ Year to few years later 
___ Many years later 
___ On-the-job or life-space sample
Rate: 
4   Good direct evidence about the effects at times needed 
3   Some direct evidence about the effects at times needed 
2   Follow-up gives reasonable support to a conclusion about the effects when needed 
1   Follow-up or other data suggest a conclusion about the effects when needed 
0   Useless or no follow-up; no other grounds for inferring long-term
Comments:
7.  WERE SIDE EFFECTS DILIGENTLY SOUGHT?
Consider: 
___ Comprehensive search? 
___ Skilled? 
___ Independent? 
___ Goal-free? 
___ During/end/later? 
Rate: 
4   Meets all requirements well 
3   Generally good 
2   Barely acceptable 
1   Some study made, but incomplete 
0   No worthwhile study
Comments:
8.  WAS THE PROCESS SYSTEMATICALLY EVALUATED?
Consider: 
___ Implementation index? 
___ Ethics? 
___ Professional standards? 
___ Judge-observer reliability? 
___ Affective dimension? 
___ Content validity? 
Rate: 
4   Passes with flying colors 
3   Appears satisfactory 
2   Reasonable risk 
1   Serious omission(s) 
0   Highly inadequate
Comments:
9.  WAS CAUSATION ESTABLISHED?
Consider: 
___ Randomized- experimental design? 
___ Quasi-experimental design? 
___ Ex post facto? 
___ MO method? 
___ A priori interpretation of correlational data?
Rate: 
4   Impeccable 
3   Good bet 
2   Plausible bet 
1   Weak bet 
0   Hopeless bet
Comments:
10.  WERE CRITICAL COMPARISONS MADE?
Consider: 
___ No treatment group 
___ Existing competitors 
___ Projected competitors 
___ Created competitors 
___ Hypothesized competitors
Rate: 
4   Good data on all important competitors  
3   Good data on the most important competitors 
2   Fair data on the most important competitors 
1   Lacking data on some of the more important competitors 
0   Little or no useful comparative data
Comments:
11.  OVERALL--STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE*
Consider: 
___ Appropriate analysis? 
___ Appropriate significance level? 
Rate: 
4   Flawless analysis, astronomical significance 
3   High significance, well-tested 
2   Reasonably significant 
1   Marginal significance 
0   Not shown to be significant
Comments:
12.  OVERALL--EDUCATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE*
Consider: 
___  Independent judgment? 
___ Expert judgment? 
___ Judgment based on item analysis? 
___ Judgment based on raw scores? 
___ Cultural concerns addressed? 
___ Teaching to the tests? 
___ Testing to the teaching? 
___ Congruence with needs? 
___ Side effects taken into account? 
___ Ethical concerns addressed? 
Rate: 
4   Very high importance demonstrated 
3   High importance demonstrated 
2   Moderate importance demonstrated 
1   Slight or rather uncertain importance 
0   Negligible or unknown importance
Comments:
* It will be especially helpful here to use either checks or 0-4 scores or A-F grades alongside these factors to indicate the basis for the overall rating.
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Prior to the summer of 2006, teachers hired to teach high school students in The Online Academy were part of the work of the collaborative and involved in both the study of online teaching and the design of courses for The Online Academy as part of a Master’s or doctoral degree program. Administrators of George Mason University (GMU) and the Policy Advisory Board (PAB) that governs the collaborative decided in early spring 2006 to open The Online Academy to students outside of the collaborative in the fall of 2006.  In a capacity building effort during the 2006 summer semester, staff recruited 22 teacher-learners to participate in a summer institute version of The Online Academy for Teachers. The PAB agreed that teachers 


























who completed the first five courses of TOAT would be eligible to teach for TOA, thus augmenting the existing teacher pool. Expert mentors taken from those involved with the collaborative and pursuing doctoral degrees would support these teachers both during the summer institute and during their early teaching of students in TOA. Given the intense five-week timeframe during the summer, a blended approach was developed;  the full online courses were adapted and augmented with a five-hour weekly face-to-face session (five meetings in all). An overview of the curriculum and instructional process for TOAT is available at � HYPERLINK "http://mason.gmu.edu/~rsmithm/toat.htm" ��http://mason.gmu.edu/~rsmithm/toat.htm�. GMU will be offering a similar series of blended courses in the spring 2007 semester.   





Once the evaluator began coding email messages, she noticed two problems: 1) The original coding system did not completely follow the pedagogical framework of TOA or TOAT.  2) Many of the 674 emails had to be read backwards in order to read and follow the several interchanges embedded.  Reading and coding each message was so time-consuming it would take months. With the agreement of stakeholders, the evaluator made two changes.  The coding categories were adjusted to reflect very specifically the behaviors demanded by the framework. (See Appendices B and C.)  To make the task more time efficient, the evaluator decided to use purposive sampling and analyze only three modules for each course.  The first and last modules were  





Finally! Benchmarks for �Online Teaching Available in Fall 2006





� HYPERLINK "http://www.sreb.org/programs/EdTech/pubs/PDF/StandardsQualityOnlineTeaching.asp" ��Southern Regional Education Board�





� HYPERLINK "http://www.nea.org/technology/images/onlineteachguide.pdf" ��The National Education Association—collaborating with the International Society for Technology in Education, the North American Council for Online Learning, The National Commission for Teaching and America’s Future, and Virtual High School, Inc.�
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Introduction





Purpose 


This evaluation is a formative assessment of The Online Academy for Teachers 2006 Summer Institutes to determine if the hybrid instruction met the goals set by the director and lead designer, Dr. Priscilla Norton, as well as the needs of online mentors. Data from this process evaluation will allow The Online Academy for Teachers (TOAT) and The Online Academy (TOA) staff to adjust the design and implementation of this program before a second series of hybrid courses is offered beginning January 2007.





Context


In 2003, George Mason University and Frederick, Loudoun, and Stafford county public schools joined in a collaborative to create virtual high school courses. As the work of the collaborative proceeded, it became clear that good instructional design, effective student and parent support systems, and an innovative delivery model were not enough. Hiring highly-qualified teachers skilled in their content areas and recognized by their school divisions as master teachers was not enough to insure excellent online learning opportunities for students either. Teachers needed to be supported in leveraging their face-to-face classroom expertise and expanding their teaching skills to these new learning environments. Given the challenges of preparing teachers to teach in virtual learning environments, the Policy Advisory Board decided to add yet another layer to the work of the collaborative.  The Online Academy for Teachers – an eight-course online, graduate certificate program – was the result.


         The idea of an online academy for teachers proved much easier than its design, however. As Levine and Sun (2003) recognized, “There is no pedagogy for distance learning. Although the promise is a highly interactive medium of learning that institutions can customize to meet the individual needs of students, the talking head remains the predominant mode of instruction today, and current forms of distance learning often prove to be poor imitations” (p. 21). Without a clear model to use in the design of teacher preparation for online teaching, four frameworks guided the design of The Online Academy for Teachers:








Authentic Problems. Because The Online Academy used the Community of Practice Learning System (COPLS) design model described by Norton (2003), the same design model was chosen for The Online Academy for Teachers. This model centers learning at the intersection of a representative or authentic problem, web-based instructional support materials, and frequent interactions between the learner (in this case the prospective online teachers) and an expert mentor (in this case a veteran online teacher). It was believed that if the learning model and the role of the expert mentor were modeled throughout the teacher-learner’s experience in The Online Academy for Teachers, then teachers would be better prepared to teach high school students in The Online Academy.





Phases of the Mentoring Process. TOAT adopted Daloz (1999) and Zachary’s (2000) phases of the mentoring process as a lens for understanding the flow and structure of mentoring. While not an exclusively linear process, the four phases of preparing, negotiating, enabling, and closing were incorporated as a framework for teacher-learners to use in guiding and understanding the tasks and goals of the learning process. 





Practicing the ART of Mentoring. TOAT designers were not able to identify a robust framework to use as a guide for a mentor’s ability to respond to learner messages, finding strategies for online facilitating and online moderating to be inappropriate or inadequate. Thus, designers adopted the ART of Mentoring model (Norton, 2005). This model structures online mentoring around the processes of Assessing student messages for danger, context, and content; Responding to messages in light of the assessment, using strategies from their mentoring repertoire; and Targeting the response message so that it is focused on learning by linking the response to the learner’s prior knowledge, learning goals, or life experience. Designers structured learning experiences for teacher-learners to provide practice with this model.





Social & Conceptual Interactions. As a framework for teaching teacher-learners to interact with virtual learners, TOAT designers employed experience from working with high school students in The Online Academy. In their work with high school students, staff identified three broad categories or types of interactions: those that focused on relationship building, on issues of self-regulation, and on promoting conceptual understanding. TOAT used these same categories to build teacher-learner skills in these categories and as a source for role playing lessons.
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