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Introduction
The meeting was called to order at 12:30 pm. Following greetings, there was a poll to determine PDAC members’ availability for the next two scheduled meetings.  Substantial numbers of those present at the beginning of the meeting indicated that they would not be able to attend of the two meetings.

The remainder of the meeting agenda included the following items:

· Update on the presentation to stakeholder groups, review of the March 6 meeting summary, and reports on homework assignments
· Update and discussion of preliminary findings about evaluation of teacher professional development

· Discussion of issue brief on college and university coursework as professional development
· Discussion of the allocations of days for teacher professional development as a viable strategy for finding time for participation in high-quality professional development
Update on the Presentation to Stakeholder Groups
There was a short report on meetings with the superintendents, the assistant superintendents, and the PSTEB (Professional Standard Teacher Education Board) to inform them of the progress of the PDAC. 

· The superintendents thought that the issue briefs were of importance to all. They supported them and were open to the fact that we would be asking for information from time to time. They were given a hard copy of the standards and the planning guide. They want to be kept informed.

· The PSTEB was interested in the work of the PDAC and looks forward to hearing from the PAC in the future and to seeing the annual reports and other prodcuts. 

· The assistant superintendents were informed about the issues briefs and were asked for contacts and other information for the issue brief on evaluating professional development 
.

Review of the March 6 Meeting Summary
It was noted that on page two, the second bullet under update on the State Board Meeting should read: 
One concerning progress on the issue of spending, the second about the issue of time, and 
there was a comment, the board members asked about the possibility of the PDAC creating 
more tools in the future.

Reports on Homework Assignments

Jacqueline Haas noted that: 
· Jennifer King Rice (at the University of Maryland-College Park) did some work reviewing course work that teachers are taking. Her research covered the following topics: what difference course make in terms of skill sets, what evidence do we have of this, who selects what courses, and who sponsors what courses.
· The Central Instructional Leadership Team in Harford County tries to help organize the presenters of professional development and asks the following questions for all presentations:
      1) What changes or enhancements in teaching?

2) What improvements in student achievement are we looking for?
3) What will be the standard of excellence we will accept that 1 and 2 have happened?
Bruce Haslam followed up with an estimate on the cost of one day of professional development. He put the price tag for 1 day of professional development in terms of teacher salaries at somewhere between $12 to13 million dollars. He also referenced the current issue of the Journal of Staff Development which is devoted to finding time for professional development.
Update and Discussion of Preliminary Findings about Evaluation of Teacher Professional Development 
Bruce Haslam and Kate Laguarda updated the PDAC on VERY preliminary observations about the state of the art in evaluating teacher professional development.  (An outline of the presentation is attached to this meeting summary.)  Their report was based on:
· A short survey to professional development coordinators in all 24 districts concerning evaluation instruments an evaluation reports used in districts

· Evaluation reports and instruments used MSDE-sponsored activities.
· District master plan updates

· MSDE staff interviews and follow up
PSA noted that one thing that is quite striking is how much progress there has been in the past 3-4 years. Progress is reflected in several ways; there is just a lot more, it is a lot more systematic, and people acknowledge it is important. There is an increasingly strong link between evaluation plans and designs and the professional development standards. The standards increasingly provide a framework to guide questions that need to be addressed in evaluations. 

PSA also noted that one of the goals of this issue brief is to highlight promising and good practices and that there are still many, many documents to review. The following points were made by PSA:
· The focus of most current evaluations is teacher satisfaction with professional development.  There has been less attention to rigorous analyses of the impact of professional development on teacher performance and student outcomes.

· Some local survey instruments include items adapted from the Maryland Survey of Teacher Participation in High In High-Quality Professional Development, which indicates that these instruments are focusing in part on the presence or absence of characteristics of the content and format of professional development as well as teacher satisfaction.
· Customer satisfaction surveys are not always explicitly tailored to the activity(ies) being evaluation. (Tailoring them will have more payoffs in understanding the particulars of what teachers have learned in the professional development.)
· In some cases, especially the larger scale evaluations reviewed thus far, the primary focus is primarily on program implementation rather than on professional development.  Findings from these evaluations can help determine whether new programs and practices have been successfully implemented and/or are having an impact on student outcomes, but they can not provide much information about the extent to which professional development actually contributed to implementation or the outcomes. 
Follow up comments and discussions were varied and covered many topics. Below are highlights captured from the facilitators and the PDAC.
· Professional development can be directly linked to fidelity in implementation. Maybe the solution is to think about the evaluation as the proximal outcome right after the professional development.

· It is hard to separate the professional development results from the fidelity of implementation. Funding streams come with hooks geared to evaluation. 

· A PDAC member reported that her district has engaged presenters in reflecting on the their presentations and that the process has impacted the quality of subsequnr presentations. 

· In another district, extensive reliance on evaluation forms completed by new teachers are the beginning and end of the induction program has yielded valuable information about teacher growth and maturation.
· The combination of multiple data sources represents progress in addressing issues of quality and setting the stage for strategic modifications to plans for professional development.
· One of the design challenges is to define outcomes. The planning guide suggests a logic model. It is difficult to measure the accumulation of ideas that kids are exposed to in the classroom program and as well as through other interventions.

· The perception that districts and MSDE do not have good data is probably inaccurate. There is a lot of useful data in program files.
· From the professional development coordinator survey, the number one challenge is lack of time or the person assigned to do the evaluation had many competing issues. Number two is lack of good instruments.

· Until something is well enough defined not to change during the evaluation it should not be evaluated.
· There does not appear to have been much formal evaluation of job-embedded professional development.  The reasons for this gap vary and includes lack of funding specifically earmarked for these activities as well funding for evaluating them. PSA welcomes suggestions for examples of where such evaluation is underway

By ay of concluding this part of the meeting, the facilitator reminded the PDAC  that this  issue brief is supposed to describe of the state of the art, and that the PDAC makes the final decision about what the brief will look like   Colleen Seremet noted that the PDAC and PSA should bear in mind that a key assumption guiding the PDAC’s work is that there is a broad definition of what constitutes professional development and this issue brief, as well as the others, should reflect this assumption.
Discussion of issue brief on college and university coursework as professional development

The next issue brief was introduced and the following questions posed: Are there legitimate ways to think of these courses as professional development? Can we use the professional development standards as a way to look at the curriculum in schools?  The purpose of the discussion that ensued was to attempt to agree on a focus and approach to this issue brief.
Again, comments were wide ranging as indicated by the following bullet points Highlights are listed below: 

· Any course that a teacher takes is a professional development course.
· One could use administration prep courses for development/leadership.

· How are we evaluating whether or not a course is considered professional development and meets specific standards?
· In the context of a standard enhanced environment any course for teacher preparation has to meet a number of standards. 

· The reality is that we do not do so much approving of courses, we approve programs.

· Put evaluation of courses on the local districts since they already a partner with higher ed to make sure that professional development standards are part of the programs that are approved. It is the school districts’ responsibility to make sure that the standards are part of that process, and to look at follow-up, evaluation, and impact in the classroom.

· Looking at syllabi alone is not sufficient to determine if the standards are being met. How many do you need to say that it meets the standards? 

· One comment on the standards, nothing needs to address all standards or only one. That was not part of the message. We may have to go back a clarify this.
· Schools have their SIP teams and tell us what we need in certain areas. We collaborate with them.
· When you think of high quality professional development, there is a role that courses have that intersects with needs of the teachers.
· We should look for how many dollars go to courses with direct influence on the classroom vs. for a master’s degree in math, science, guidance.
· We all target the same teachers with high needs or less qualified teachers. Planning is needed to avoid this.
· Teachers would say you can’t tell them what their professional development is. Systems are different in what they spend and the restrictions. They almost all have approval processes. They have bargaining agreements on what is and is not approved.
· We are looking at the courses that would be offered in the schools and not every course that a teacher might take, because the sooner we define ‘it’ the sooner we can have more informed decisions.

There was no resolution of the issue about the focus on this issue brief.  The PDAC agreed to review a new set of options at the next meeting.
Summary prepared by LDRA and PSA
Attachment

Issue Brief

State of the Art in Evaluating Teacher Professional Development

Preliminary Observations
April 30, 2007

1.
Data collection activities completed to date include:

· Survey of professional development coordinators (11 of 24 counties 
responding to date)

· Review of evaluation instruments and evaluation reports collected from 
districts

· Review of district master plan updates

· Interviews with MSDE program staff

· Review of evaluation instruments and evaluation reports collected from 
MSDE 

2.
There has been considerable progress in evaluating teacher professional development since the 2004 PDAC report.   Progress is reflected in the increased amount of evaluation, the link between evaluation and the professional development standards, and increased rigor in the evaluations.  Special kudos to MSDE management of Title II professional development initiatives for clear and strong focus on rigorous external evaluation.  The MSDE Title II programs provide one example of the way in which evaluation data can be used to inform the design of professional development activities.  We hope to highlight this example, and others like it, in the issue brief.  Other examples look promising but we have not yet had the opportunity to examine them carefully.

3.
Evaluations at both the state and local levels rely extensively on participant satisfaction surveys and/or self-reports of impact, implementation, and use of new knowledge and skills.  Evaluation instruments are often administered at the conclusion of events and the resulting evaluations do not focus on any follow up activities that may occur.  Some evaluation instruments are derived from items in the Maryland Teacher Professional Development Survey.  Many of the instruments are not explicitly tailored to the professional development activities being evaluated. 

4.
In some cases, program evaluations are presented as evaluations of professional 
development.   In these cases, the evaluations focus on the implementation and impact of 
a 
new program or initiatives.  If evaluation findings suggest that implementation has been 
successful or if there is reasonable progress toward intended organizational outcomes and/or
 improved student outcomes, the evaluation concludes that related professional development 
was effective.

5.
Reported challenges associated with conducting more rigorous evaluations include:


(a) lack of good instruments and (b) lack of time.  These two challenges were identified by 80-90 percent of respondents to the district professional development coordinators survey so far.  
6. Data collection activities to be completed in the next several weeks include:
· Follow up interviews with district professional development coordinators and 
staff in district research offices
· Additional review of evaluation instruments and evaluation reports collected from districts
7.
A preliminary outline for the issue brief includes four sections:
I. Evaluation Design

· Purposes:  What information needs does evaluation address?

· Program evaluation vs. evaluation of professional development

· Evaluation questions (Gusky’s framework)

· Feasibility or evaluability assessment

· Using the Maryland PD standards as a framework for design

II. Data Collection 

· Instruments

· Surveys to measure teacher satisfaction 
· Instruments that measure teacher learning

· Instruments that measure impact on schools

· Classroom observation instruments

· Student achievement data

· Data collection strategies

III. Analysis and Reporting

· Modes of reporting

· Audience

· Using the Maryland PD standards as a framework in reporting

IV. Recommendations
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