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[bookmark: _Toc207772816][bookmark: _Toc326834837]Introduction
The National Park Service annually provides thousands of hours of training equipping employees with necessary skills, which ultimately support the mission of the NPS. This training is primarily conducted by NPS employees, retirees, and contractors, serving as collateral duty instructors. Collateral duty instructors are selected for their subject matter expertise, and bring diverse backgrounds, knowledge and experiences to the classroom. The role of the collateral duty instructor in distributing this training is crucial. 

Unfortunately, too often, the collateral duty trainers do not have a background in instructional design, delivery, or current best practices crucial in teaching adult learners.  Although the train-the-trainer programs have been successful, funding has been sporadic, and annual instructor training became impossible to implement.  

NPS training needs have been facilitated by NPS training managers through the delivery of separate, yet similar, training courses. Although the various train the trainer programs have been successful, funding has been sporadic, and training managers have had a difficult time conducting annual training to provide a reliable number of effective instructors to each program. Additionally, with so many different programs conducting their own train the trainer events, there has been overlap and redundancy in design, development, and administration of instructor qualification programs.

In light of the independent training programs that have been conducted, staff from the NPS and the Eppley Institute for Parks and Public Lands, Indiana University, have created a more coordinated training course for all collateral-duty trainers, regardless of their subject area, which addresses the NPS Learning and Development plan for a Servicewide development strategy to reach all potential trainers in the NPS. 

The National Trainer Development Program (NTDP) is a combination of eight online courses delivered as four units of independent study and a weeklong classroom Instructor Institute (April 24-27, 2012) designed to provide participants with the skills to deliver effective instruction in a variety of subject areas. The emphasis of the NTDP is on the development of these instructor skills rather than subject matter expertise, although the NTDP coordinators and instructors do work with the various training managers to assure their satisfaction with participant subject matter expertise. The specific learning objectives include:

· Understand and apply the individual learning objectives for NPS collateral duty Instructors through the successful completion of self-paced e-courses. 
· Develop effective written communication skills through independent study writing projects. 
· Define your adult education philosophy and communicate it through a written assignment. 
· Demonstrate critical thinking and self-reflection that promotes continuous professional improvement. 


The overall goal of the program is to ensure standardized, professional instruction even when delivered by collateral duty instructors. It is structured to provide general background in educational philosophies and learning styles, delivery methods, classroom logistics and other areas necessary to conduct successful training in the NPS.

[bookmark: _Toc326834838]Course Specifics
Students participated in eight online courses as part of four units of study and a four day Instructor Institute where they received classroom instruction and practiced teaching. 

Unit 1:  December 13, 2011-January 6, 2012
Trainer Skills: Introduction to NPS Trainer Development Program
Trainer Skills: The Science of Teaching: Goals and Objectives

Unit 2: January 9, 2012-February 3, 2012
Trainer Skills: Philosophical Foundations of Adult Learning
Trainer Skills: Characteristics of Adult Learning and Adult Learning Styles

Unit 3: February 6, 2012- March 9, 2012
Trainer Skills: The Science of Teaching: Methods of Delivery
Trainer Skills: Communication Skills

Unit 4: March 12, 2012-April 13, 2012
Trainer Skills: Classroom management
Trainer Skills: Assessment and Evaluation

Instructor Institute: April 23-27, 2012- Little River Canyon Center, Fort Payne, Alabama

The NPS' Employee Training and Development Strategy, which was approved in 1994, set a new direction for training in the NPS. This strategy is based around competencies, defined by the NPS Learning and Development as “a cluster of related knowledge, skills, and attitudes that affects a major part of one's job [a role or responsibility] that correlates with performance on the job, that can be measured against well accepted standards, and that can be improved via training and development.” Such competencies have been or will be set for each career field and job title within that career field.      

Each of the above units of study contained two online courses accessed via the Eppley Training Site that were designed to incorporate the specific competencies that are required of the employees who provide instruction for the NPS. The intent of the staggered release of courses was to allow students to experience a synchronous learning experience as supported by webinars and the Distributive Learning Platform (DLP). The DLP site offered the opportunity for students to have online discussions, receive and post their various assignments, access resources, and contact instructors and cohort members. Webinars were offered to provide an opportunity to review past units, preview upcoming ones, ask questions, and share information among students.

[bookmark: _Toc134846175][bookmark: _Toc137535804][bookmark: _Toc138480032][bookmark: _Toc207772823]

[bookmark: _Toc326834839]NPS National Trainer Development Program: Course Agenda
[bookmark: _Toc326834840]Instructor Institute
Fort Payne, Alabama
April 24th- 27th, 2012

Tuesday, April 24th, 2012
	[bookmark: _Toc326834841]Time
	[bookmark: _Toc326834842]Session Title
	[bookmark: _Toc326834843]Guest Speakers

	8:30 am-9:30 am
	Introduction and Welcome to the Course
	Dodson, Mihalic, & Garrett

	
	
	

	9:30 am-10:00 am
	General Session
Professional Development as an Instructor in the National Trainer Development Program
	Dodson & Hackerd

	
	
	

	10:15 am-12:00 pm
	Portfolio Presentations
8 minutes per student = 192 minutes
2 concurrent groups= 96 minutes
	Course Coordinators & Students

	
	
	

	12:00 pm-1:00 pm
	Lunch
	

	
	
	

	1:00 pm-3:00 pm
	First Line Supervisor Qualification Assessment -or-

FMSS Content Review 
	McCormick, Hackerd, & Mihalic

Dodson & Garrett

	
	
	

	3:00 pm-5:00 pm
	FMSS Qualification Assessment -or-


FLS Test Debrief and Content Review 
	Dodson, Garrett, & Hackerd

Mihalic & McCormick



Wednesday, April 25th, 2012 
	[bookmark: _Toc326834844]Time
	[bookmark: _Toc326834845]Session Title
	[bookmark: _Toc326834846]Guest Speakers

	8:00 am-8:30 am
	Good of the Day and Announcements
	Hackerd

	
	
	

	8:30 am-9:45 am
	Breakout Session #1 & #2
Setting the Stage- Prepping the Learning Environment

Using Various Instructional Techniques to Teach Effectively
	
McCormick & Capps


Wolter & Hackerd

	
	
	

	10:00 am-11:15 am
	Breakout Session #1 & #2
Setting the Stage- Prepping the Learning Environment

Using Various Instructional Techniques to Teach Effectively
	
McCormick & Capps


Wolter & Hackerd

	
	
	

	11:15 am-12:30 pm
	Lunch
	

	
	
	

	12:30 pm-1:45 pm
	Breakout Session #3 & #4
Managing Challenges in the Classroom

Using Questioning Techniques in the Classroom
	
McCormick & Dodson


Hackerd & Capps

	
	
	

	2:00 pm-3:15 pm
	Breakout Session #3 & #4
Managing Challenges in the Classroom

Using Questioning Techniques in the Classroom
	
McCormick & Mihalic


Hackerd & Capps

	
	
	

	3:15 pm-4:30 pm
	General Session
Assessment and Evaluation Techniques
	
Wolter

	
	
	

	4:30 pm-5:00 pm
	Practice Teaching- Lesson Plan Assignment
	Dodson & Mihalic



Thursday, April 26th, 2012
	[bookmark: _Toc326834847]Time
	[bookmark: _Toc326834848]Session Title
	[bookmark: _Toc326834849]Guest Speakers

	8:00 am-8:15 am
	Good of the Day & Announcements
	Hackerd

	
	
	

	8:15 am-9:30 am
	Breakout Session #5 & #6
Team Teaching

Using Training Materials Effectively
	
Garrett & Mihalic
 
Dodson & Capps

	
	
	

	9:45 am -11:00 am
	Breakout Session #5 & #6
Team Teaching

Using Training Materials Effectively
	
Garrett & Mihalic
 
Dodson & Capps

	
	
	

	11:15 am-12:30 pm
	Breakout Session #7 & #8
Advanced Facilitation

Student Presentation Prep
	
Anderson
 
Students

	
	
	

	12:30 pm-1:45 pm
	Lunch
	

	
	
	

	1:45 pm-3:00 pm
	Breakout Session #7 & #8
Advanced Facilitation

Student Presentation Prep
	
Anderson
 
Students

	
	
	

	3:15 pm-5:00 pm
	General Session
Capturing the Passion of Teaching
	
Anderson

	
	
	

	5:00 pm-5:15 pm
	Wrap-up and Announcements 
	Course Coordinators



Friday, April 27th, 2012
	[bookmark: _Toc326834850]Time
	[bookmark: _Toc326834851]Session Title
	[bookmark: _Toc326834852]Guest Speakers

	8:00 am-8:15 am
	Good of the Day and Announcements 
	Hackerd

	
	
	

	8:30 am-12:00 pm
	Practice Teaching
3 groups of 7 students, 20 minute presentations
	All

	
	
	

	12:00 pm-1:00 pm
	Lunch
	

	
	
	

	1:00 pm- 2:00 pm
	General Session
What’s Next?
	Dodson, Mihalic, & Garrett

	
	
	

	2:15 pm- 3:00 pm
	Class Closing and Presentation of Certificates
	Dodson & McCormick





[bookmark: _Toc137535779][bookmark: _Toc138480009][bookmark: _Toc207772818][bookmark: _Toc326834853]Process of Evaluation
The information contained in this report comes directly from data collected in the form of individual student evaluations of the National Trainer Development Program: Instructor Institute, held in Fort Payne, Alabama, from April 24 through April 27, 2012.

[bookmark: _Toc326834854][bookmark: _Toc137535783][bookmark: _Toc137535873][bookmark: _Toc137611319][bookmark: _Toc138480013][bookmark: _Toc207772820]Methodology
Course feedback was provided in several different ways. The participants were all asked to complete an evaluation of each of the instructors; if the instructor taught more than one lesson, participants were asked to complete an evaluation for each lesson. Additionally, each student completed an evaluation of the entire course. A summary of these evaluations, along with discussions and observations based on the feedback, is included later in this report.
[bookmark: _Toc326834855]Evaluations of the Instructors
[bookmark: _Toc137535784][bookmark: _Toc137535874][bookmark: _Toc137611320][bookmark: _Toc138480014][bookmark: _Toc207772821]Students were asked to provide quantitative ratings and qualitative comments for each of the instructors throughout the four day course. The instructor evaluation tool was designed to assess the instructors’ effectiveness as well as to allow for reactions from each of the participants. These evaluations were collected at the end of the day on which the instructor had presented. If an instructor presented more than once, each instance was rated separately.
[bookmark: _Toc326834856]Participant Course Evaluations
At the conclusion of the course, the students were asked to complete a participant course evaluation. The evaluation tool, developed by the Eppley Institute, included quantitative questions about the overall course experience as well as about the students’ own learning. It also provided an opportunity for the students to comment freely on certain aspects of the course.


[bookmark: _Toc326834857]The Audience
This course was designed to meet the needs of those charged with collateral duty instruction in a variety of topic areas. Course participants came from parks and offices throughout the NPS and represented a variety of jobs, as well as a range of experience levels. The audience consisted of employees who instruct in the following areas:

· Facility Management Software System 
· First Line Supervision 

[bookmark: _Toc207772824][bookmark: _Toc326834858]Course Coordination
Members of the Eppley Institute and NPS staff served as course coordinators throughout both the online units and the Instructor Institute. They worked together to develop, plan, implement, and monitor the course. They were responsible for ensuring that the sessions were timely and understood by the participants, that the various technologies were functioning, and that the entire course ran smoothly.  
[bookmark: _Toc326834859]Online
The course coordinators were successful in facilitating the transitions from one online unit to the next. They presented an introduction for each new online unit and a review of previously covered material. They also highlighted key points from various sessions and identified threads from one session to the next, handled questions and difficulties with technology, and followed up with one-on-one conversations as necessary. They also maintained communication with the various Program Managers as required.

Multiple challenges were presented during the online units, some internal and some external. The migration of DOILearn during the course was a significant interruption. Some students  appeared intimidated by the distributed learning delivery method and to have the learning platform change in the middle of the course made the course all the more challenging.	Comment by Kate McCormick: Edit to be relevant to this cohort
[bookmark: _Toc326834860]Instructor Institute
Dave Dahlen served as the overall facilitator and was very successful in tying the various sessions together and drawing from participant experience in the online units for reinforcement in the classroom sessions. The various breakout sessions were handled well logistically and the schedule was realistic and adhered to. 	Comment by Kate McCormick: Edit to be relevant to this cohort

[bookmark: _Toc207772825][bookmark: _Toc326834861]Instructors
The instructor cadre was selected based on identified course requirements and student needs. They were also chosen based on subject-matter expertise, experience at different levels of facility management in the NPS, training and education skills, and availability and willingness to participate in the course. The instructors were highly credible because they represented all three levels of facility management in the NPS:  the national, regional, and park levels. Because of their diversity of experience levels the guest speakers provided many NPS perspectives, thus enabling the students to gain a holistic view of facility management in the NPS. The guest instructors communicated their knowledge effectively using examples and stories from their own experience in the field. 
[bookmark: _Toc323723331][bookmark: _Toc324406263][bookmark: _Toc326834862]Evaluations of the Instructors
[bookmark: _Toc323723332][bookmark: _Toc326834863]Instructor Feedback
The instructors were evaluated by each of the student participants. The evaluation tool included four quantitative statements as well as a qualitative section that asked for general comments on the overall effectiveness of the instructor and any suggestions for improvements.

Prior to this learning event, the instructor evaluation tool underwent a rigorous review and was redesigned to be more learner-focused. The former instructor evaluation tool asked participants to evaluate the instructors using a five-point Likert scale across three quantitative statements. The previous three quantitative statements—“The instructor knew the subject matter well,” “The instructor made the subject matter interesting,” and “The instructor encouraged student involvement”—were instructor-focused. The revised evaluation tool asks learners to evaluate the instructors relative to their own learning needs, thus providing a more accurate picture of instructor efficacy as it relates to the learner.

[bookmark: _Toc323723333][bookmark: _Toc326834864]Quantitative Feedback
The Instructor Evaluation form listed four statements about the guest speakers:

Statement 1:	I felt the instructor was prepared for the sessions.
Statement 2:	It was easy for me to get and stay actively involved during the
session.

Statement 3: 	I felt engaged throughout the entire session.
Statement 4: 	My learning was enhanced by the questions asked by the
instructor.

The respondents ranked the instructors using a seven-point Likert scale, which ranged from
Strongly Agree (7) to Strongly Disagree (1).


As reflected in the figure below, for each of the four statements there was a mean of 6.51 or above, indicating strong support for the instructors, their knowledge, and their instructional ability. Statement 1 had the highest overall mean with 6.62, followed by statement 2 with a mean of 6.55, and lastly statement 3 and statement 4 with a mean of 6.51. However, these differences are not especially significant considering how small the sample size was.


Figure 1: Average Score for Instructor Evaluation Statements
Each of the instructors were evaluated by the participants to assess the degree to which they either strongly agreed (7) to strongly disagreed (1) with each learning statement. Figure 2 depicts the average score each instructor received for each evaluation statement across all participants.
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Figure 2: Mean Evaluation Scores for Each Instructor for All Statements
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Figure 3: Mean Evaluation Scores for Each Instructor for All Statements
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Across the 12 sessions delivered at the Instructor Institute, only three instructors were given a score of 4 or lower. Both instructors leading the FMSS Content Review Session (Betsy Dodson & Vicki Garrett) received a 3 or lower on at least one statement. One participant identified a 3 on all statements for one of the instructors leading Managing Challenges in the Classroom (Betsy Dodson). Finally, one instructor teaching Team Teaching (Jeri Mihalic) received a 3 or lower on the statement “I felt engaged throughout the entire session.”

[bookmark: _Toc323723334][bookmark: _Toc326834865]Qualitative Feedback
The instructor evaluation asked participants to specifically comment on any scores of 3 or lower.	Only one of the participant who selected a 3 or lower on any statement provided an explanation in the comment field.

Additionally, participants provided positive comments on aspects of the sessions they enjoyed or felt stood out as exceptional. It is clear that students appreciated the instructors’ use of group discussion and activities, hands-on experience, and simulations. Participants agreed most with statement 1, instructor preparedness, indicating that the instructors appeared prepared for each session. Support for the instructors’ preparedness suggests that the instructors approached each session with professionalism and genuine care for the session topic, the audience of learners, and the overall course mission.

Comments relating to instructor preparedness:
· I like how you always acknowledge any elephant in the room and can make light of any situation. I want to be able to do this more.
· Great instructional style- simple, direct, clear
· End of day- did job keeping us focused. Never gave up on us kept us involved. Changed up to meet our needs.
· Enjoyed the personal experience shared.
· Very knowledgeable- and able to share this effectively!
· Good energy and passion!

The second statement (learner involvement) and the third statement (learner engagement) are related to session design and method of instruction. The degree to which each learner felt involved and engaged depends upon how the instructor invited involvement and how the session content was presented.

Comments relating to learner engagement:
· Did a great job keeping class involved during lecture.
· Providing real examples to draw from and incorporating group discussion to collaborate on ways to manage the classroom was helpful.
· Great session. Clips were good technique.
· Great clips broke things up while illustrating points.
· Hands down the most energizing session.
· Was the most memorable of the presentations.
Comments relating to learner involvement:
· I liked the exercise of putting our instructional methods on the board and describing what we do.
· Great job! I actually wasn't sure how much I could stay engaged in this method but I was able to stay involved. I liked the ice breaker.
· Personal experience and examples make a huge impact! Awesome!!
The final quantitative question, “My learning was enhanced by the questions asked by the instructor,” assesses the impact the instructor had on the learner’s experience. 

Comments relating to enhancement of learning:
· Great feedback on the 5 min presentation. Lots of helpful input.
· I found this session extremely helpful as you asked us what topics we wanted to cover and also allowed for discussion on hot topics, like the annual work plan. This really brought out all opinions and ways of doing things.
· Awesome! Really, really absorbed so much from this class.
· Great presentation. High energy. Much needed for paragraph presentation. Be creative!
· Fabulous! I'm inspired!
The qualitative portion of the evaluation tool also allowed participants to provide constructive comments. Constructive comments are beneficial to the instructor because they allow him/her to recognize areas needing improvement and to modify teaching methods and techniques to provide a more effective learning experience in the future.

As compared to other classroom course Instructor Evaluation feedback, this set of participants commented to a higher degree regarding areas of improvement.  This may be linked to the fact that this course aims to train a cohort of future instructors. Their coursework and experiences in the cohort provided foundational expertise in teaching philosophies, theories, and practices.

Comments that identify areas of improvements specific to instruction:
· Your voice gets a little soft at times and makes it a little hard to hear. You did a great job! I thought it was great that you didn't tell anyone that they had a wrong answer and you tried to move us in the direction you wanted.
· Seemed to not breathe not completely at ease.
· Seemed to be playing on cell phone. Well, not really playing but very intent on checking email? I feel muddled! Didn't really enjoy the session. Definitely the muddiest part of the day.
· Self-deprecating talk gets old and annoying.
· Seemed to spend much time arranging mouse cords.


Comments that identify areas of improvements specific to session design:
· Test need to be on Thursday and not on the first day.
· Enjoyed the review. Wish I could have known the test was today could have been better prepared.
· I was confused a lot. Maybe needed more instructions before case study. Maybe it was just me but this was hard for me to understand. The debrief helped but still unclear.
· Still don't understand all of Bloom's Taxonomy. Maybe go from start to finish example that covers steps 1-6 building upon each to describe the differences between the parts.
· I was confused a lot. I needed more instruction on the ERR activity.
· I really liked this session and would like to have see the role play on this. However with time constraints… understandable that we didn't.
· It [Team Teaching] needed another short activity.


[bookmark: _Toc323723335][bookmark: _Toc324406264][bookmark: _Toc326834866]Participant Course Evaluations
[bookmark: _Toc323723336][bookmark: _Toc326834867]Quantitative Course Feedback

The course evaluation includes four sets of statements asking the participants to rate the course and their levels of learning on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from Strongly Agree (7) to Strongly Disagree (1).

Each statement set was purposefully designed to capture a specific topic as it relates to the participant’s learning experience. The four statement sets on the participant course evaluation are as follows:

· Session Objectives and Materials
· Delivery and Facility
· About Learning
· Relevancy
Of the 21 participants, 15 completed the course evaluation meaing the feedback only represents approximately three-fourths of the cohort. 

Figure 4 summarizes these results. 


Figure 4: Participant Evaluation Statement Mean Scores


[bookmark: _Toc326834868]Distance Learning Platform
The initial portion of the National Trainer Development Program is conducted through an online learning environment in which the participants take a series of 8 e-courses, interact through asynchronous monthly discussions forums, and submit relevant coursework. The first set of statements, Distance Learning Platform (DLP), assesses the degree to which the portfolio items enhanced the participant’s writing skills and understanding of e-course content, as well as the enhancement of learning related to the monthly webinar.

Table 1: Participant Evaluation Statements – Distance Learning Platform
	Distance Learning Platform
	Mean

	The portfolio assignments aided in my understanding of the content
	5.60

	The webinar facilitation enhanced my understanding of e-course content
	5.40

	The portfolio assignments improved my writing skills
	6.07



This statement set includes the lowest mean score (5.40) across all statements, “The webinar facilitation enhanced my understanding of e-course content.” Additionally, this statement set includes the second lowest mean score (5.60) across all statements, “The portfolio assignments aided in my understanding of the content.” 

Participants provided qualitative comments specific to the DLP. The qualitative comments indicate participants preferred for the webinars to occur prior to the portfolio item due dates, and they requested clearer directions regarding expectations and assignment instructions.

Comments specific to Distance Learning Platform:
· The chosen portfolio items truly were challenging enough to evoke a critical response! 
· Some items were difficult to interpret the directions, otherwise great!
· I struggled with the writing assignments. They may have improved my writing skills, but I'm not sure it was fair to grade us on them. Not all of us have an education that included writing skills.
· Felt like I had to teach myself. The webinar after the fact did nothing for me. Would have liked to have the webinar before the assignment/portfolio was due and what was expected. Felt very muddled throughout the distance learning process. The webinars were extremely boring and I ended up multi-tasking/ working on other projects/ totally tuned out.
· Not very clear in the beginning of what we were doing or why.
· Could use an e-course that teaches/facilitates students writing skills prior to the assignments in which we had the courses on.
· Would have preferred to have a review of portfolio items before final submission.
· I thought this was good information. I had a lot of this course work previously but it was good review. Writing assignments helpful to synthesize information.
· The distance learning platform was/is well designed.
· Although I strongly agree to most of this particular evaluation, some of the items in the DLP were at points unavailable. The great thing is once noticed, Eppley staff put them in.
[bookmark: _Toc326834869]Session Objectives and Materials
The second set of statements, Session Objectives and Materials, assesses the learner’s comprehension of session objectives by determining the degree to which the learner understood intended objectives; if the course materials supplemented the learner’s experience; and, finally, if the course materials were easy to navigate. The three statements found in this set are essential to understanding how the learner interacts with, benefits from, and/or utilizes the materials supplementing instruction.

[bookmark: _Toc324406647]Table 2: Participant Evaluation Statements – Session Objectives and Materials
	Session Objectives and Materials
	Mean

	I understood the learning objectives for each of the sessions
	6.53

	The course materials aided my understanding of the content
	6.20

	I found the course materials easy to navigate
	6.33



Results of this portion of the course evaluation indicate that the majority of students agree that the session objectives were clear and that the course materials were easy to navigate and beneficial to learning.  Five participants submitted comments specific to the session objectives and materials.

Comments specific to Session Objectives and Materials:
· The learning objectives…of the course were well laid out and easy to understand expectations.
· Book was a little bland but still very helpful.
· Kind of stressful keeping up on it and trying to still do work, but all was good!
· Great job. You all modeled so much great teaching behavior all week. This was an amazing helpful part of this experience. This really was an inspiring part of the program for me. I learned so much just by watching you.
· In the first unit it was challenging to know where to go in the learning platform to make sure that all assignments were covered. I found this a bit stressful.


[bookmark: _Toc326834870]Delivery and Facility
The third set of statements, Delivery and Facility, assesses the effectiveness of instructional methods and the quality of the learning environment. This portion includes statements concerning learner engagement, opportunity for knowledge reinforcement and practice, benefits of instructional activities and exercises, and elements of the classroom.

[bookmark: _Toc324406648]Table 3: Participant Evaluation Statements - Delivery and Facility
	Delivery and Facility
	Mean

	I was engaged during the learning sessions
	6.57

	The activities and exercises aided in my learning
	6.67

	I was given ample time to practice or demonstrate what I was learning
	5.93

	The multi-media helped to reinforce my understanding of the material
	6.47

	I was pleased with the room set-up
	6.40

	I experienced minimal distractions during the sessions
	6.27



This statement set includes the third lowest agreed upon statement (5.93), “I was given ample time to practice or demonstrate what I was learning.” The qualitative comments reflect this statement; participants requested additional practice and preparation time be included.

Comments specific to Delivery and Facility:
· The many activities and exercises were very helpful, [I] like that PowerPoint was not used too much.
· No negatives!
· Excellent facility for this type of training.
· I would have liked to have had more time but I understand the time constraints.
· Facility was nice but I like staying closer to the park so all the students can experience the park/preserve and be re-inspired by the NPS.
· Needed more time to prepare for Friday session
· Would like more time practicing public speaking.
· Don’t like the back and seat assignments didn't change. The prep session was tough to work in but no biggie.
· Love the facility. I especially liked the presentation by Dr. Anderson.


[bookmark: _Toc326834871]About Learning
The fourth set of statements, About Learning, is focused on the learner and how the course directly benefited the learner’s confidence in teaching in front of group, organizing a training event, and delivering instruction; as well as the degree to which the sessions built on skills gained in the online portion.  Finally, this set of statements requires the participant to reflect on the opportunity for discussion and if the course met learning expectations.

[bookmark: _Toc324406649]Table 4: Participant Evaluation Statements - About Learning
	About Learning
	Mean

	I feel more confident about teaching in front of a group
	6.20

	I am confident that I can organize a training event
	6.27

	I am confident I can deliver instruction at a training event
	6.33

	The workshop sessions built on the skills I learned in the e-courses
	6.40

	There was sufficient opportunity for discussion
	6.67

	Overall, this course met my expectations regarding learning
	6.33



All statements in this group received an average of 6 or higher indicating the participants embraced the course objectives enhancing his/her level of confidence in organizing and instructing at a training event. In this set of statements, the highest agreed upon statement, “There was sufficient opportunity for discussion”, indicates the inclusion of discussion and group reflection in the Instructor Institute sessions was well received.

Comment specific to About Learning:
· The course provided a safe environment to develop skills needed to train and also practice these skills.
· The week long class pulled everything together.
· At times it was more intense and stressful than I expected. Overall, it was worthwhile.
· Really good learning environment.
· I learned a lot! I really enjoyed Thursday with the English prof!
· Would have liked one more presentation opportunity. Practice makes perfect and it would have been a good opportunity to use the feedback received.
· Clearer instructions regarding the content and schedule of such prior to the class would confirm the need for content review prior to arrival.
· The learning design for this course is really well crafted. Learning activities were relevant and well designed.
· Good course, excellent teaching, clear overview of expectations for us to implement as trainers.
· Although I still feel a little insecure about teaching I do feel better prepared.
[bookmark: _Toc326834872]Relevancy
The final set of statements, Relevancy, assesses the degree to which the learner believes that the experiences and content of this course will be applied to his/her future as a NPS instructor, the degree to which he/she understands the expectations associated with being a NPS instructor, and the level of applicability to teaching.

[bookmark: _Toc324406650]Table 5: Participant Evaluation Statements - Relevancy
	Relevancy
	Mean

	I understand my role as an instructor for the National Park Service
	6.60

	The sessions presented will be beneficial to my future as an instructor
	6.80

	I am confident I will be able to apply what I have learned in my teaching
	6.73



Results of this portion of the course evaluation indicate that the majority of students agree that the course will be applicable and beneficial to each participant’s future in teaching. The highest agreed upon statement (6.80), “The session presented will be beneficial to my future as an instructor,” and the second highest agreed upon statement (6.73), “I am confident I will be able to apply what I have learning in my teaching” are included in this statement set. 

Comments specific to Relevancy:
· The courses taught this week have helped define the purpose of teaching, inspire teaching and provide techniques etc. to us in teacher. 
· Great instructors and guest speakers to aid in learning! 
· Thank you! 
· I found the activities in the e-course relevant for the most part. Great partnership between Eppley and NPS. Very cool. 


[bookmark: _Toc323723337][bookmark: _Toc326834873]Qualitative Course Feedback
[bookmark: _Toc326834874]Potential Barriers
The course evaluation also asked the participants to respond to two questions relating to what they see as potential barriers and what they found to be the most important thing they learned. Overall, these responses were very positive. The qualitative feedback received in response to these questions can be used to help shape National Trainer Development Program courses. 

The following figure represents the number of responses to each potential barrier statement. Note that only three of the fifteen participants who submitted a course evaluation identified a potential barrier.  This is interesting because the Potential Barriers portion of the evaluation appears on the second half of the third page, prior to the qualitative portion on the fourth page. All participants submitted qualitative feedback requiring them to purposefully skip this question. It is possible, at the time of evaluation, the participants felt confident they would not be faced with any barriers or obstacles.


Figure 5: Participant Evaluation Potential Barriers


This portion of the course evaluation tool asks those participants who identify “other” potential barriers to explain other perceived barriers. Participants who identified “other” expanded on other potential barriers, as did other participants who wanted to provide additional explanation of their choice from the given list.

Comments specific to Potential Barriers:
· None I can identify
· I'm hopeful that there will be no major barriers.
· What do I need in my travel kit?
· None
· Working on knowledge of FMSS and new FBMS
[bookmark: _Toc326834875]Qualitative Excerpts
The final portion of the course evaluation asked participants to list the three most important things they learned during the Instructor Institute. The table below itemizes each response by theme.

[bookmark: _Toc324406651]Table 6: Participant Evaluation - Best Learning Experiences
	Best learning experiences
	Total

	Instructor Skills
	7

	Teaching with Passion
	6

	Ice Breakers
	3

	Assessment & Evaluation
	3

	Writing Skills
	2

	Delivery Methods
	2

	Managing Challenges
	2



The theme with the largest response rate, Instructor Skills (7 responses), includes the following:
· “Breathe, it feels good!”
· “3 hours of prep for 1 hour of instruction”
· “It’s OK to admit you don’t have an answer, but that you will find one.”

The qualitative portion of the course evaluation asked participants to identify the two most and the two least helpful experiences.

Table 7: Participant Evaluation - Most Helpful Session
	Most helpful experience
	Total

	Capturing the Passion of Teaching
	9

	Setting the Stage: Ice Breakers
	5

	Team Teaching
	3

	Classroom Management
	2

	Teaching Techniques
	1

	Learning Techniques
	1

	Advanced Facilitation
	1

	Portfolio Presentation
	1

	Final Presentation
	1



[bookmark: _Toc324406652]Table 8: Participant Evaluation - Least Helpful Session
	Least helpful experience
	Total

	Case Studies
	3

	Qualification Assessment
	2

	Bloom's Taxonomy
	2

	ERR
	1

	Qualification Review & Re-cap
	1





[bookmark: _Toc326834876]Webinar Evaluation
The National Trainer Development Program (NTDP) is a combination of eight online courses delivered as four units of independent study and a weeklong classroom Instructor Institute.  The initial coursework is segregated into thematic units. The units are comprised of two e-courses (each includes an e-course assessment), two written portfolio items, a webinar, and two discussion forums. The table below identifies the Unit date and number of participants.
	
Table 9: Cohort 3 Webinar Details
	Webinar Title
	Date
	Participants

	Unit 1
	Tuesday, December 13, 2011 &         Thursday, December 15, 2011
	26

	Unit 2
	Wednesday, January 11, 2012 &        Tuesday, January 17, 2012
	21

	Unit 3
	Tuesday, February 9, 2012 &             Friday, February 17, 2012
	21

	Unit 4
	Tuesday, March 20, 2012 &                Thursday, March 22, 2012
	20

	Final
	Thursday, April 12, 2012 &                  Tuesday April 17, 2012
	20

	FLS/FMSS Endorsement
	Thursday, April 19, 2012
	10



The purpose of the monthly webinar is to connect the geographically-distanced cohort and to provide additional material, which builds on ideas and concepts described in the e-courses. At the conclusion of each webinar the participants were asked to provide feedback on six statements.

	Statement 1:	
	I was engaged during this session.

	Statement 2:	
	The discussions aided in my learning.

	Statement 3:
	The PowerPoint and demonstration helped to reinforce my understanding of the material.

	Statement 4:
	I think that the instructor was knowledgeable about the subject taught.

	Statement 5:
	The instructor's presentation helped me understand the subject.

	Statement 6:  
	I am confident that I will be able to apply what I have learned back at my park/unit.





The final table identifies the percent of participants who agree with each statement. The highest degree of agreement is 100% and the lowest at 88%. 

Table 10: Webinar Feedback across all Statements
	Evaluation Statement
	Unit 1
	Unit 2
	Unit 3
	Unit 4
	Final
	Endorsement

	I was engaged during this session.
	97%
	96%
	88%
	91%
	96%
	100%

	The discussions aided in my learning.
	100%
	94%
	88%
	94%
	96%
	100%

	The PowerPoint and demonstration helped to reinforce my understanding of the material.
	100%
	90%
	96%
	94%
	96%
	100%

	I think that the instructor was knowledgeable about the subject taught.
	100%
	96%
	100%
	96%
	100%
	100%

	The instructor's presentation helped me understand the subject.
	100%
	94%
	89%
	93%
	93%
	100%

	I am confident that I will be able to apply what I have learned back at my park/unit.
	100%
	82%
	89%
	94%
	100%
	100%





Summary & Recommendations 
Based on the evaluations of the TDP Instructor Institute, a variety of recommendations can be made to increase the effectiveness of this course in the future. What follows is a list of the recommendations. These conclusions represent the most significant issues as reported by the participants.  

Pre-Instructor Institute Recommendations
1 Multiple participants identified the need for the webinar to occur before the written assignments were due, rather than after the assignment due date. This would allow the participants time to incorporate any new material conveyed in the webinar into their written portfolio items, and give participants a chance to voice and questions concerning the assignment. This concern was remedied in the second cohort (February 2012).

2 The portfolio assignments require participants to analyze the e-course content and synthesize their thoughts and opinions into a written product.  Instructors and evaluators indicated the quality of work submitted improved across the 8 portfolio items, with the lowest grade average grade occurring in Unit 1. Consider creating a brief writing tutorial or job aid to better prepare participants for the written assignments. 

3 Academic dishonesty and plagiarism were addressed multiple times during the initial portion of this course; however, several incidents of plagiarism still occurred. The actions taken by the instructors ranged from docking partial or full credit to expulsion. The Eppley Institute abides by Indiana University’s policies on plagiarism requiring the institute to report the incident.  In future trainings, consider requiring participants take the “How to Avoid Plagiarism” tutorial, available through the Indiana University School of Education, during Unit 1. The current due date is at the end of the course after students have submitted all written portfolio items.

Instructor Institute Recommendations
1 It is evident the participants appreciated the multiple opportunities to practice teaching in front of a group, however, a few noted they would appreciate additional practice. The lowest rated statement on the course evaluation, “I was given ample time to practice or demonstrate what I was learning”, reflects this observation. The upcoming Instructor Institute (June 12-15, 2012) incorporates additional practice by giving participants the opportunity to present a lesson plan in the Using Training Materials Effectively and the Web Technology sessions.

2 [bookmark: _GoBack]The lowest rated session, Using Various Instructional Techniques to Teach Effectively, also received the highest number of responses to the least helpful session. Of the 9 sessions identified in the qualitative question, “What two sessions or activities did you find least helpful during this course?” 6 responses related to the Using Various Instructional Techniques.  Consider reviewing this session, specifically Bloom’s Taxonomy, the ERR, and the Case Studies portions.	Comment by Kate McCormick: Any other reccomendations?
3 


Mean	
I felt the instructor was prepared for the session.	It was easy for me to get and stay actively involved during the session.	I felt engaged throughout the entire session.	My learning was enhanced by the questions asked by the instructor.	6.6151018503161501	6.5460129976698287	6.5053736388561276	6.5085102717987775	

I felt the instructor was prepared for the session.	Jeremy Hackerd- Professional Development	Betsy Dodson- Professional Development	Betsy Dodson- FMSS Content Review	Vicki Garrett- FMSS Content Review	Christy McCormick- Setting the Stage	Nona Capps- Setting the Stage	Steve Wolter- Instructional Techniques	Jeremy Hackerd- Instructional Techniques	Christy McCormick- Managing Challenges	Betsy Dodson- Managing Challenges	6.375	6.5625	6.2857142857142856	6.333333333333333	6.5263157894736841	6.5789473684210522	6.4210526315789478	6.1578947368421053	6.5263157894736841	6.4666666666666668	It was easy for me to get and stay actively involved during the session.	Jeremy Hackerd- Professional Development	Betsy Dodson- Professional Development	Betsy Dodson- FMSS Content Review	Vicki Garrett- FMSS Content Review	Christy McCormick- Setting the Stage	Nona Capps- Setting the Stage	Steve Wolter- Instructional Techniques	Jeremy Hackerd- Instructional Techniques	Christy McCormick- Managing Challenges	Betsy Dodson- Managing Challenges	6.3125	6.5	6.1428571428571432	6.333333333333333	6.5789473684210522	6.5263157894736841	6.2105263157894735	6.0526315789473681	6.4210526315789478	6.4	I felt engaged throughout the entire session.	Jeremy Hackerd- Professional Development	Betsy Dodson- Professional Development	Betsy Dodson- FMSS Content Review	Vicki Garrett- FMSS Content Review	Christy McCormick- Setting the Stage	Nona Capps- Setting the Stage	Steve Wolter- Instructional Techniques	Jeremy Hackerd- Instructional Techniques	Christy McCormick- Managing Challenges	Betsy Dodson- Managing Challenges	6.3125	6.375	6.0714285714285712	6.333333333333333	6.5263157894736841	6.4210526315789478	6.1052631578947372	5.8947368421052628	6.4210526315789478	6.4666666666666668	My learning was enhanced by the questions asked by the instructor.	Jeremy Hackerd- Professional Development	Betsy Dodson- Professional Development	Betsy Dodson- FMSS Content Review	Vicki Garrett- FMSS Content Review	Christy McCormick- Setting the Stage	Nona Capps- Setting the Stage	Steve Wolter- Instructional Techniques	Jeremy Hackerd- Instructional Techniques	Christy McCormick- Managing Challenges	Betsy Dodson- Managing Challenges	6.0625	6.5625	6.2857142857142856	6.416666666666667	6.4736842105263159	6.4210526315789478	6	5.7894736842105265	6.4210526315789478	6.4	


I felt the instructor was prepared for the session.	Jeremy Hackerd- Questioning Techniques	Nona Capps- Questioning Techniques	Steve Wolter- Assessment and Evaluation	Vicki Garrett - Team Teaching	Jeri Mihalic - Team Teaching	Betsy Dodson - Effective Training Materials	Nona Capps - Effective Training Materials	Dana Anderson - Advanced Facilitation	Dana Anderson - Capturing the Passion of Teaching	Betsy Dodson - What's Next?	Jeri Mihalic - What's Next?	Vicki Garrett - What's Next?	6.4210526315789478	6.4210526315789478	6.7368421052631575	6.7222222222222223	6.7777777777777777	6.7777777777777777	6.833333333333333	7	7	6.7058823529411766	6.7058823529411766	6.8	It was easy for me to get and stay actively involved during the session.	Jeremy Hackerd- Questioning Techniques	Nona Capps- Questioning Techniques	Steve Wolter- Assessment and Evaluation	Vicki Garrett - Team Teaching	Jeri Mihalic - Team Teaching	Betsy Dodson - Effective Training Materials	Nona Capps - Effective Training Materials	Dana Anderson - Advanced Facilitation	Dana Anderson - Capturing the Passion of Teaching	Betsy Dodson - What's Next?	Jeri Mihalic - What's Next?	Vicki Garrett - What's Next?	6.3157894736842106	6.3684210526315788	6.6842105263157894	6.5555555555555554	6.6111111111111107	6.7222222222222223	6.7222222222222223	7	7	6.6470588235294121	6.6470588235294121	6.8	I felt engaged throughout the entire session.	Jeremy Hackerd- Questioning Techniques	Nona Capps- Questioning Techniques	Steve Wolter- Assessment and Evaluation	Vicki Garrett - Team Teaching	Jeri Mihalic - Team Teaching	Betsy Dodson - Effective Training Materials	Nona Capps - Effective Training Materials	Dana Anderson - Advanced Facilitation	Dana Anderson - Capturing the Passion of Teaching	Betsy Dodson - What's Next?	Jeri Mihalic - What's Next?	Vicki Garrett - What's Next?	6.3157894736842106	6.3157894736842106	6.7368421052631575	6.3888888888888893	6.3888888888888893	6.7222222222222223	6.7222222222222223	6.9444444444444446	7	6.6470588235294121	6.6470588235294121	6.8	My learning was enhanced by the questions asked by the instructor.	Jeremy Hackerd- Questioning Techniques	Nona Capps- Questioning Techniques	Steve Wolter- Assessment and Evaluation	Vicki Garrett - Team Teaching	Jeri Mihalic - Team Teaching	Betsy Dodson - Effective Training Materials	Nona Capps - Effective Training Materials	Dana Anderson - Advanced Facilitation	Dana Anderson - Capturing the Passion of Teaching	Betsy Dodson - What's Next?	Jeri Mihalic - What's Next?	Vicki Garrett - What's Next?	6.3157894736842106	6.3684210526315788	6.6842105263157894	6.5555555555555554	6.5555555555555554	6.666666666666667	6.666666666666667	6.9444444444444446	7	6.5882352941176467	6.5882352941176467	6.7777777777777777	


Mean	
The portfolio assignments aided in my understanding of the cotent	The webinar facilitation enhanced my understanding of e-course content	The portfolio assignments improved my writing skills	I understood the learning objectives for each of the sessions	The course materials aided my understanding of the content	I found the course materials easy to navigate	I was engaged during the learning sessions	The activities and exercises aided in my learning	I was given ample time to practice or demonstrate what I was learning	The multi-media helped to reinforce my understanding of the material	I was pleased with the room set-up	I experienced minimal distractions during the sessions	I feel more confident about teaching in front of a group	I am confident that I can organize a training event	I am confident I can deliver instruction at a training event	The workshop sessions built on the skills I learned in the e-courses	There was sufficient opportunity for discussion	Overall, this course met my expectations regarding learning	My relationship with my mentor will/has helped me to succeed	The sessions presented were relevant to my current position	I will be able to apply what I have learned back at my park/unit	Distance Learning Platform	Session and Objectives	Delivery and Facility	About Learning	Relevancy	5.6	5.4	6.0666666666666664	6.5333333333333332	6.2	6.333333333333333	6.5714285714285712	6.666666666666667	5.9333333333333336	6.4666666666666668	6.4	6.2666666666666666	6.2	6.2666666666666666	6.333333333333333	6.4	6.666666666666667	6.333333333333333	6.6	6.8	6.7333333333333334	

Response Total	

Did not respond	Other 	I do not have a clear picture of what is expected of me 	I have other priorities right now 	I do not have the necessary knowledge or skills	I do not have the necessary resources back at my park 	I am not recognized or rewarded for doing this 	12	2	1	1	0	0	0	
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