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Executive Summary 

This report describes an evaluation study of site-level staff development practices in the 
Minneapolis Public Schools. The study was commissioned from the Center for Applied Research 
and Educational Improvement at the University of Minnesota by the Districtwide Staff 
Development Committee of the Minneapolis Public Schools. The Committee views this study as a 
first step toward their goal of demonstrating a link between staff development and student 
achievement. The overall guiding questions for this study were as follows: 

1 . To what extent do sites follow district criteria for spending staff development money? 

2. How are sites currently tracking the impact of staff development on student 
achievement? 

3. How could the process of evaluating site staff development activities be improved? 

Three methods were used to gather information related to these questions: a written survey, a 
review of building-level staff development reports , and case studies. The information gathered 
through each method is summarized below. 

Results 

Written Survey Results 

•In 93% of the sites included in the study, at least one person completed a survey. In order to 
represent each site equally, the summary is based on one response per site. For sites that had 
multiple responses, the decision about which response to use was based on the following order of 
priority: 1) the site chair; 2) the site co-chair or another member of the committee; or 3) the 
principal. 

•Licensed teaching staff and principals are most likely to be "extremely involved" in staff 
development decisions . Two-thirds of the sites report that teachers are extremely involved and 
55% report that principals and assistant principals are extremely involved. 

•Staff development funds are used primarily for teacher development. Seventy-one percent of the 
sites said that "a lot" of their funds are used to fund activities for teachers. Eleven percent of the 
sites reported that "a lot" of their funds are used for educational assistants or paraprofessionals. 

•The strategy most frequently used to share staff development activities is to report back to a sub
group of the teaching staff. Over two-thirds (68%) of the sites report using this strategy "always" 
or "frequently." 

•To develop teacher practice, 41 % of the sites report that staff development participants work with 
peers to implement new skills "always" or "frequently." Other strategies used by sites "always" 
or "frequently" include discussion groups (25%) and attending a series of activities on the same 
topic (23% ). 

•Forty-eight percent of the sites evaluate the impact of staff development on teacher practice. The 
most common type of infonnation collected is anecdotal (39%.) Fewer of the sites collect 
information through methods such as classroom observation (18 %) or surveys (19%). 
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•Sixty-three percent of the sites evaluate the impact of staff development on student achievement. 
Sites report using a range of information; the most frequently used are standardized assessments 
(44%) and anecdotal information (43%). Over one-third use teacher developed assessments 
(37%) or observations of students (36%). 

•Overall, there is no strong evidence that informants consistently reported their site as being more 
in compliance with the criteria in comparison to the reports from other respondents at their site. 
The results do suggest some caution, however, when interpreting the items related to the use of 
follow-up strategies, sharing with other sites, and evaluation. Items in these areas had lower 
levels of agreement and thus the perspective of the informants may differ from the perspective of 
others at the site. These differences in responses may be due to a variety of factors and are not 
necessarily indicative of biased reporting by the informant. 

Results from the Review of Building-Level Staff Development Reports 

•The reports listed a total of 255 expenditures for staff development. Over half (61 % ) of these 
activities were in areas that correspond with goals in the District Improvement Agenda for 1995-
1996, the year the reports were completed. 

•The most common topic for staff development activities was teaching strategies, which accounted 
for 18% of the activities . 

•Of the 255 activity expenditures reported, 44% were used for an individual to attend an activity 
and 35% were used for a group to attend an activity. (A group was defined as three or more 
people in this review.) 

•The reports contained limited information on how staff development affected staff practice or 
student achievement. Only 29% of the activities reported also had corresponding information on 
impact. Often, when there was information listed, it was difficult to interpret and difficult to see 
the link between the activity and the impact reported. 

Common Findings Across Case Study Sites 

Four schools served as sites for case studies: Putnam Elementary School, the School of Extended 
Learning, Anthony Community Middle School, and Edison High School. The statements below 
summarize common findings from the case studies of staff development practices at each site. 

•Many teachers are unable to specifically relate a particular staff development activity to a change in 
classroom practice. A change may have occmTed, but identifying specifically or in isolation what 
may have changed was difficult. The link between professional development and changes in 
behavior are not consciously considered by most teachers; when the link was considered, 
teachers talked about the lack of time to modify practice. 

•Both elementary schools had a single focus for their staff development. 

•Secondary schools had a wide range of activities in staff development, but they centered more 
around teaching strategies than content, which thus allowed the focus of their staff development 
activities to be applicable across all content areas. 

•The PDP is a mechanism that appears to be highly effective in connecting the individual teacher 
with the broader school staff development activities, and seems to be "a good fit" with the 
diversity of teachers' needs. 
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•The environment of the school has direct impact upon the successful implementation of a strong 
staff development program. Environmental characteristics that facilitate success include the 
following: 

-Stable school staff (i.e., low staff turnover). 

-Clear plan of how to bring new staff into the process. 

-Teachers feeling satisfied with their working conditions (e.g., meetings are productive and 
not overly frequent , necessary instructional supplies are sufficient, although generally not 
abundant). 

-Staff feeling "connected" with one another beyond their classroom associations. For 
example, two of the four schools have summer retreats, where attendance is optional, staff 
are compensated for their time, and where value is placed on making interpersonal 
connections with colleagues. 

•The role and leadership behaviors of the principal are prominent features of a well-functioning 
staff development program at the school level. Characteristics of the principal that were noted by 
many of the interviewees include the following: 

-Sees the "big picture." 

-Has clearly articulated a focus on observable, measurable results. 

-Is a risk-taker and/or supports risk-taking behavior by teachers who want to try different 
educational approaches . 

-Is truly a leader who sets the tone for the school and has expectations for teachers' decisions 
and actions. 

-Gives the staff development committee autonomy, letting teachers make decisions , but with 
the expectation that the decisions still must fit within the scope of the overall vision for the 
school. 

•Having a dialogue during all staff meetings, as well as in the professional development committee 
meetings, was important to develop a shared view of the school's goals and the relationship of 
staff development choices to achieving those goals. 

•Staff development across grade levels or disciplines enhances the likelihood that teachers will 
share common learnings and demonstrate similar changed teaching practices. In addition, teachers 
need time to discuss applications of staff development within their grade level or content area. 

•Evaluation of the impact of staff development on teacher practice and subsequent student 
outcomes is rare. The system as a whole needs to help sites develop systematic methods for 
evaluating staff development. 
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Summary and Discussion 

In this section, the information collected by the written survey, the review of reports, and the case 
studies is synthesized and discussed relative to the guiding questions for the study. Following this 
section are a series of recommendations to assist the district to improve the process of evaluating 
site-level staff development activities and to increase the effectiveness of staff development 
practices in the district. 

Site Compliance with Criteria 

This section summarizes information gathered during the study to assess the extent to which sites 
follow the criteria developed by the Districtwide Staff Development Committee. The section is 
organized by the criteria that were included in the study. 

Alignment of Staff Development with District, Building and PDP Goals. The review of the 
previous year's site staff development reports indicated that over half ( 61 % ) of the reported 
activities were aligned with district goals for that year. Alignm.ent with SIP goals was less likely. 
Of the 56% of the reported activities for which alignment could be assessed, only 16% had a 
connection to a goal in the SIP. In addition, one-third of the sites said that any individual request 
for staff development funds had to show a link with the individual's PDP. Ideally, a much higher 
proportion of activities would be linked to goals. Thus, these results indicate that sites could 
strengthen the relationship between staff development and goals both at the site and district level. 

Funds Used Primarily for Group Activities. The study findings indicate that the district needs to 
do more to encourage sites to fund group activities as the primary means for staff development. Of 
the activities reported on the site reports for 1995-1996, only 35% were group activities. On the 
written survey, 99% of the sites said that staff members can request funds for individual staff 
development activities. Over half of the sites (56%) said they set a limit for the percent of staff 
development funds that can be used for individual activities . 

Funds Available to Entire Site Community and Decisions Made by Representative Group. Sites 
need to include a more diverse group of stakeholders in making decisions about staff development 
funds and in accessing these funds . The study findings show that a site staff development 
committee is usually responsible for making decisions about staff development funds; 89% of the 
sites reported having such a committee. Licensed teaching staff and principals are the most likely 
members of these committees but over one-fourth of the sites reported that they had at least one 
educational assistant on the committee. Although some sites have members representing groups 
such as students, parents, community members, or business representatives, over half of the sites 
said none of their members were from these groups. The district could also improve access to staff 
development funds for groups other than principals and teachers. 

Follow-Up Over Time and Support Through the PDP Process. Although some of the sites 
reported using strategies to support practice changes after a staff development activity , to make 
effective use of staff development funds this rate could be higher. The written survey results 
indicated that 41 % of the sites repmt that participants work with a peer or peers to implement the 
new skills. Another less frequent strategy is discussion groups; one-fourth of the sites reported 
using this method as a way to help staff follow-up on the activity and support changes in practice. 
Comments on the survey suggest that the district may need to do more to encourage sites to use the 
PDP as a way to support changes in practice. Only five percent of the sites said they use the PDP 
as a follow-up strategy for staff development. 
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Sharing and Replication. Over half of the sites use one or more strategies for participants to share 
the staff development activity with other staff at their site. The most common strategy is to have 
participants report back to a subgroup of staff or their PDP team; over two-thirds of the sites 
report using this method. Sharing and replication with other sites is less common. The most 
typical strategy is to have participants present at a district workshop, but only 16% of the sites 
report doing this "always" or "frequently." The district may want to consider how it could provide 
more support for these activities. 

Current Methods for Tracking the Impact on Student Achievement. 

In addition to the areas reviewed above, the criteria also require sites to demonstrate a relationship 
between goals and results. The study findings show that many sites are collecting information 
about the impact of staff development. On the written survey, 48% of the sites said they were 
collecting information on changes in teacher practice and 63% said they were collecting information 
about changes in student achievement. However, results from the case studies suggest that 
although sites collect data on achievement, staff do not feel confident drawing a link between staff 
development and student achievement. This suggests that although sites are collecting data on 
student achievement, the link between the achievement measures and the staff development may 
not be clear. To provide a more valid assessment of this link, the district should strengthen the 
evaluation process for site staff development. 

The site staff development reports had little information about how staff development had affected 
teacher practice or student achievement. The review of these reports showed that only 29% of the 
activities reported had any corresponding information about changes in practice or student 
achievement. 

Improving the Evaluation of Site Staff Development 

The study findings indicate several areas where the evaluation of site staff development could be 
improved: 

•Articulating the intended link between staff development and student achievement. As 
described above, although sites are collecting data on student achievement, the case study 
results suggest that staff are not confident about the link between this data and staff 
development. Unless staff are clear about the intended link between staff development 
and student achievement, it will be difficult to evaluate the effectiveness of staff 
development spending. 

•Collecting information. Comments written in on the survey and comments made during 
interviews indicate that staff need assistance in collecting information to evaluate the 
impact of staff development. 

•Site reporting on staff development. The review of the previous year's site staff 
development reports indicates that, in order to provide useful information to the state and 
district boards of education, the format of the report needs revision. Currently , the report 
format makes it difficult to draw conclusions about the impact of staff development funds 
at the site level. 
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Recommendations 

The Districtwide Staff Development Committee and members of the staff development committees 
at individual sites have been successful in providing staff throughout the district with a high lev.el 
of access to new knowledge on teaching and learning. The Districtwide Staff Development 
Committee has also provided a framework for staff development in the district by establishing the 
criteria, and by providing incentives through exemplary staff development grants for sites to 
explore promising staff development practices. 

The recommendations described below are suggestions for how the district could get a more 
complete picture of the impact of these staff development activities, and how staff development 
practices in the district could become even more effective. The recommendations fall within four 
maJor areas: 

I. Base the evaluation of staff development on a theory of change and evaluate both 
intermediate and long-te1m effects. 

II. Implement a staff development process that emphasizes alignment with student 
achievement goals, principles of effective staff development, and evaluation. 

III. Develop a districtwide system for evaluating site-level staff development. 

IV. Strengthen the practice of staff development in the district. 

Detailed recommendations in each of these areas are described below. 

I . Base the evaluation of staff development on a theory of change and evaluate 
both intermediate and long-term effects. 

There are several challenges to evaluating the impact of staff development on student achievement. 
Perhaps the most significant is that the link between staff development and student achievement is 
not direct - other events or changes must occur in between these two points. In other words, 
student achievement does not improve just by the students' teacher attending a workshop. The 
teacher must change his/her instruction before it is reasonable to expect any difference in student 
achievement. Thus, the evaluation plan must include a measure of teacher practice, not just student 
achievement. 

Another challenge is that because it is not feasible to do controlled experiments in school settings, it 
is difficult to demonstrate a cause and effect relationship between teacher behavior and student 
achievement. Without random assignment of students to teachers who are in either the 
experimental or control group, the evaluation cannot rule out other factors that could influence 
student achievement such as student maturation, learning outside the classroom, or differences in 
students' ability to learn or take tests. 

In this type of situation, we recommend basing the evaluation on the "theory of change" that 
underlies staff development. The theory can be thought of as a plausible argument, or chain of 
events, for demonstrating how staff development ultimately ha~ a positive impact on student 
achievement. This theory at its most basic level could be as follows: 

Staff Development----> Changes in Practice----> Improved Student Achievement 
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In this evaluation approach, sometimes known as "theory-based", the evaluation measures the 
extent to which each step in the chain of events occurs. Although the evaluation cannot 
demonstrate that step A caused change B, collecting data about the extent that change B occurs 
makes it more plausible that A led to C than if we do not measure B at all (Weiss, 1996). In other 
words, although we cannot prove that staff development causes increases in student achievement, 
by measuring the change in teacher practice, we can make a more plausible argument that staff 
development has a positive effect on student achievement. 

Besides its applicability in settings where randomization is not possible, another advantage of this 
evaluation approach is that it points out where the steps in the chain of events break down, and 
hence where corrective action should be addressed. If change in teacher practice is not observed, 
the district knows this is where it should focus its next efforts, rather than concluding that the staff 
development idea was faulty and moving on to another idea. 

Another advantage to this approach is that it helps focus the evaluation. Instead of thinking 
everything must be evaluated, laying out the theory of change and the assumptions underlying each 
step can help point out the weakest links in the chain, and therefore the points on which the 
evaluation should focus (Connell et al., 1995). If there is existing research that shows that 
increased use of manipulatives in the classroom improves student understanding of geometric 
concepts, then it may be more important to measure whether teachers accurately use manipulatives 
rather than just measuring student understanding. 

Examples . Using this approach requires up-front identification of the specifics in the theory of 
change, because the contents of the chain help focus the evaluation. For example, if the focus of a 
staff development activity is project-based learning, then the subsequent change in teacher practice 
may be the teacher redesigning lessons to use more project-based activities. Eventually, staff hope 
that by increasing their use of these techniques, they will see an increase in student reading scores. 
This plan points out that the evaluation needs to measure whether or not teachers increase their use 
of techniques aimed at multiple learning styles, and whether student reading achievement 
improves. 

The theory of change could be even more specific and there could be more than two points for data 
collection and reflection. For example, say a teaching staff attend a staff development activity on 
teaching to different learning styles in order to improve student achievement in math . The steps in 
the theory of change may be as follows: 

1. Staff attend workshop. ----> 

2. Improved staff ability to recognize differences in students' learning styles . ----> 

3. Staff modify lessons to address multiple learning styles. ----> 

4. Student math achievement increases. 

In this scenario , staff may want to collect some information to see if they have accomplished step 
2, recognizing differences in students' learning styles, before they modify their lessons. The 
rationale for measuring step 2 is that if teachers cannot correctly recognize student learning styles, 
modified lessons are unlikely to have a positive effect and may even decrease achievement. By 
collecting data about step 2, staff can learn where they need more work, not just conclude that 
teaching to different learning styles does not improve student achievement. 
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This rationale underlies the staff development process described in the next recommendation. In 
this process, staff specify the chain of events they intend to occur that will produce an increase in 
student achievement from staff attendance at a workshop. It also asks them to plan up front how 
they will measure steps in the chain of events, and when they will stop to reflect on whether or not 
they are on track or if they need to make adjustments in their plan. In addition to facilitating the 
evaluation of staff development, asking staff to specify the theory of change up front may make it 
easier for them to comprehend the link between staff development and student achievement, and 
make them more intentional about implementing their knowledge once they return to the classroom. 

II. Implement a staff development process that emphasizes alignment with 
student achievement goals, principles of effective staff development, and 
evaluation. 

An effective staff development process, which is linked to student achievement, goes beyond 
participation in an activity such as a workshop or conference. Effective staff development begins 
with identifying needs and continues through attending an activity, applying the knowledge gained 
through that activity, and then reflecting on how the activity has affected the need originally 
identified. All of these steps should be done with intentionality and a focus on the consequences 
for student learning, which is the purpose for all staff development. 

The list below describes the major steps in an effective staff development process. The Committee 
should work with sites and staff in other areas of the district administration to implement this 
process, or something similar, districtwide. 

1. Identify needs. 
Establishing a link between staff development and student achievement must begin even before 
staff attend an activity . Staff need to be intentional in choosing a staff development activity that is 
clearly related to a need expressed in either their PDP, their site's SIP, or the DIA. In selecting an 
activity, staff must know what district, building, or individual goal they aim to affect through this 
staff development activity. For example: will the activity help a teacher more effectively teach 
reading in order to improve student reading scores; help a parent participate more effectively as a 
member of a site council; or help math teachers in revising their instructional activities to help 
students meet the Minnesota Graduation Standards? When activities are chosen without a clear 
goal in mind, it is difficult if not impossible to know whether the activity was effective. Linking 
staff development and student achievement means a staff member must know when they request 
funds which district, building, or individual goal for student achievement they intend to impact 
based on the knowledge they gain during the activity. 

2. Select a staff development activity that has been proven to affect this area of need. 
Once a need is identified, staff should select a staff development activity that has a documented 
ability to impact staff practice and student achievement in the area identified as a need. 

3. Develop a plan for follow-up . 
The next step is to develop a plan for intensive follow-up, as suggested in the district criteria and 
the National Staff Development Council's standards (National Staff Development Council, 1995). 
The plan might include strategies such as study groups, action research and peer coaching or other 
aspects of the PDP. Making a plan for using the knowledge gained at a staff development 
workshop makes it more likely that the activity will affect teacher practice and student achievement. 

4. Develop a plan for evaluating the impact on teacher practice and student achievement. 
As part of the follow-up plan, staff should identify how and when they will collect information to 
assess potential changes in teacher practice and student achievement. For example, a teacher may 
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decide that after trying out a new activity once in his/her classroom, it would be helpful to have a 
peer observe the activity and provide feedback. This observation can serve multiple purposes: 1) 
it provides the teacher with feedback on how well he/she is implementing the new practice, and 2) 
it provides data for evaluating the impact of staff development on teacher practice. Later on, after 
the teacher has used the new practice for a longer period, he/she may assess how the new practice 
has affected student achievement. Planning for evaluation before attending a staff development 
activity increases the likelihood that evaluation will take place because evaluation becomes part of 
the implementation process, not just an add-on at the end. 

5. Request funding and attend activity. 

6. Complete satisfactionform. 
This form could be a common form used across the district, or a form specific to each site. 

7. Make adjustments as needed in the follow-up and evaluation plan. 
It is possible that after attending an activity, staff may need to revise their follow-up plan based on 
a more complete understanding of the staff development activity and its relation to practice and 
student achievement. In extreme cases, this may include a decision that the activity is not 
appropriate for the intended purpose. 

8. Implement the plan and reflect on progress at specified intervals. 

9. Adjust future staff development plans based on what is learned. 
The process is intentionally circular. Planning for the next activity is based on what is learned 
from previous experience and plans are adjusted based on information gathered throughout the 
process. The process provides a feedback loop for sites and the district to adjust plans for staff 
development based on what is learned about its effectiveness. 

III. The Committee should implement a districtwide system for collecting 
information on the impact of staff development. 

Site level staff are limited in their level of experience with evaluation and the amount of time they 
have available for evaluation activities. By developing a districtwide system, the Committee could 
eliminate the need for each site to design its own system, and could facilitate aggregate reporting 
because there would be some standardization across sites. The purpose of this system would be to 
assess the impact of the staff development program in each site and across the district, not to judge 
individual staff members. 

The district could support the evaluation process at each site by developing forms and processes 
that sites could use, or modify, to plan and evaluate site staff development activities. Standardized 
forms could include the following: 

•a satisfaction survey that participants would complete after attending a staff development 
activity, 

•a planning and reflection Jann that staff would use to request staff development funds and 
to report on the impact of the activity on practice and student achievement, 

•a revised building staff development reporting format based on the forms described above 
and revisions to the staff development process. 
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The process should include a range of options for collecting information on how staff development 
may be impacting staff practice and student achievement. Not every expenditure would need to be 
evaluated by the same method or to the same extent. The committee should establish guidelines for 
determining the level of evaluation needed. For example, the amount of expenditure, or the degree 
of uncertainty of the intended effect, or the visibility of the activity could be factors in determining 
the level of evaluation needed. Varying the level of evaluation will help the district use evaluation 
dollars effectively by targeting them where they are most needed. · 

The process should also take advantage of existing data or data being collected for other reasons. 
For example, information collected through the PDP or to assess progress on SIP goals may serve 
a dual purpose in providing indications of the impact of staff development. 

In addition to developing a satisfaction survey that could be used by all sites, the district should 
develop a process for compiling information gathered through satisfaction forms and make this 
information available throughout the district. Currently, although sites may collect information on 
participant satisfaction with staff development activities, there is no formal process for sharing this 
information among the sites. Maintaining this information in a central location would make this 
information accessible to a wider audience. 

IV. Strengthen staff development practices. 

To increase the impact of its staff development expenditures, the district needs to do more to 
support staff in transforming the knowledge they acquire in staff development sessions into 
changes in practice. Teachers need time to incorporate what they have learned into their practice 
and they need the opportunity to share and reflect on what they are learning with their peers. 
Unless teacher time spent on these activities is considered valid, their attempts to apply what they 
have learned will be scattered and most of the knowledge they gain through staff development will 
end up on the shelf. Some specific needs and recommendations are as follows: 

1 . Encourage sites to focus their staff development on fewer goals and continue working on these 
goals for a sustained period. Establishing a link between staff development and student 
achievement will be easier if sites focus on a few goals rather than many. When sites are 
pursuing numerous goals and/or change their goals often, it makes it difficult to collect useful 
infonnation on the impact of staff development because change in staff practice takes sustained 
effort, and the impact on student achievement is not immediate. 

2. Staff development planning and evaluation should be coordinated with the School 
Improvement Plan process because staff development is one possible strategy or action for 
accomplishing goals identified in a SIP. This coordination will provide a focus for staff 
development activities and reduce duplication in evaluation and reporting. The QUIP process 
should include a review of a site's staff development process to provide an external perspective 
on the evaluation. 

3. "Provide adequate time during the work day for staff members to learn and work together to 
accomplish the school's mission and goals" (National Staff Development, 1995). This should 
also include time to gather information on the impact of staff development and reflect on 
progress. As a first step, the Committee could identify options for freeing up staff time and 
pilot test some of them during the next year. 

4. Build capacity at sites to facilitate planning and evaluation of staff development activities. 
Several skills are needed at the site-level to implement the staff development process described 
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above. There could be one person at a site who provides these skills, or there could be several 
people that fulfill this need, but they must be available as a resource to staff during the work 
day . The necessary skills are as follows: 

a. Establishing the link between staff development activities and needs that are in the DIA, 
SIP, or PDP. This includes the ability to use information provided by the district on 
student achievement to identify needs for staff development. 

b. Helping staff develop a plan for implementing knowledge gained through a staff 
development activity and a plan for assessing progress. 

c. Coordinating data collection and reflection on the impact of staff development activities. 

d. Reporting on the impact of site staff development activities to the Districtwide Staff 
Development Committee. 

e. Provide teachers with technical support and training on how, at the classroom level, to 
collect data about changes in teaching and content and also how to use such information 
more effectively. 

Developing this capacity will take time. The staff person or person(s) responsible for these 
tasks will first need training and then they will need time to work with their staff. The district 
may also need to identify resource persons that sites can consult to identify appropriate staff 
development activities. 

5. Promote more interaction among teachers who are attempting to implement changes in practice 
both within a school site and across sites. Teachers at the secondary level, particularly, noted 
the need for more time to share new information and outcomes of classroom efforts towards 
change with colleagues. 

6. Provide sites with the information they need to identify staff development needs and evaluate 
the impact of staff development on student achievement. Often this information is not collected 
by the district, or it is not available in the disaggregate. The Committee should work with 
teachers and staff in the research, evaluation and assessment department to identify the needed 
information and assist staff to use this information for planning and evaluating staff 
development. 

7. Provide principals with a list of the districtwide staff development session topics for the 
upcoming academic year by August so that principals can then "fill in the gaps" for what is still 
needed or desired at the building level. 

8. Refine some of the criteria and assist sites in removing barriers to implementing them. Specific 
areas of the criteria to consider are as follows: 

•What are the expectations for including a representative group of the site community in 
decisions about how staff development funds will be spent, and for making these funds 
available to the entire site community? 

•How closely should staff development activities be linked to the District Improvement 
Agenda, School Improvement Plans, and Professional Development Plans? 

9. Provide training to help staff implement the Minnesota Graduation Standards. 
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10. Use the National Staff Development Council's standards as a guide to practice. Assist staff in 
making the connection between the district's staff development process and the national 
standards. 
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This report describes an evaluation study of site-level staff development practices in the 
Minneapolis Public Schools. The study was commissioned from the Center for Applied Research 
and Educational Improvement at the University of Minnesota by the Districtwide Staff 
Development Committee of the Minneapolis Public Schools. The Committee views this study as a 
first step toward their goal of demonstrating a link between staff development and student 
achievement. 

Background for the Study 

The Minneapolis Public Schools have a strong commitment to staff development as a way to 
improve teaching practice and, ultimately, student achievement. During the 1996-1.997 school 
year, the district allocated 2.5% of its general budget for staff development. Half of these funds 
went directly to the sites, in accordance with Minnesota statute, and another 25% was available to 
sites by application to a grant program that encourages exemplary practices in staff development. 
The remaining 25% was used for districtwide staff development workshops. 

To facilitate staff development at the site-level, the Districtwide Staff Development Committee was 
established. The focus of the committee is as follows: 

•To develop a district staff development plan. 

•To advise the site decision making teams about the plan. 

•To evaluate staff development efforts at the site level. 

•To report staff development results to the Minneapolis Board of Education and to the state 
commissioner of education. 

During the 1996-1997 school year, the committee membership included 17 people representing 
various staff roles in the district, such as the following: principals, educational assistants, teachers 
and parents. 

To provide sites with guidance in making effective use of their staff development dollars, the 
Committee established a set of criteria for spending staff development money (hereafter referred to 
as "criteria"). The complete criteria are included in the Appendix; they include statements such as 
the following: 

•All staff development will support student learning through increased/improved staff 
effectiveness as reflected in the District Improvement Agenda, the School Improvement 
Plan, and Professional Development Plans. 

•Staff development funds will be focused on development of professional skills and are 
used primarily for group activities, not individual requests. 

•Al l staff development will demonstrate a clear relationship between specific goal and 
results. Site staff development committees, in conjunction with their leadership teams , 
will develop a process for assessing the effectiveness of the school staff development 
activities. Improved student performance must be part of that assessment. 
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At the end of each school year, each site is required to submit a report to the Districtwide Staff 
Development Committee on their site's staff development activities. The information in these 
reports is used by the committee in its mandatory annual reports to district and state boards. 

In November, 1996, the Districtwide Staff Development Committee of the Minneapolis Public 
Schools contracted with the Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement (CAREI) at 
the University of Minnesota to evaluate site-level staff development practices. The Committee 
envisioned that the study would be a first step for the district in accomplishing its ultimate goal of 
being able to document the impact of site-level staff development on student achievement. With 
this plan in mind, the Committee developed three questions to focus this study: 

1 . To what extent do sites follow district criteria for spending staff development money? 

2. How are sites currently tracking the impact of staff development on student 
achievement? 

3. How could the process of evaluating site staff development activities be improved? 

The purpose of this report is to summarize the results of this evaluation study. The report begins 
with a description of the study design and data collection methods. Then, the results of the study 
are summarized separately for each of the three methods used to collect information. The report 
closes with conclusions based on findings across data collection methods and recommendations for 
strengthening the practice and evaluation of site-level staff development activities. 

Evaluation Design and Methods 

Design 

The evaluation was designed to address the three study questions identified by the district 
committee. CAREI proposed three methods for collecting information to answer these questions: 
a written survey, a review of building staff development reports and school improvement plans, 
and case studies. Table 1 shows the methods used to collect information on each question. For 
the first study question, the table also shows which methods were used to assess site compliance 
with specific criteria and which criteria were not included in the assessment. Members of the 
district committee reviewed and approved the design and methods throughout the study. 
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Table 1 
Guiding Study Questions and Data Sources 

Survey Reports Case Study 
I. T o what exten t do sites follow d is t r ict cr iteria for 
sp ending s ta ff d evelopmen t m oney? Criteria are listed 
b e lo w : 
The purpose of SD is to enhance the professional perfo rmance of all 
employees in the district so that our mission can be rea li zed: We 
ex ist to ensure that all students learn . (Not measured) 
The district wide SD committee expects that the fo llowing criteri a for 
spending sta ff development money will be communicated to and 
understood and adhered to by all staff and members of the site 
community . (Not measured) 
All SD wi ll support student learning through increased/i mproved staff x x x 
effecti veness as refl ected in the DIA, the SIP, and PDPs. 
All staff development will demo nstrate a clear relationshi p between x x x 
specific goals and results. Site staff development comm ittees wi ll 
develop a process fo r assessing the effecti veness of the school staff 
development activities. Improved student performance must be part 
of that assessment. 
Staff development funds will be foc used on development of x x 
profess ional ski lls and are used primari ly fo r group activities, not 
ind ividual requests. 
Decisions about how staff development funds wi ll be spent wi ll be x x 
made by a representative group of the site community and made 
ava il able to the entire community. (staff, students, families, 
comm unity and business reps). 
To max imize ski ll development , SD wi ll have fo ll ow-up over time x x x 
and will be supported at the site through the PDP process. 
SD acti vit ies will be shared and replicated among sites and staff as x x x 
appropriate. 
SD funds should not be used to pay fo r college credit port ions of 
workshop fees. (Not measured) 
Expenditures for fo od, travel, and lodging should be str ictly li mited 
and carefu ll y monitored by the SD committee. (Not measured) 
Staff deve lopment hourl y rate will be paid for the time beyond the 
defi ned workday only. (Not measured) 
II. H ow are sites cur rently t r ackin g the impact of staff x x x 
development on student achievement? 
III. H ow could the process of evaluating s ite staff x x x 
development activities b e improved? 

Written Survey 

The purpose of the written survey was to establish a baseline picture of how each site currently 
uses the criteria in making staff development decisions and the perceived impact of staff 
development on student achievement. The written survey was developed by CAREI with 
assistance from the district committee and staff at 12 sites. There were several steps in the process. 

First, to gain an understanding of MPS language and MPS issues related to staff development, 
CAREI conducted telephone interviews with 2-3 people at 12 sites . These sites were selected by 
members of the Districtwide Staff Development Committee to reflect a range of staff development 
programs in the district. For each site, CAREI staff attempted to interview the principal, the site 
staff development committee chair and/or co-chair, and the PDP contact or another member of the 

Center fo r Applied Research and Educational Improvement 3 



site staff development committee. The interview guide contained open-ended questions which 
asked the respondents to describe various elements of the staff development process at their site. 
Information from these interviews was used to develop the survey items and response options. 

Next, the di strict committee reviewed a draft of the survey and suggested some minor revisions. 
After these changes were made, the survey draft was faxed to one staff member at 3 of the 12 sites 
and this staff member reviewed the survey with CAREI over the phone to assess how 
understandable the items were and get their feedback on the overall survey . Their comments and 
concerns were incorporated into the final survey, which is included in the Appendix. 

The survey was sent to staff and administrators in 90 sites. The principal or administrator of each 
site received one copy of the survey and multiple copies were sent to the chair of each site staff 
development committee. The chair was asked to complete one copy of the survey and to distribute 
surveys to the following other people at their site: the co-chair if applicable, the PDP contact, and 
another member of the site staff development committee. If a co-chair was shown on the mailing 
li st provided to CAREI by the district, the chair received four copies of the survey . If a co-chair 
was not listed, the chair received three copies. The survey was sent to multiple people at each site 
so that we could compare reports and assess whether their was a common perception at the site . 
Overall , 360 surveys were mailed out. 

Document Review 

The purpose of reviewing site staff development reports was twofold. First, because the reports 
refl ect the staff development activities of sites during the 1995-1996 school year, the reports were 
reviewed to assess how well sites followed the criteria. Second, because the report is part of the 
existing system for collecting information about the activities and impact of staff development in 
the district, the reports were reviewed to assess their effectiveness as a means for providing the 
district committee with information for reporting and evaluation purposes . 

The district provided the CAREI with building staff development reports from 71 sites and school 
improvement plans from 65 of these sites. CAREI developed a recording form for reviewing these 
reports based on the information needed to answer the study questions. The form includes 
information in areas such as the following: whether funds were used for group or individual 
activities, whether information on the impact of staff development on teacher practice of student 
behavior was included, whether the staff development activities were aligned to the district 
improvement agenda and the school goals. A copy of the recording form is included in the 
Appendix. 

Two members of the CAREI team reviewed the reports and consulted with each other throughout 
the process to ensure that they were coding the results consistently. 

Case Studies 

Four schools were selected to be examined in-depth as case examples of staff development at the 
local school level. Selection criteri a included prior evidence that staff development activities were 
in place and had shown some initial signs of positive impact. The array of schools included are the 
fo llowing: one high school , one middle school , one elementary school , and one school that had 
some unique feature to its structure (e.g., a magnet school). Geographic representation from 
across the city was sought (north and south) and willingness by the school principal to have a team 
of data gatherers in the school for 2-3 days were also part of the decision of which schools to 
examine. The methods used to gather data included small -group and individual interviews, 
classroom observation, attendance at school meetings, and review of local school forms . 
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At each of the four schools, CAREi attempted to interview employees in all job categories. Those 
interviewed included the following: teachers, administrators, classified staff, and custodians. 
Nearly all of the teachers at the four schools participated in either small group or individual 
interviews. The questioning route for the interviews was developed with input from the 
Districtwide Staff Development Committee and from responses to the open-ended questions on the 
written survey that sites had completed earlier. The written survey highlighted areas in which 
answers were still needed -- areas that were best explored orally via an interview, with opportunity 
for probes to clarify the response. A copy of the questions used in the interviews can be found in 
the Appendix. 
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Study Results 

This section of the report summarizes the study results based on the method used to gather the 
information. The results of the written survey are reviewed first. The next section of the report, 
the conclusions, is based on a synthesis of the results from all three data collection methods. 

Results from the Written Survey 

This subsection describes the results of the written survey that was mailed to representatives at 90 
sites in the Minneapolis district. After discussing the rate of response to the survey, the survey 
findings will be summarized according to the criteria the survey was designed to measure. The 
criteria assessed by the survey are as follows: 

•Relationship Between Goals and Results. All staff development will demonstrate a clear 
relationship between specific goal and results. Site staff development committees, in 
conjunction with their leadership teams, will develop a process for assessing the 
effectiveness of the school staff development activities. Improved student pe1formance 
must be part of that assessment. 

•Funds Used Primarily for Group Activities. Staff development funds will be focused on 
development of professional skills and are used primarily for group activities, not 
individual requests. 

•Funds Available to Entire Site Community and Decisions Made by Representative Group. 
Decisions about how staff development funds will be spent are made by a representative 
group of the site community and made available to the entire site community. 

•Follow-Up Over Time and Support Through the PDP Process. To maximize skill 
development, staff development will have follow-up over time and will be supported at the 
site through the PDP process. 

•Sharing and Replication. Staff development activities shall be shared and replicated 
among sites and staff as appropriate. 

Response Rate 

In 84 of the 90 sites included in the study, at least one staff person completed a survey. Thus, the 
survey findings in this report are based on information provided by 93 % of the sites in the district. 
Although no information is available on the staff development practices at the sites for which no 
surveys were returned, the high response rate increases the likelihood that the findin gs are 
representative of staff development practices throughout the district. 

Overall , of the 360 surveys that were mailed out, 2 10 were returned. After adjustments were made 
for sites in which one person holds multiple roles 1 (such as principal and PDP contact), the overall 
response rate for the survey is 61 %. The rate of return for principals, staff development chairs and 

1 In calcul ating the survey response rate, the total number of returns possible was reduced from 360 to 344 because at 
16 si tes, the PDP contact was the same as either the principal or the site chair and these people were not expected to 
complete the survey twice. This results in an overall response rate of 61 %. 
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PDP contacts are shown in Table 2. Site staff development c01mnittee chairs had the highest rate 
of return at 78%. It should be noted that on 16 of the 2 10 complete surveys, the respondent 
reported having more than one role, and in all 16 cases this was the role of PDP contact in addition 
to principal or staff development committee chair. Therefore, the response rate for PDP contacts 
would be slightly higher than shown in the table because these people fulfill multiple roles but only 
needed to complete one survey. Fifty surveys were returned by people who checked "other" on 
the item asking about their role. Most often, these respondents described their role as a member of 
the staff development com1nittee. 

Table 2 
Response Rate for Written Survey 

Number of 
Role at Site Number of Returns Returns Possible Response Rate 
Principal or 
administrator 59 90 66% 
Site staff development 
cominittee chair 70 90 78 % 
PDP Contact 3 1 90 34% 
Other role 50 not applicable not applicable 
Multiple roles 16 not applicable not applicable 
Overall 2 10 344 61 % 

To give equal weight to each site in summarizing the survey results , the findings are based on 
information from one survey at each site. If the summary were based on all 210 completed 
surveys, the results would be biased towards the practices of sites that returned a greater number of 
surveys and would underrepresent the practices at sites that returned fewer surveys . For the 62 
sites that had more than one survey completed, the decision about which survey to include was 
based on the following order of priority: the site chair, the site co-chair or another member of the 
site staff development cominittee, or the principal. 

As a result of this selection process, the survey results summarized in this report are based on 
surveys completed by people in the following roles: 

•73 % are chairs of the site staff development cominittee (including 11 % who were the site 
chair and the PDP contact). 

• 14% are other cominittee members. 

• 13% are PDP contacts. 

•14% are principals. 

In reviewing the results, it is important to remember that they are based on the perspective of one 
person at each site and this perspective may not be shared by all staff at that site. In the last portion 
of this subsection , the level of agreement among survey respondents within a site will be 
exainined. This analysis will provide information on the likelihood that the respondent on whom 
thi s summary is based has the same perspective on the staff development process as other members 
of the site community. 
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Relationship Between Goals and Results 

The survey asked sites to report on whether or not they evaluate their staff development activities 
and the types of information gathered fo r this purpose. The results indicate that when sites collect 
information to evaluate staff development activities, it is most likely to be information on 
participant satisfaction . Two-thirds of the sites report collecting this type of information. Most 
often (48%) they base this evaluation on anecdotal information, perhaps through informal 
discussions. Another common method is paper and pencil surveys completed by participants; 
44% of the sites said they gather this type of information. 

Sixty-three percent of the sites report that they evaluate their staff development activities by 
collecting information on the impact on student achievement. Sites use a range of methods to 
gather this information as shown in Figure 1. The most typical methods are anecdotal information 
(43%) and standardized assessments (44%) . Seven respondents wrote in specific types of 
information on their survey; these include the following: student grades and attendance; 
monitoring of student outcomes; reading assessments; self-monitoring reading checklists; and 
parent surveys. 
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Figure 1 
Which Types of Information Are Gathered to Evaluate the 

Impact of Staff Development on Student Achievement? 
(N= 84 Sites) 

Other 6% 

Standardized Assessments 44% 

Teacher Developed Assessments 37% 
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Paper and Pencil Surveys from Participants 21 % 

Interviews With Students 19 % 
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Almost half of the sites (48%) evaluate the impact of staff development on teacher practice. The 
most common type of information gathered is anecdotal (39%) as shown in Figure 2. Other types 
of information used less often are paper and pencil surveys (19% ), classroom observation (18 % ) 
and interviews with teachers (16% ). Ten respondents described specific types of information 
collected to assess the impact on student practice; these included the following: 

• "PDP process." 

• "Paper and pencil write up by participant." 

• "Follow up with the end product being written (lesson plans, etc.)." 

•"Information on attendance, motivation and north central goals evaluation." 

Cen ter for Applied Research and Educational Improvement 11 



Figure 2 
Which Types of Information Are Gathered to Evaluate the 

Impact of Staff Development on Teacher Practice? 
(N= 84 Sites) 
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Funds Used Primarily for Group Activities 

The survey results show that although 99% of the sites have a process for an individual to request 
funds for staff development, over half of the sites (56%) set a limit for the percent of staff 
development funds that can be used for individual staff development activities. 

Participation in Decisions about the Use of Staff Development Funds 

Well over three-fourths of the sites (89%) said their site has a staff development committee, which 
the survey defined as a group whose primary function is to make deci sions about spending staff 
development funds. Six percent said that another committee had responsibility for these decisions. 
Examples of these descriptions were as follows: 

•"Everyone, the entire staff ' (3 sites). 

•"A leadership or administrative team" (2 sites). 

•"Teachers and administrative team" (1 site). 

•"S taff teams make decisions on a portion of the funds" (1 site). 

However, not all stakeholder groups in the site community are represented on the committee that 
makes staff development decisions, nor do they seem to be generally involved in decisions about 
how staff development money is spent. 

The survey asked respondents to write in the number of committee members from the groups 
shown in Table 3. The results indicate that it is unlikely that any groups other than teachers and 
principals and assistant principals are members of the committee responsible for making staff 
development decisions. Although some schools reported having members from other groups, 
such as students or parents, the most common response for groups other than teachers or 
principals is zero. A fairly large percent of respondents either checked, "don't know" or left the 
column blank for these groups (24%-91 % ). It is unclear why the respondents wouldn't know 
how many members of these groups were on their committee. 
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Table 3 
Number of Representatives on Committee from Various Groups in Site Community 
(N=84) 

Group Type Percent 
Principal and assistant principals 

None 0% 
One 11 % 
Two 69% 
Three or more 10% 
Don't know 11 % 

Licensed teaching staff 
None 0% 
One 1% 
Two 12% 
Three 11 % 
Four 12% 
Five 16% 
Six or morea 42% 
Don't know 7% 

Educational assistants, paraprofessionals 
None 48% 
One 24% 
Two 2% 
Three or more 2% 
Don't know 24% 

Classified staff 
None 44% 
One 18% 
Two 1% 
Three or more 0% 
Don't know 37% 

Students 
None 64% 
One 2% 
Two 0% 
Three or more 0% 
Don't know 33% 

Parents 
None 57% 
One 13% 
Two 0% 
Three or more 1% 
Don't know 29% 

Business representatives 
None 62% 
One 5% 
Two 0% 
Three or more 0% 
Don't know 33 % 
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Table 3 (continued) 

Group Type Percent 
Community members not included in any 
group listed above 

None 61% 
One 2% 
Two 0% 
Three or more 0% 
Don't know 37% 

Others 
None 6% 
One 1% 
Two 1% 
Three or more 1% 
Don't know 91 % 

aThe number of teachers that sites reported being on the committee ranged from 
1-17 with an average of 6 teachers and most typicaily five teachers. 

Forty-four percent of the sites had criteria for how teaching staff must be represented on the 
committee that makes decisions about staff development. The type of criteria reported include the 
following: 

• 11 % said there is one representative from each department or team. 

• 10% said that staff volunteer for the committee and they try to get representativeness. 

•6% say there must be one representative from each grade level. 

•5% said there is one representative from the lower grades and one from the upper grades. 

• 1 % said there is one representative from each subject area. 

Another survey item addresses this criteria in a slightly different manner. Respondents were asked 
to rate the level of involvement by each stakeholder group in staff development decisions. The 
results are shown in Table 4 and Figure 3. The group most likely to be "extremely involved" are 
licensed teaching staff (67%) followed by principals and assistant principals (55% ). In contrast, 
over half of the sites said that students, business representatives , and community members were 
"not at all involved" in decisions. 
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Table4 
Involvement in Staff Development Decisions 

i'o ~ t'o ~o ~ s ,::,.0 §<bo -~ ,::,.0 ~~0 <::>° o~ Mi ss in g 
~<lJ § s<bif ~d;§ 0- ,::,.0 +.<" 
q~ 00~ ~qj~ ~~ 

Principal and assistant principals 55% 32% 8% 1% 0% 4% 
Licensed teaching staff 67% 25% 6% 0% 0% 2% 
Educational assistants, 2% 35% 38% 20% 0% 5% 
paraprofessionals 
Classified staff 1% 19% 26% 24% 14% 16% 
Students 1% 5% 12% 75 % 1% 6% 
Parents 4% 14% 31% 43 % 1% 7% 
Business representatives 0% 7% 7% 67% 6% 13 % 
Community members not included 1% 5% 11 % 63 % 7% 13% 
in any group li sted above 
Others 1% 0% 0% 5% 0% 94% 
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Figure 3 
How Involved is Each Group Listed Below in 

Staff Development Decisions? 
(N= 84 Sites) 
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Use of Staff Development Funds by Members of Site Community 

The survey results clearly show that staff development funds are primarily used to fund activities 
for teachers (Figure 4 and Table 5). Over two-thirds of the sites (71 % ) reported that "a lot" of their 
staff development funds were used to fund activities for licensed teaching staff in the 1995-1996 
school year2 . The next group for which "a Jot" of funds (11 %) were used was educational 
assistants and paraprofessionals. 

In contrast, more than half the sites reported that "none" of their staff development funds were 
used to fund activities for either community members (56%) or business representatives (57% ). 
Students were also less likely to use the funds ; 46% of the sites reported that "none" of their funds 
were used for students. 

In interpreting these results, it is important to remember that teachers represent the largest 
proportion of the site community at any given site, hence it is not unexpected that they would 
receive the largest portion of staff development funding. 

Table 5 
Use of Staff Development Funds 

cY- .~0 ~0 ~ ~0 
"?'-v e:,O v ~o <:::P o~ Missing '*-"' 

Principal and assistant principals 4% 30% 38% 6% 12% 11 % 
Licensed teaching staff 71 % 18% 1% 0% 5% 5% 
Educational assistants, 11 % 49% 25% 2% 6% 7% 
paraprofessionals 
Classified staff 8% 25% 21% 6% 19% 20% 
Students 1% 12% 16% 46% 14% 11 % 
Parents 2% 13 % 35% 27% 12% 11 % 
Business representatives 0% 0% 7% 57% 19% 17% 
Community members not included 0% 2% 7% 56% 19% 16% 
in any group listed above 
Others 0% 1% 0% 4% 4% 92% 

2Two sites based their responses on acti vity during the 1996- 1997 school year because they did not receive funds in 
1995- 1996. 
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Figure 4 
During the 1995-96 School Year, How Much of Your 
Site's Staff Development Funds Were Used to Fund 

Activities for Each of the Groups Listed Below? 
(N= 84 Sites) 
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Follow-Up Over Time and Support Through the PDP Process 

To maximize skill development, the criteria encourage sites to provide staff with support to 
implement the knowledge they gain through staff development activities. The survey assessed use 
of two types of support for staff development: the Professional Development Process (PDP), and 
follow-up strategies such as discussion groups. 

The Professional Development Process. To assess the extent that sites use the PDP as a method 
for maximizing skill development the survey asked respondents about the link between the PDP 
and staff development at their site. Five response options were provided on the survey and each is 
shown in Table 6. 

One-third of the sites said that an individual request for staff development had to demonstrate a link 
with the PDP. Another type of link, including follow-up on staff development in the PDP was 
reported by 5% of the sites. Of the 16% that described other linkages, most said that the site linked 
the PDP to building or district goals. 

The nature of some of the written comments on this item suggest that not all sites understand the 
PDP as a process for supporting staff development. Instead, they see it as another set of priorities 
to which staff development activities must be aligned. This may be a reflection in part on how the 
item was worded but it coµld also indicate a need for more education on how staff could use the 
PDP to reinforce the knowledge gained through a staff development activity, not just as something 
with which to align a potential activity . 

Table 6 
Link Between PDP and Staff Development 
(N=84) 

Description of Link 
Individual requests for staff development must demonstrate a link 
with PDP. 
No formal linkage is required . 
Our site does not have a PDP in place. 
PDP must include follow-up on staff development activities. 
Other 
Did not answer 

Percent of Sites 
32% 

29% 
6% 
5% 

16% 
13% 

Use of follow-up strategies. The survey listed three strategies sites might use to develop teacher 
practice as a follow-up to participation in a staff development activity . These strategies are shown 
in Table 7 and Figure 5. The most common strategy was to work with a peer or peers to 
implement the new skills; 41 % of the sites reported doing thi s "always" or "frequently ." One
fourth of the sites said they use discussion groups as a way to support changes in practice after a 
staff development activity. A few sites wrote in other strategies. Two sites said they attend 
activities as a team. One said they do this , "so we can plan , process, network, etc. while 
attending." 
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Table 7 
Use of Follow-Up Strategies 

~ ~ 
<l;;J qt. ct- ;-

<::Po~ Missing ~'b- <§' ~~ ~ qJ- +-~ ~ ~ # ~ ~ 

~'flj 00 

Participants attend a series of 2% 21% 54% 8% 6% 2% 6% 
activities on the same topic. 
Participants work with a peer or 8% 33% 46% 5% 1% 4% 2% 
peers to implement new skills. 
Discussion groups. 4% 21% 49% 14% 4% 4% 5% 
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. Figure 5 
Use of Follow-Up Strategies 
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The survey also asked respondents to rate the effectiveness of the follow-up strategies listed. 
These results are shown in Table 8 and Figure 6. The strategy with the highest rating was to have 
participants work with a peer or peers to implement new skills; 44% rated this "extremely 
effective." The two other strategies were each rated as "extremely effective" by 29% of 
respondents: discussion groups and participants attend a series of workshops on the same topic. 

Table 8 
Effectiveness of Follow-Up Strategies 

Participants attend a series of activities on 
the same topic. 
Participants work with a peer or peers to 
implement new skills. 
Discussion groups. 

29% 

44% 

29% 
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Effectiveness of Follow-Up Strategies 
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Sharing and Replication 

The survey listed strategies sites might use to share or replicate staff development within their site, 
or with staff at other sites. The most frequently used strategy to share within a site was to have 
participants report back to a subgroup of the teaching staff such as: their department, a grade level 
team, a study group, or their PDP team (See Table 9 and Figure 7). Over two-thirds (68%) said 
they used this strategy "always" or "frequently." Another common strategy was having 
participants make informal connections at their discretion; over half (56%) said they do this 
"always" or "frequently." Twelve sites wrote in addi tional strategies used by their staff. These 
strategies include the fo llowing: 

•Five sites described using a written method, such as a weekl y staff bulletin to pass on 
information . 

-Three sites make printed material available, such as "placing material s obtained through staff 
development activities on reserve in the media center for staff use." 

Table 9 
Use of Strategies for Sharing and Replication 

t-;f ~ 
00 ~~ rt- <::Po~ Miss ing ~<ti 

~ ·~ i§ Qi- *-~ ~ Qf ~ ~ ~ o~ «'Qj Cj 

Participants report back to the 17% 26% 36% 18% 1% 0% 2% 
whole teaching staff. 
Participants report back to a 13% 55% 23 % 4% 1% 2% 2% 
subgroup of the teaching staff, 
such as : their department, a 
grade level team, a study group , 
their PDP team. 
Participants make informal 21% 35% 29% 2% 1% 5% 7% 
connections at their discretion . 
A li st is published of staff who 17% 7% 13% 16% 37% 4% 7% 
have participated in staff 
development and the nature of 
those activities . 
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Figure 7 
Use of Strategies for Sharing and Replication 

(N=84 Sites) 
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The survey also asked respondents to rate the effectiveness of these strategies. The results are 
shown in Table 10 and Figure 8. Reporting back to a subgroup of teaching staff was the strategy 
that the highest proportion of respondents (29%) said was "extremely effective." 

Table 10 
Effectiveness of Strategies for Sharing and Replication 

Participants report back to the whole 
teaching staff. 
Participants report back to a subgroup of 
the teaching staff, such as: their 
department, a grade level team, a study 
group, their PDP team. 
Participants make informal connections at 
their discretion. 
A list is published of staff who have 
participated in staff development and the 
nature of those activities. 

11 % 

29% 

21% 

5% 
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Figure 8 
Eff ectiyeness of Strategies for Sharing and Replication 
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Overall, sites did not appear to share information with other sites regularly. The most commonly 
used approach was by presenting at a district workshop; 16% reported doing this "always" or 
"frequently" (see Table 11 ). Strategies that at least one-third of the sites used "sometimes" were as 
follows: discussions with staff at other sites or sharing the cost of a staff development activity 
with another site. Some sites described strategies not listed on the survey . These included the 
following: 

•"Chair attends voluntary meeting of staff development chairs to share information." 

• "Use of curriculum personnel to work with other sites." 

•"The Success for All program has a very prescriptive staff development program. It is a 
model that the MPLS. Schools should glean from as it is very successful. " 

Table 11 
Use of Strategies for Sharing with Other Sites 

~ ~ Q)V:> qJ\ ~ ~ <:Po~ Missing ~'tr § ·~ r§ el' *-~ ~ qr ~ ~ ~ § «.'qj Cj 

Discussions with staff at other 2% 6% 41% 25% 16% 5% 
sites. 
Share cost of staff development 2% 6% 32% 29% 23% 4% 
activity. 
Our site replicates an activity for 1% 6% 14% 29% 38% 7% 
another site. 
Another site replicates an 0% 5% 17% 31% 31% 8% 
activity for our site. 
Sites write proposals for 0% 5% 13 % 2 1% 49% 5% 
exemplary grants together. 
Participants present at a district 8% 8% 42% 19% 13% 5% 
workshop. 

Respondents were also asked to rate the effectiveness of strategies for sharing staff development 
with other sites. Many sites indicated that they didn't have enough information to judge the 
effectiveness of a strategy, perhaps because they are unable to follow-up with staff at the other site. 
The percent checking "don't know" on this set of items ranged from 24%-5 1 % (see Table 12) . 
However, sharing the cost of an activity with another site was rated as "extremely effective" most 
often , with 20% of the sites choosing thi s option. Presenting at a district workshop was rated as 
"extremely effective" by 17% and discussions with staff from other sites by 17%. 

6% 

5% 

5% 

8% 

7% 

5% 
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Table 12 
Effectiveness of Strategies for Sharing with Other Sites 

Discussions with staff at other sites. 
Share cost of staff development activity . 
Our site replicates an activity for another 
site. 
Another site replicates an activity for our 
site. 
Sites write proposals for exemplary grants 
together. 
Participants present at a district workshop. 

17% 
20% 

8% 

8% 

11 % 

17% 

36% 
29% 
21% 

23% 

16% 

33 % 

Agreement Among Survey Respondents Within a Site 

Missing 

16% 4% 24% 5% 
12% 4% 31% 5% 
10% 6% 48% 7% 

10% 4% 46% 10% 

10% 4% 51% 10% 

7% 4% 30% 10% 

As stated earlier, the survey findings reported above are based on responses from one survey at 
each site (hereafter referred to as the "informant"). Although surveys were sent to multiple people 
at each site, only one survey was used to prepare the summary so that the responses from each site 
would contribute equally to the summary regardless of how many people at that site completed a 
survey. In this section, the responses from all the completed surveys within a site are compared in 
order to assess the level of agreement among these respondents. 

The survey was sent to multiple people at each site, rather than just the chair of the site staff 
development committee, in order to get more than one perspective on the staff development process 
at each site. Because the survey was assessing site compliance with the criteria, there was a risk 
that the committee chair may intentionally or unintentionally present a more positive picture of the 
process at their site than is actually present. By gathering multiple perspectives from each site, we 
are able to compare survey responses to determine how similar the informant's responses on the 
survey are to the responses of other people at the same site (in 73 % of the cases , the infonnant was 
the chair). The rationale behind this procedure is that it is less likely that multiple respondents 
would bias their reports in the same direction. Therefore, if there is agreement among the informant 
and other respondents within a site, we can be more confident that the informant's responses 
present an accurate reflection of the staff development process at that site. This procedure does not 
however, provide an unequivocal test of the validity of the informant's responses, nor does it 
provide an explanation for any dissimilarities. Instead, the analysis provides information on the 
consistency of respondents ' answers on the survey and identifies areas where further analysis may 
be needed. 

There are several limitations to keep in mind when reviewing the results of this analysis. First, a 
lack of closeness between the informant' s response and those of the other respondents does not 
necessarily mean that the informant intentionally misrepresented the staff development practices at 
hi s/her site. It is possible that the informant had a different level of information about certain items 
than some of the other respondents. For example, although in preparing the summary we assumed 
that the committee chairs would have the most complete information about staff development 
practices at their sites, it is possible that a principal may have more specific knowledge about some 
aspects such as the level of funding for students or the extent to which a site uses follow-up 
strategies to support teachers. Second, different responses may be the result of respondents' 
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different interpretations of the answer choices. For example, how one person defines "little" may 
be the same as another person defines "some." For this reason , only major differences in 
responses should be considered important in the analysis. Third, it's possible that all respondents 
within a site could answer the items in a biased manner, thus producing similar but consistently 
biased responses. Hence, agreement among respondents is not a guarantee of a bias-free picture. 
To make a definite determination about whether or not the informant mjsrepresented the practices at 
their site, we would have to compare their response against that of an objective, fully-informed 
respondent, none of which were available in this study. However, this analysis does provide an 
indication of how consistent the perspectives are within a site and illuminates areas where further 
analysis may be needed to convey a more complete picture of site staff development practices. 

Method. For purposes of this analysis, ten sites were randomly selected from the 40 sites from 
which at least three people returned a survey. Limiting the selection to these sites allowed us to 
sample from the sites that had the most information available for analysis. The extent to which this 
information generalizes to sites with fewer than three returned surveys is unknown; however, 
there is no reason to believe the level of agreement among multiple parties within those sites would 
be notably different. The 32 items included in the analysis were selected to represent the criteria 
measured by the survey. To summarize the similarity between the informant's responses and the 
responses of other people within the same site on these items, the following procedures were used: 

1. A count of the number of times there was more than a one point difference between the 
response of the informant and at least one other respondent's response. 

2. Of these instances, a count of the number of times the informant's response was more 
positive than at least one other respondent's response. 

3. If more than one respondent's answer is greater than a one point difference from the 
informant's response, this counts as one instance of the informant's response being 
different from other respondents. 

4. In some cases, either the informant or other respondents answered "don't know" or left 
the item blank, which is labeled "missing" in the figures. These responses are not 
meaningful to this analysis and can be ignored. 

Results. Figures 9-13 illustrate the similarity of responses for each item within the ten schools. 
The informant's response is indicated in the figures by an "O" the other respondents ' answers are 
indicated by "X''s. These figures are only intended for use in comparing responses within a 
school; because the staff development process may vary among schools, we would not expect 
consistency across sites. 

Figures 9a-9h illustrate how closely respondents answered the items about how much of their 
site's staff development funds were used for various groups in the site community. An analysis of 
these responses indicates that the informants' responses are generally representative of the 
responses from other people within their respective sites. 

There were eight items on the survey in this section and, across the ten sites, there were five 
instances where the informant's response was more than one point different than at least one other 
respondent at that site. Of these instances, in only two did the informant have a more positive 
response. The fact that no pattern emerges across these items further suggests a similarity of 
perspectives among respondents within a site. If there were a widely divergent view between the 
informant and the other respondents at a site, we would expect to see a pattern across items in 
which the informant 's answer choices were consistently different from the others. This is not the 
case for any of the ten sites. 
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Figure 9a: During the 1995-96 school year, how much of your site's staff development funds were used to fund activities for principals 
and assistant principals? 
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Figure 9b: During the 1995-96 school year, how much of your site's staff development funds were used to fund activities for licensed 
teaching staff! 
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Figure 9c: During the 1995-96 school year, how much of your site's staff development funds were used to fund activities for 
educational assistants/paraprofessionals? 
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Figure 9d: During the 1995-96 school year, how much of your site's staff development funds were used to fund activities for classified 
staff? 
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i Figure 9e: During the 1995-96 school year, how much of your site's staff development funds were used to fund activities for students? 
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Figure 9f: During the 1995-96 school year, how much of your site's staff development funds were used to fund activities for parents? 
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Figure 9g: During the 1995-96 school year, how much of your site's staff development funds were used to fund activities for business 
representatives? 
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Figure 9h: During the 1995-96 school year, how much of your site's staff development funds were used to fund activities for 
community members not included in any group listed above? 
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Figures 1 Oa-lOh show the simi larity of responses to items related to the level of involvement of 
various groups in making decisions about staff development funds. Although the level of 
di scordance is higher than on the previous set of items, this rate is still reasonable. There were 
eight items on the survey in this section. In 10 instances, the informant's response was more than 
one point different from at least one other respondent. In the majority of these instances (7) , the 
informant' s response was more positive. A key piece of information to consider in interpreting 
these discrepancies is that six of the discrepancies were from the same site and, in each case, 
another respondent agreed each time with the informant. This does not preclude the possibility of 
response bias , but the fact that the informant is not alone in his/her rating tempers the possible 
concern over the level of discordance on this set of items. 
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Figure IOa: How involved are principals and assistant principals in staff development decisions? 
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Figure !Ob: How involved are licensed teaching staff in staff development decisions? 
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Figure lOc: How involved are educational assistants/paraprofessionals in staff development decisions? 
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Figure lOd: How involved are classified staff in staff development decisions? 
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Figure I Oe: How involved are students in staff development decisions? 
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Figure 1 Of: How involved are parents in staff development decisions? 
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Figure 1 Og: How involved are business representatives in staff development decisions? 
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Figure I Oh: How involved are community members (not included in any group listed above) in staff development decisions? 
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The lowest levels of agreement occur on the set of items that list follow-up strategies sites could 
use to support changes in practice (Figures 1 l a-1 l g). There were seven items in this section and 
among the 10 sites there were 29 instances where the informant's response and the response of at 
least one other respondent differed by more than one point. In a majority of these instances (19) , 
the informant's response was more positive (reporting a higher frequency of the activity than one 
or more of the other respondents) . This trend was not confined to one or two and thus indicates 
the need for caution in interpreting the reports of the informant. It may mean that the informant is 
more aware of these activities occurring, or, that he/she is painting a more positive picture 
intentionally or unintentionally -- the true reason can not be determined from the data. It is 
important to remember when interpreting the data that not all respondents have the same 
perspective. Two items within the set had discordance in at least five of the ten sites so these items 
may be particularly susceptible to multiple interpretations. These items involve the strategy of 
having staff development participants report back to the staff as a whole, and the strategy of 
publishing a list of staff who have participated in an activity and the nature of that activity. 
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Figure 11 a: As a follow-up to staff development activities, how often do participants report back to the whole teaching staff? 
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Figure 11 b: As a follow-up to staff development activities, how often do participants report back to a subgroup of the teaching staff, 
such as: their department, a grade level team, a study group, or their PDP team? 
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Figure 1 lc: As a follow-up to staff development activities, how often do participants make infonnal connections at their discretion? 
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Figure 11 d: As a follow-up to staff development activities, how often does your site publish a list of staff who have participated in staff 
development and the nature of those activities? 
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Figure 11 e: As a follow-up to staff development activities, how often do participants attend a series of activities on the same topic? 
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Figure 11 f: As a follow-up to staff development activities, how often do participants work with a peer or peers to implement new skills? 
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Figure 11 g: As a follow-up to staff development activities, how often does your site use discussion groups? 

Always 

Frequently 
Sometimes 
Rarely 
Never 
Don't know 
Missing 

School 1 School2 
Key: 'O' = Informant, 'X' = Other 

School3 School 5 School7 

.. , ~ .to:" 

... ~ 

School9 School 10 

School9 School 10 



Another set of items examined by this procedure involved strategies sites might use to share or 
replicate a staff development activity with another site (see Figures 12a-12f). The degree of 
similarity in responses was higher on these items than on the previous set, but there is still a need 
for caution. There were six items in this set and 19 instances among the 10 sites where the 
informant's response differed by more than one point from at least one other respondent. In nine 
of these instances, the informant's response was more positive, indicating a greater frequency of 
using the strategy than the other respondent had reported. Again, the trend was not confined to 
one or two sites so the results suggest caution when interpreting these survey items. It is possible 
that the informant overreported these strategies but it is also possible that they are more aware of 
their occurrence. Again, the true reason for the difference cannot be determined from this data. 
Instead, this analysis suggests using caution in drawing conclusions from these reports. One item 
in particular may be most susceptible to multiple interpretations because five sites had disagreement 
on this item. The item concerns sites working together to write proposals for exemplary grants. 
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Figure 12a: How often does your site use discussions with staff at other sites? 
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Figure l 2b: How often does your site share the cost of a staff development with other sites? 
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Figure l 2c: How often does your site. replicate an activity for another site? 
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Figure 12d: How often does another site replicate an activity for your site? 
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Figure 12e: How often does your site write proposals for exemplary grants together with other sites? 
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Figure 12f: How often do participant~ present at a district workshop? 
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The final items in the analysis asked respondents whether or not their site evaluates various aspects 
of staff development activities (Figures 13a-13c). Unlike the items reviewed earlier that had scaled 
response options, the final set of items offered respondents a choice of "yes", "no", or they could 
skip the item altogether. Because these items had a dichotomous response option, instead of a 
scaled response, there are not shades of agreement. Either respondents had the same response as 
the informant or not. 

In general, respondents within a site were not in agreement on these items. However, the 
informant was usually not alone in reporting that the site evaluated staff development. Because 
there is not a clear pattern of overreporting of evaluation activity by the informant relative to the 
respondents at their site, it is probable that the lack of agreement is due to different interpretations 
of the item. For example, one person may define evaluation more formally than another and thus 
require more systematic activity in order to answer the items in the affirmative. 

Overall, there is no strong evidence that informants consistently reported their site as being more in 
compliance with the criteria in comparison to the reports from other respondents at their site. The 
results do suggest some caution, however, when interpreting the items related to the use of follow
up strategies, sharing with other sites, and evaluation. Items in these areas had lower levels of 
agreement and thus the perspective of the informants may differ from the perspective of others at 
the site. As discussed earlier, these differences in responses may be due to a variety of factors and 
are not necessarily indicative of biased reporting by the informant. 

Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement 47 



~ 

00 

n 
0 
:::> 
~ .., 
O' .., 
> -0 
-e. 
~· 
Cl. 

:;:o 
0 
(/') 

0 
~ 
ri 
:T 
p.) 
::l 
Cl. 

tTl 
Cl. 
c:: 
0 

~. 
0 
::l 
!:?.. 

3 
-g 
ci 
~ 
3 
0 
:::> 

Figure 13a: Does your site evaluate participants' satisfaction with staff development activities? 
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Figure 13b: Does your site evaluate the impact of staff development activities on teacher practice? 
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Figure 13c: Does your site evaluate the impact of staff development activities on student achievement? 
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Summary of Written Survey Results 

•In 93% of the sites included in the study, at least one person completed a survey. In order to 
represent each site equally, the summary is based on one response per site. For sites that had 
multiple responses, the decision about which response to use was based on the following order of 
priority: 1) the site chair; 2) the site co-chair or another member of the committee; or 3) the 
principal. 

•Licensed teaching staff and principals are most likely to be "extremely involved" in staff 
development decisions. Two-thirds of the sites report that teachers are extremely involved and 
55% report that principals and assistant principals are extremely involved. 

•Staff development funds are used primarily for teacher development. Seventy-one percent of the 
sites said that "a lot" of their funds are used to fund activities for teachers. Eleven percent of the 
sites reported that "a lot" of their funds are used for educational assistants or paraprofessionals. 

•The strategy most frequently used to share staff development activities is to report back to a sub
group of the teaching staff. Over two-thirds (68%) of the sites report using this strategy "always" 
or "frequently." 

•To develop teacher practice, 41 % of the sites report that staff development participants work with 
peers to implement new skills "always" or "frequently." Other strategies used by sites "always" 
or "frequently" include discussion groups (25%) and attending a series of activities on the same 
topic (23%). 

•Forty-eight percent of the sites evaluate the impact of staff development on teacher practice. The 
most common type of information collected is anecdotal (39%.) Fewer of the sites collect 
information through methods such as classroom observation (18%) or surveys (19%). 

•Sixty-three percent of the sites evaluate the impact of staff development on student achievement. 
Sites report using a range of information; the most frequently used are standardized assessments 
(44%) and anecdotal information (43%). Over one-third use teacher developed assessments 
(37%) or observations of students (36%.) 

•Overall, there is no strong evidence that informants consistently reported their site as being more 
in compliance with the criteria in comparison to the reports from other respondents at their site. 
The results do suggest some caution, however, when interpreting the items related to the use of 
follow-up strategies, sharing with other sites, and evaluation. Items in these areas had lower 
levels of agreement and thus the perspective of the informants may differ from the perspective of 
others at the site. These differences in responses may be due to a variety of factors and are not 
necessarily indicative of biased reporting by the informant. 
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Results from Review of Building Staff Development Reports 

The purpose of reviewing staff development reports was twofold. First, because the reports reflect 
staff development activities at the site level during the 1995-1996 school year, the reports were 
reviewed to assess how well sites followed the criteria. Second, because the report is part of the 
existing system for collecting information about the activities and impact of staff development in 
the district, the reports were reviewed to assess their effectiveness as a means for providing the 
district committee with information for reporting and evaluation purposes. 

This section summarizes the results of this review. The section is organized by the criteria 
addressed by reviewing the reports; these criteria are as follows : 

•Alignment of Staff Development with District, Building and PDP Goals. All staff 
development will support student learning through increased/improved staff effectiveness 
as reflected in the District Improvement Agenda, the School Improvement Plan, and 
Professional Development Plans. 

•Relationship Between Goals and Results. All staff development will demonstrate a clear 
relationship between specific goals and results. Site staff development committees, in 
conjunction with their leadership teams, will develop a process for assessing the 
effectiveness of the school staff development activities. Improved student pe1formance 
must be part of that assessment. 

•Funds Used Primarily for Group Activities. Staff development funds will be focused on 
development of professional skills and are used primarily for group activities, not 
individual requests . 

•Follow-Up Over Time and Support Through the PDP Process. To maximize skill 
development, staff development will have follow-up over time and will be supported at the 
site through the PDP process. 

•Sharing and Replication. Staff development activities should be shared and replicated 
among sites and staff as appropriate. 

Alignment with District and Building Goals 

To assess the alignment of site staff development expenditures with goals in the District 
Improvement Agenda, CAREI categorized the activities listed on the reports by topic and then 
compared these topics to the DIA goals for the 1995-1996 school year. The results are shown in 
Table 16. The reports listed a total of 255 expenditures for staff development activities. In this 
summary, each activity is given equal weight regardless of the amount of expenditure. 

The most common topic for staff development activities was teaching strategies; 18% of the 
activities reported fit into this category. Activities related to improving student performance were 
also common ( 11 % ). Of the 19 categories created by CAREI for purposes of this review, ten 
categories correspond with DIA goals. (These topics are indicated in the table by the symbol a.) 
Of the 255 activities reported, 61 % of them are aligned with goals in the DIA. Thus, over half of 
the site staff development activities were aligned with district goals. 
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Table 13 
Topics of Staff Development Activity in 1995-1996 
(N=255 Activities) 

Topic 
Teaching strategiesa 
Improving student pe1formancea 
Leadership traininga 
Technology 
Communication 
Mathematicsa 
Other curricula (excludes mathematics, reading or science) 
Readinga 

Standardsa 
Diversitya 
Science 
Special education 
Student behaviora 
Administration 
School-to-work 
Assessment methodsa 
Student attendancea 
Miscellaneous 
Can't determine from information reported 
aTopic consistent with one or more goals of the 1995-1996 District Improvement Agenda. 

Percent 
18% 
11 % 
6% 
6% 
5% 
5% 
5% 
5% 
5% 
4% 
4% 
4% 
4% 
3% 
3% 
2% 
1% 
5% 
4% 

To assess the alignment of site staff development expenditures with building goals, CAREi 
compared the type of activities in site staff development reports with the goals listed in School 
Improvement Plans. For 44% of the activities, the alignment could not be assessed because either 
a SIP was not available or there was not enough information in the report to assess if the activity 
was aligned or not. Of the remaining activities, only 16% had a clear connection to a goal listed in 
the SIP. For the other 40%, the activity did not seem to be aligned with a SIP goal. However, it 
is possible that the activity was aligned with a district goal. 

Relationship Between Goals and Results 

Another purpose for reviewing the building staff development reports was to determine how sites 
were gathering information on the impact of staff development. The showed that the reports 
included limited information on the impact of staff development. Of the 255 activities reported, 
only 29% had corresponding inf01mation on how the activity affected teacher practice or student 
achievement. The type of information listed in the reports was as follows: 

•8% of the activities had information on changes in teacher practice. 

•9% of the activities had information on changes in student achievement. 

•4% of the activities had information on both teacher practice and student achievement. 
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For the remaining 8% of activities CAREI could not determine the type of change from the 
information provided in the report. CAREI also tried to determine the type of information sites had 
collected to assess the impact of staff development. Of the information listed in the reports for 
29% of the activities, 10% was anecdotal information, 7% was information from standardized 
tests, and 2% were from observation of student behavior. In the remaining 10%, it could not be 
determined what type of information was being described. Some examples of the information 
included in the reports are as follows: 

• "0-3 year olds met developmental milestones." 

• "It strengthened our ability to focus on a goal." 

•"Increases in scores include freshman - 14% moved from a poor/fair rating to 
good/excellent, sophomores - 72% increase in good/excellent from poor/fair .. . " 

• "Students learned to become productive contributors to our school/community ." 

• "Our continued concentration on improving reading skills for those students testing at two 
or more grade levels below their actual grade again paid dividends . Many of these 
students showed a net gain of two years or more." 

• "More staff uses Internet and e-mail to find instrnctional material." 

• "When surveyed, students had more positive opinions about different ethnic groups being 
compatible. Support groups have begun for different groups." 

Funds Used Primarily for Group Activities 

In reviewing the reports, CAREI also tried to determine what proportion of the 255 reported staff 
development activities were attended by groups and what propmtion were attended by individuals. 
The reviewed showed 44% of the activities were attended by individuals . Thirty-five percent of 
the activities were attended by groups, which CAREI defined as three or more people. Five 
percent of the activities were attended both by groups and by individuals. For the remaining 
activities (17% ), there was not enough information to assess whether the activity was attended by a 
group or an individual. 

Follow-Up Over Time, Support Through the PDP Process, Sharing and 
Replication 

CAREI also tried to assess the extent of follow-up that occurs at sites to suppmt teachers in 
implementing what they learned in staff development and the level of sharing that occurred with 
other staff and other sites. The review showed that the reports included very little information 
related to these criteria. Less than 20% of the reported activities included information on any 
strategies related to follow-up or sharing and replication. The findings can be summarized as 
follows: 

•7% of the activities had corresponding information about support through the PDP. 

•7% or the activities had coITesponding information about sharing or replication. 

•5% of the activities had corresponding information about the use of a follow-up strategy. 
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Because the report does not distinctly ask for this type of information, however, the review may 
not accurately represent the actual level of activity at the sites. Some examples from the reports are 
as follows: 

• "Continuation for the '96-'97 school year." 

•"We will be working with an outside facilitator to develop some training on 
communication issues." 

• "All staff began implementation and ongoing group discussion." 

• "Staff will continue to address climate/behavior issues through team building and 
additional all school retreats." 

Additional Observations 

The purpose of the building staff development reports is to assist the district committee in 
assessing the effectiveness of staff development and to provide the committee with information 
needed for mandatory reporting to the State Board of Education. While reviewing the reports to 
address site compliance with the criteria, CAREi noted two problems with the current reporting 
procedure. First, the form was not filled out consistently. Some sites were thorough in 
completing all the columns for each activity whereas other sites provided incomplete information or 
organized the information in a manner that made it difficult to draw connections across columns. 
For example, it wasn't always clear how the listed expenditures were related to building or district 
goals. Second, the reports did not provide much information about how staff development 
affected teacher practice or student achievement. When there was information listed, it was 
difficult to interpret and difficult to see the link between the activity and the impact reported. 

Summary of Findings from the Review of Building Staff Development Reports 

•The reports listed a total of 255 expenditures for staff development. Over half (61 % ) of these 
activities were in areas that correspond with goals in the District Improvement Agenda for 1995-
1996, the year the reports were completed. 

•The most common topic for staff development activities was teaching strategies, which accounted 
for 18% of the activities. 

•Of the 255 activity expenditures reported, 44% were used for an individual to attend an activity 
and 35% were used for a group to attend an activity. (A group was defined as three or more 
people in this review.) 

•The reports contained limited information on how staff development affected staff practice or 
student achievement. Only 29% of the activities reported also had corresponding information on 
impact. Often, when there was information listed, it was difficult to interpret and difficult to see 
the link between the activity and the impact reported. 
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Results from the Case Studies 

This section summarizes the findings from case studies of the staff development process in four 
schools. First, a brief description of each site is presented. Then, thi s is followed by a summary 
of common findings across the four sites. The complete case study report on each site is included 
in the Appendi x. 

Putnam Elementary School 

Putnam Elementary School is a neighborhood school serving grades K-6. Located in northeast 
Minneapolis, Putnam enroll s approximately 320 students. Of these, 81 .6% qualify for free and 
reduced lunch. The racial/ ethnic breakdown is split between white students (48%) and students of 
color (52%). Putnam had a 78% stability rate in 1995-95, referring to the number of students who 
remained enrolled throughout the entire school year. 

A strong visionary principal, Chris Miller, came to this school five years ago. Under her 
leadership, the development of a positive school culture for both staff and students has become a 
significant force supporting educational reforms. There has been a reduction in the number of out 
of school suspensions which has resulted in an enhanced learning environment for students. 
Posters and charts around the school describe expectations for behavior and display student 
progress . 

Steps were also taken to address staff relations and build collegiality. With the help of a mediation 
consultant, teachers discussed ways to improve communication and team work. Retreats for 
teachers and school support staff are held annually. Conversations with teachers, building 
engineers, and clerical staff emphasize the cohesiveness which has resulted from this inclusive, 
proactive approach. The low staff turnover rate as of late may, in part, be due to the success of 
these efforts. 

Improving students' reading skills has been a major focus of the district. To address this need in 
her own school , Chris was instrumental in implementing a research-based reading program 
developed at Johns Hopkins University entitled "Success For All." This initiative has been the 
sole component of the school's staff development program for the last two years. All staff 
development monies available to teachers have been combined to support the training and 
implementation of this program. 

The focus on improving reading is evident in the teachers' commitment to providing students with 
90 minutes a day of uninterrupted reading time. Students at Putnam are grouped by reading ability 
and participate daily in teacher-directed, small group instruction . At the designated reading time, 
music is played throughout the building to transition students from their regular classrooms to their 
assigned classrooms for reading instruction. This helps to create the sense of order and discipline 
that permeates the daily schedule. 

School of Extended Learning 

The School of Extended Learning (SOEL) is a Minneapolis pilot site for Year Round Education , 
coming into existence during the 1994-95 school year. Students are in school for nine hours a day 
and have a modified calendar in which they are never out of school for more than five weeks at a 
time. The school population comes mainly from North Minneapolis but the faci lity is a leased 
building in Golden Valley. 
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The nontraditional time structure of the school allows the teachers to have extra staff development 
days buil t into their calendar (7-8 days during the year) . The profess ional needs of the teachers are 
an integral part of the vision and belief system of this school. The umbrell a of "staff development" 
includes workshops, training, team meetings, and reflective thinking. 

Teachers are with students from 8:30 AM until 2: I 0 PM, with the time from 2: 10 to 4:00 PM 
being "professional time". There is also a cadre of resident teachers who help "free-up" regular 
teachers for profess ional opportunities during the day when necessary. 

The principal and creator of this school is Dr. Carole Gupton. She is visionary and articulate in her 
plans for this program. While it began as a K - 5 school , she wants very much to see it expanded 
through the eighth grade and become located in its own building in the North Minneapolis 
neighborhood. 

The goal for the School of Extended Learning is to empower all learners (students, staff, and 
significant care givers) to use resources to positively impact our changing world (paraphrased from 
the SOEL Handbook). Toward this end, Dr. Gupton and her team envision a five year process 
that begins with staff learning, which leads to planning for results , which leads to intentional 
teaching, which leads to engaged learners, which leads to student achievement. 

Teachers are represented on the Curriculum Commjttee, which functions as the staff development 
committee as well. There is strong acknowledgment of Dr. Gupton's leadership and vision
setting, along with ownership by this group of the implementation process. The comrruttee makes 
recommendations about the expenditure of staff development funds, with fin al approval given by 
the principal. 

Cohesion and collaboration toward goal attainment is further developed by the profess ional time 
built into the daily and monthly schedules. Staff meetings, which take place every six or seven 
weeks, are time for critical dialogue, usually facilitated by Dr. Gupton. Staff members report 
being renewed and re-energized by these meetings . They have worked together to align all the key 
components in the learning process . The staff is provided with adequate resources in the form of 
time and money for professional development, and they have a reasonable implementation plan that 
allows time to adjust and change. 

Anthony Community Middle School 

Anthony Community Middle School , located in south Minneapolis, serves a diverse attendance 
area, enrolling students from all socioeconorruc levels. Many cultures are represented, with 
students of color accounting for nearly half ( 46%) of the student population. There are 
approximately 770 sixth through eighth grade students who attend Anthony. A relatively low 
number of students (39. 5%) qualify for free and reduced lunch. Student turnover rate at this 
school is low compared with other secondary schools in the district. Eighty-nine percent of 
students who began the 1995-96 school year at Anthony remained enrolled throughout the entire 
year. 

Shelton Rucker, Anthony's principal, is well-liked by his staff and remains actively involved in the 
day-to-day operations of the school. One can sense the structure and order with which the school 
is managed soon after entering the building. 

Anthony has a strong reputation for having high expectations for its students. The school day at 
Anthony begins at 7: 15 AM and ends at I :45 PM. Students are placed in "teams" of approximately 
120 students each; there are three eighth grade teams, two seventh grade teams, and one 
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sixth/seventh grade team. Three world languages, Japanese, French, and Spanish, are offered in 
the school curriculum. Electives also include: computer, newswriting, conflict mediation , 
keyboarding, art, fami ly and consumer science, industrial technology , strings, band, and choir. 

There is similar variety in the types of staff development activities that teachers in this school 
participate in. While some training is linked to district-wide initiatives, it is also the case that the 
staff development committee invites input from teachers regarding their needs. Teachers also 
spoke of being able to attend staff development training based on their own personal interests, as 
Jong as these relate in some way to the district standards. None reported being denied the abi lity to 
pursue staff development interests due to a shortage of funds. 

Edison High School 

Located in northeast Minneapolis, Edison High School serves approximately 1450 ninth through 
twelfth grade students. Almost two-thirds of the student population (60.3%) qualifies for free and 
reduced lunch, one of the highest percentages found among the di strict's high schools. Much 
diversity can be found in this school , with students of color accounting for 68% of the entire 
population. Edison's student turnover rate is average for the district. In the 1995-96 school year, 
for example, 72% of Edison's students remained enrolled throughout the entire year. 

R. Craig Vana has been the principal at Edison for four years. His inclusive leadership style 
engages all stakeholders in discussions and sets clear guidelines for how the school will work 
towards a goal or an outcome. The staff members then plan and carry out the tasks that will enable 
the goal to be attained. This is a school that has wide participation by many members of the 
broadly-defined school community. 

Several magnet programs are offered at Edison. The business/finance magnet consists of three 
elements: a rigorous tech prep curriculum, course and career counseling, as well as on-site work 
experience, including mentoring and apprenticeship. The education magnet provides students 
opportunities to work with college students and teachers to learn about the field, and also to work 
with children in a variety of education settings. Finally , the service occupations magnet offers 
three separate programs to help students explore possible career options: early childhood 
education/child care careers, cosmetology training, and food service careers and training. All of 
these provide students with hands-on experiences, relevant course work, and counseling and 
support in making post-secondary education and/or career decisions. 

Other strengths of this school include both its management council and staff development 
committee. The Edison High School Management Council, which was established in 1990, is 
made up of students, parents, licensed support services staff (counselors, nurse, etc.), non
licensed support services staff (engineers, paras, etc.), teachers, special needs staff, assistant 
principals, and principal. The council developed the 1994-1997 School Improvement Plan, which 
addresses curriculum and instruction, fami ly/ community relations, and school climate, delineating 
goals for each area. 

Edison 's SIP also plays an important part in staff development decisions made at the school. The 
staff development committee consists of 12 members and has two primary functions: responding to 
individual requests for funds and planning school-wide staff development activities. Perhaps the 
most important of these is the annual Camp Edison, held in August just before the start of the 
school year. Exemplary grants have been applied for and received for the purpose of holding these 
off-site training sessions for the last three years . 
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Common Findings Across Sites 

The statements below summarize common findings from the case studies of staff development 
practices at four sites in the district: 

•Many teachers are unable to specifically relate a particular staff development activity to a change in 
classroom practice. A change may have occmTed, but identifying specifically or in isolation what 
may have changed was difficult. The link between professional development and changes in 
behavior are not consciously considered by most teachers; when the link was considered, 
teachers talked about the lack of time to modify practice. 

•Both elementary schools had a single focus for their staff development. 

•Secondary schools had a wide range of activities in staff development, but they centered more 
around teaching strategies than content, which thus allowed the focus of their staff development 
activities to be applicable across all content areas. 

•The PDP is a mechanism that appears to be highly effective in connecting the individual teacher 
with the broader school staff development activities, and seems to be "a good fit" with the 
diversity of teachers' needs. 

•The environment of the school has direct impact upon the successful implementation of a strong 
staff development program. Environmental characteristics that facilitate success include the 
following: 

-Stable school staff (i.e., low staff turnover). 

-Clear plan of how to bring new staff into the process. 

-Teachers feeling satisfied with their working conditions (e.g., meetings are productive and 
not overly frequent, necessary instructional supplies are sufficient, although generally not 
abundant) . 

-Staff feeling "connected" with one another beyond their classroom associations. For 
example, two of the four schools have summer retreats, where attendance is optional, staff 
are compensated for their time, and where value is placed on making interpersonal 
connections with colleagues. 

•The role and leadership behaviors of the principal are prominent features of a well-functioning 
staff development program at the school level. Characteristics of the principal that were noted by 
many of the interviewees include the following: 
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-Sees the "big picture." 

-Has clearly articulated a focus on observable, measurable results. 

-Is a risk-taker and/or supports risk-taking behavior by teachers who want to try different 
educational approaches. 

-Is truly a leader who sets the tone for the school and has expectations for teachers' decisions 
and actions. 
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-Gives the staff development committee autonomy, letting teachers make decisions, but with 
the expectation that the decisions still must fit within the scope of the overall vision for the 
school. 

•Having a dialogue during all staff meetings, as well as in the professional development committee 
meetings, was important to develop a shared view of the school's goals and the relationship of 
staff development choices to achieving those goals. 

•Staff development across grade levels or disciplines enhances the likelihood that teachers will 
share common learnings and demonstrate similar changed teaching practices. In addition, teachers 
need time to discuss applications of staff development within their grade level or content area. 

•The system as a whole needs to suggest ways that teachers can become more intentional in their 
thinking about and assessment of the usefulness of certain staff development activities. 

•Evaluation of the impact of staff development on teacher practice and subsequent student 
outcomes is rare. The system as a whole needs to help sites develop systematic methods for 
evaluating staff development. 
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Summary and Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to answer the following questions: 

1 . To what extent do sites follow district criteria for spending staff development money? 

2. How are sites currently tracking the impact of staff development on student 
achievement? 

3. How could the process of evaluating site staff development activities be improved? 

In this section, information gathered by the three data collection methods (written survey, review 
of reports, and case studies) is synthesized and discussed relative to these study questions. 
Following this section are a series of recommendations to assist the district to improve the process 
of evaluating site-level staff development activities and to increase the effectiveness of staff 
development practices in the district. 

Site Compliance with Criteria 

This section summarizes information gathered during the study to assess the extent to which sites 
follow the criteria developed by the Districtwide Staff Development Committee. The section is 
organized by the criteria that were included in the study. 

Alignment of Staff Development with District, Building and PDP Goals 

The review of the previous year's site staff development reports indicated that over half (61 %) of 
the reported activities were aligned with district goals for that year. Alignment with SIP goals was 
less likely. Of the 56% of the reported activities for which alignment could be assessed, only 16% 
had a connection to a goal in the SIP. In addition, one-third of the sites said that any individual 
request for staff development funds had to show a link with the individual's PDP. Ideally , a much 
higher proportion of activities would be linked to goals. Thus, these results indicate that sites 
could strengthen the relationship between staff development and goals both at the site and district 
level. 

Funds Used Primarily for Group Activities 

The study findings indicate that the district needs to do more to encourage sites to fund group 
activities as the primary means for staff development. Of the activities reported on the site reports 
for 1995-1996, only 35% were group activities. On the written survey, 99% of the sites said that 
staff members can request funds for individual staff development activities. Over half of the sites 
(56%) said they set a limit for the percent of staff development funds that can be used for 
individual activities. 

Funds Available to Entire Site Community and Decisions Made by Representative Group 

Sites need to include a more diverse group of stakeholders in making decisions about staff 
development funds and in accessing these funds. The study findings show that a site staff 
development commfrtee is usually responsible for making decisions about staff development funds; 
89% of the sites reported having such a committee. Licensed teaching staff and principals are the 
most likely members of these committees but over one-fourth of the sites reported that they had at 
least one educational assistant on the committee. Although some sites have members representing 
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groups such as students, parents, community members, or business representatives, over half of 
the sites said none of their members were from these groups. The district could also improve 
access to staff development funds for groups other than principals and teachers. 

Follow-Up Over Time and Support Through the PDP Process 

Although some of the sites reported using strategies to support practice changes after a staff 
development activity, to make effective use of staff development funds this rate could be higher. 
The written survey results indicated that 41 % of the sites report that participants work with a peer 
or peers to implement the new skills. Another less frequent strategy is discussion groups; one
fourth of the sites reported using this method as a way to help staff follow-up on the activity and 
support changes in practice. Comments on the survey suggest that the district may need to do 
more to encourage sites to use the PDP as a way to support changes in practice. Only five percent 
of the sites said they use the PDP as a follow-up strategy for staff development. 

Sharing and Replication 

Over half of the sites use one or more strategies for participants to share the staff development 
activity with other staff at their site. The most common strategy is to have participants report back 
to a subgroup of staff or their PDP team; over two-thirds of the sites report using this method. 
Sharing and replication with other sites is less common. The most typical strategy is to have 
participants present at a district workshop, but only 16% of the sites report doing this "always" or 
"frequently." The district may want to consider how it could provide more support for these 
activities. 

Current Methods for Tracking the Impact on Student Achievement 

In addition to the areas reviewed above, the criteria also require sites to demonstrate a relationship 
between goals and results. The study findings show that many sites are collecting information 
about the impact of staff development. On the written survey, 48% of the sites said they were 
collecting information on changes in teacher practice and 63% said they were collecting information 
about changes in student achievement. However, results from the case studies suggest that 
although sites collect data on achievement, staff do not feel confident drawing a link between staff 
development and student achievement. This suggests that although sites are collecting data on 
student achievement, the link between the achievement measures and the staff development may 
not be clear. To provide a more valid assessment of this link, the district should strengthen the 
evaluation process for site staff development. 

The site staff development reports had little information about how staff development had affected 
teacher practice or student achievement. The review of these reports showed that only 29% of the 
activities reported had any corresponding information about changes in practice or student 
achievement. 

Improving the Evaluation of Site Staff Development 

The study findings indicate several areas where the evaluation of site staff development could be 
improved: 
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•Articulating the intended link between staff development and student achievement. As 
described above, although sites are collecting data on student achievement, the case study 
results suggest that staff are not confident about the link between this data and staff 
development. Unless staff are clear about the intended link between staff development 
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and student achievement, it will be difficult to evaluate the effectiveness of staff 
development spending. 

•Collecting information. Comments written in on the survey and comments made during 
interviews indicate that staff need assistance in collecting information to evaluate the 
impact of staff development. 

•Site reporting on staff development. The review of the previous year's site staff 
development reports indicates that, in order to provide useful information to the state and 
district boards of education, the format of the report needs revision. Currently, the report 
fo1mat makes it difficult to draw conclusions about the impact of staff development funds 
at the site level. 
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Recommendations 

The Districtwide Staff Development Committee and members of the staff development committees 
at individual sites have been successful in providing staff throughout the district with a high level 
of access to new knowledge on teaching and learning. The Districtwide Staff Development 
Committee has also provided a framework for staff development in the district by establishing the 
criteria, and by providing incentives through exemplary staff development grants for sites to 
explore promising staff development practices. 

The recommendations described below are suggestions for how the district could get a more 
complete picture of the impact of these staff development activities, and how staff development 
practices in the district could become even more effective. The recommendations fall within four 
major areas: 

I. Base the evaluation of staff development on a theory of change and evaluate both 
intermediate and long-term effects. 

II . Implement a staff development process that emphasizes alignment with student 
achievement goals, principles of effective staff development, and evaluation . 

III . Develop a districtwide system for evaluating site-level staff development. 

IV. Strengthen the practice of staff development in the district. 

Detailed recommendations in each of these areas are described below. 

I. Base the evaluation of staff development on a theory of change and evaluate 
both intermediate and long-term effects. 

There are several challenges to evaluating the impact of staff development on student achievement. 
Perhaps the most significant is that the link between staff development and student achievement is 
not direct - other events or changes must occur in between these two points . In other words, 
student achievement does not improve just by the students' teacher attending a workshop. The 
teacher must change his/her instruction before it is reasonable to expect any difference in student 
achievement. Thus, the evaluation plan must include a measure of teacher practice, not just student 
achievement. · 

Another challenge is that because it is not feasib le to do controlled experiments in school settings, it 
is difficult to demonstrate a cause and effect relationship between teacher behavior and student 
achievement. Without random assignment of students to teachers who are in either the 
experimental or control group, the evaluation cannot rule out other factors that could influence 
student achievement such as student maturation, learning outside the classroom, or differences in 
students' ability to learn or take tests. 

In this type of situation, we recommend basing the evaluation on the "theory of change" that 
underlies staff development. The theory can be thought of as a plausible argument, or chain of 
events, for demonstrating how staff development ultimately has a positive impact on student 
achievement. This theory at its most basic level could be as follows: 
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Staff Development----> Changes in Practice----> Improved Student Achievement 

In this evaluation approach, sometimes known as "theory-based", the evaluation measures the 
extent to which each step in the chain of events occurs. Although the evaluation cannot 
demonstrate that step A caused change B, collecting data about the extent that change B occurs 
makes it more plausible that A led to C than if we do not measure Bat all (Weiss, 1996). In other 
words, although we cannot prove that staff development causes increases in student achievement, 
by measuring the change in teacher practice, we can make a more plausible argument that staff 
development has a positive effect on student achievement. 

Besides its applicability in settings where randomization is not possible, another advantage of this 
evaluation approach is that it points out where the steps in the chain of events break down, and 
hence where corrective action should be addressed. If change in teacher practice is not observed, 
the district knows this is where it should focus its next efforts, rather than concluding that the staff 
development idea was faulty and moving on to another idea. 

Another advantage to this approach is that it helps focus the evaluation. Instead of thinking 
everything must be evaluated, laying out the theory of change and the assumptions underlying each 
step can help point out the weakest links in the chain, and therefore the points on which the 
evaluation should focus (Connell et al., 1995). If there is existing research that shows that 
increased use of manipulatives in the classroom improves student understanding of geometric 
concepts, then it may be more important to measure whether teachers accurately use manipulatives 
rather than just measuring student understanding. 

Examples. Using this approach requires up-front identification of the specifics in the theory of 
change, because the contents of the chain help focus the evaluation. For example, if the focus of a 
staff development activity is project-based learning, then the subsequent change in teacher practice 
may be the teacher redesigning lessons to use more project-based activities. Eventually, staff hope 
that by increasing their use of these techniques, they will see an increase in student reading scores. 
This plan points out that the evaluation needs to measure whether or not teachers increase their use 
of techniques aimed at multiple learning styles, and whether student reading achievement 
improves. 

The theory of change could be even more specific and there could be more than two points for data 
collection and reflection. For example, say a teaching staff attend a staff development activity on 
teaching to different learning styles in order to improve student achievement in math. The steps in 
the theory of change may be as follows: 

1. Staff attend workshop. ----> 

2. Improved staff ability to recognize differences in students' learning styles . ----> 

3. Staff modify lessons to address multiple learning styles. ----> 

4. Student math achievement increases. 

In this scenario , staff may want to collect some information to see if they have accomplished step 
2, recognizing differences in students' learning styles, before they modify their lessons. The 
rationale for measuring step 2 is that if teachers cannot correctly recognize student learning styles, 
modified lessons are unlikely to have a positive effect and may even decrease achievement. By 
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collecting data about step 2, staff can learn where they need more work, not just conclude that 
teaching to different learning styles does not improve student achievement. 

This rationale underlies the staff development process described in the next recommendation. In 
thi s process, staff specify the chain of events they intend to occur that will produce an increase in 
student achievement from staff attendance at a workshop. It also asks them to plan up front how 
they will measure steps in the chain of events, and when they will stop to reflect on whether or not 
they are on track or if they need to make adjustments in their plan. In addition to facilitating the 
evaluation of staff development, asking staff to specify the theory of change up front may make it 
easier for them to comprehend the link between staff development and student achievement, and 
make them more intentional about implementing their knowledge once they return to the classroom. 

II. Implement a staff development process that emphasizes alignment with 
student achievement goals, principles of effective staff development, and 
evaluation. 

An effective staff development process, which is linked to student achievement, goes beyond 
participation in an activity such as a workshop or conference. Effective staff development begins 
with identifying needs and continues through attending an activity, applying the knowledge gained 
through that activity, and then reflecting on how the activity has affected the need originally 
identified. All of these steps should be done with intentionality and a focus on the consequences 
for student learning, which is the purpose for all staff development. 

The list below describes the major steps in an effective staff development process. The Committee 
should work with sites and staff in other areas of the district admjnistration to implement this 
process , or something similar, districtwide. 

1. Identify needs. 
Establishing a link between staff development and student achievement must begin even before 
staff attend an activity. Staff need to be intentional in choosing a staff development activity that is 
clearly related to a need expressed in either their PDP, their site's SIP, or the DIA. In selecting an 
activity, staff must know what district, building, or individual goal they aim to affect through this 
staff development activity. For example: will the activity help a teacher more effectively teach 
reading in order to improve student reading scores; help a parent participate more effectively as a 
member of a site council; or help math teachers in revising their instructional activities to help 
students meet the Minnesota Graduation Standards? When activities are chosen without a clear 
goal in mind, it is difficult if not impossible to know whether the activity was effective. Linking 
staff development and student achievement means a staff member must know when they request 
funds which district, building, or individual goal for student achievement they intend to impact 
based on the knowledge they gain during the activity. 

2. Select a staff development activity that has been proven to affect this area of need. 
Once a need is identified, staff should select a staff development activity that has a documented 
ability to impact staff practice and student achievement in the area identified as a need. 

3. Develop a plan for follo w-up. 
The next step is to develop a plan for intensive follow-up, as suggested in the district criteria and 
the National Staff Development Council's standards (National Staff Development Council, 1995). 
The plan might include strategies such as study groups, action research and peer coaching or other 
aspects of the PDP. Making a plan for using the knowledge gained at a staff development 
workshop makes it more likely that the activity will affect teacher practice and student achievement. 
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4. Develop a plan for evaluating the impact on teacher practice and student achievement. 
As part of the follow-up plan, staff should identify how and when they will collect information to 
assess potential changes in teacher practice and student achievement. For example, a teacher may 
decide that after trying out a new activity once in his/her classroom, it would be helpful to have a 
peer observe the activity and provide feedback. This observation can serve multiple purposes: 1) 
it provides the teacher with feedback on how well he/she is implementing the new practice, and 2) 
it provides data for evaluating the impact of staff development on teacher practice. Later on, after 
the teacher has used the new practice for a longer period, he/she may assess how the new practice 
has affected student achievement. Planning for evaluation before attending a staff development 
activity increases the likelihood that evaluation will take place because evaluation becomes part of 
the implementation process, not just an add-on at the end. 

5. Request funding and attend activity. 

6. Complete satisfactionform. 
This form could be a common form used across the district, or a form specific to each site. 

7. Make adjustments as needed in the follow-up and evaluation plan. 
It is possible that after attending an activity, staff may need to revise their follow-up plan based on 
a more complete understanding of the staff development activity and its relation to practice and 
student achievement. In extreme cases, this may include a decision that the activity is not 
appropriate for the intended purpose. 

8. Implement the plan and reflect on progress at specified intervals. 

9. Adjust future staff development plans based on what is learned. 
The process is intentionally circular. Planning for the next activity is based on what is learned 
from previous experience and plans are adjusted based on information gathered throughout the 
process. The process provides a feedback loop for sites and the district to adjust plans for staff 
development based on what is learned about its effectiveness. 

III. The Committee should implement a districtwide system for collecting 
information on the impact of staff development. 

Site level staff are limited in their level of experience with evaluation and the amount of time they 
have available for evaluation activities. By developing a districtwide system, the Committee could 
eliminate the need for each site to design its own system, and could facilitate aggregate reporting 
because there wottld be some standardization across sites. The purpose of this system would be to 
assess the impact of the staff development program in each site and across the district, not to judge 
individual staff members. 

The district could support the evaluation process at each site by developing forms and processes 
that sites could use, or modify, to plan and evaluate site staff development activities. Standardized 
forms could include the following: 
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•a satisfaction survey that participants would complete after attending a staff development 
activity, 

•a planning and reflectionfonn that staff would use to request staff development funds and 
to report on the impact of the activity on practice and student achievement, 

•a revised building staff development reporting format based on the forms described above 
and revisions to the staff development process. 

Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement 



The process should include a range of options for collecting information on how staff development 
may be impacting staff practice and student achievement. Not every expenditure would need to be 
evaluated by the same method or to the same extent. The committee should establish guidelines for 
determining the level of evaluation needed. For example, the amount of expenditure, or the degree 
of uncertainty of the intended effect, or the visibility of the activity could be factors in determining 
the level of evaluation needed. Varying the level of evaluation will help the district use evaluation 
dollars effectively by targeting them where they are most needed. 

The process should also take advantage of existing data or data being collected for other reasons. 
For example, information collected through the PDP or to assess progress on SIP goals may serve 
a dual purpose in providing indications of the impact of staff development. 

In addition to developing a satisfaction survey that could be used by all sites, the district should 
develop a process for compiling information gathered through satisfaction forms and make this 
information available throughout the district. Currently, although sites may collect information on 
participant satisfaction with staff development activities, there is no formal process for sharing this 
information among the sites. Maintaining this information in a central location would make this 
information accessible to a wider audience. 

IV. Strengthen staff development practices. 

To increase the impact of its staff development expenditures, the district needs to do more to 
support staff in transforming the knowledge they acquire in staff development sessions into 
changes in practice. Teachers need time to incorporate what they have learned into their practice 
and they need the opportunity to share and reflect on what they are learning with their peers. 
Unless teacher time spent on these activities is considered valid, their attempts to apply what they 
have learned will be scattered and most of the knowledge they gain through staff development will 
end up on the shelf. Some specific needs and recommendations are as follows: 

1 . Encourage sites to focu s their staff development on fewer goals and continue working on these 
goals for a sustained period. Establishing a link between staff development and student 
achievement will be easier if sites focus on a few goals rather than many. When sites are 
pursuing numerous goals and/or change their goals often, it makes it difficult to collect useful 
information on the impact of staff development because change in staff practice takes sustained 
effort, and the impact on student achievement is not immediate. 

2 . Staff development planning and evaluation should be coordinated with the School 
Improvement Plan process because staff development is one possible strategy or action for 
accomplishing goals identified in a SIP. This coordination will provide a focus for staff 
development activities and reduce duplication in evaluation and reporting. The QUIP process 
should include a review of a site's staff development process to provide an external perspective 
on the evaluation. 

3. "Provide adequate time during the work day for staff members to learn and work together to 
accomplish the school's mission and goals" (National Staff Development, 1995). This should 
also include time to gather infmmation on the impact of staff development and reflect on 
progress. As a first step, the Committee could identify options for freeing up staff time and 
pilot test some of them during the next year. 
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4. Build capacity at sites to facilitate planning and evaluation of staff development activities. 
Several skills are needed at the site-level to implement the staff development process described 
above. There could be one person at a site who provides these skills, or there could be several 
people that fulfill this need, but they must be available as a resource to staff during the work 
day. The necessary skills are as follows: 

a. Establishing the link between staff development activities and needs that are in the DIA, 
SIP, or PDP. This includes the ability to use information provided by the district on 
student achievement to identify needs for staff development. 

b. Helping staff develop a plan for implementing knowledge gained through a staff 
development activity and a plan for assessing progress. 

c. Coordinating data collection and reflection on the impact of staff development activities. 

d. Reporting on the impact of site staff development activities to the Districtwide Staff 
Development Committee. 

e. Provide teachers with technical support and training on how, at the classroom level, to 
collect data about changes in teaching and content and also how to use such information 
more effectively. 

Developing this capacity will take time. The staff person or person(s) responsible for these 
tasks will first need training and then they will need time to work with their staff. The district 
may also need to identify resource persons that sites can consult to identify appropriate staff 
development activities. 

5 . Promote more interaction among teachers who are attempting to implement changes in practice 
both within a school site and across sites. Teachers at the secondary level, particularly, noted 
the need for more time to share new information and outcomes of classroom efforts towards 
change with colleagues. 

6. Provide sites with the information they need to identify staff development needs and evaluate 
the impact of staff development on student achievement. Often this information is not collected 
by the district, or it is not available in the disaggregate. The Committee should work with 
teachers and staff in the research, evaluation and assessment department to identify the needed 
information and assist staff to use this information for planning and evaluating staff 
development. 

7. Provide principals with a list of the districtwide staff development session topics for the 
upcoming academic year by August so that principals can then "fill in the gaps" for what is still 
needed or desired at the building level. 

8. Refine some of the criteria and assist sites in removing barriers to implementing them. Specific 
areas of the criteria to consider are as follows: 

•What are the expectations for including a representative group of the site community in 
decisions about how staff development funds will be spent, and for making these funds 
available to the entire site community? 

•How closely should staff development activities be linked to the District Improvement 
Agenda, School Improvement Plans, and Professional Development Plans? 

9. Provide training to help staff implement the Minnesota Graduation Standards. 

70 Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement 



10. Use the National Staff Development Council's standards as a guide to practice. Assist staff in 
making the connection between the district's staff development process and the national 
standards. 
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MINNEAPOLIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Districtwide Staff Development Committee 

Criteria For Spending Staff Development Money 

• The purpose of staff development is to enhance the professional performance of all employees in 
the district so that our mission can be realized: We exist to ensure that all students learn. 

• The districtwide staff development committee expects that the following criteria for spending 
staff development money will be communicated to and understood and adhered to by all staff and 
members of the site community. 

• All staff development will support student learning through increa~ed/improved staff 
effectiveness as reflected in the District Improvement Agenda, the School Improvement Plan, and 
Professional Development Plans. 

Specific goals include: 
• Reading 
• Mathematics 
• Eliminating the Gap 

Priorities in the District Improvement Agenda for 1996-97 include: 
• Curriculum Standards 
• Assessment 
• Leadership Development 
• Communication (listening and informing) 
o Family Involvement 

0 All staff development will demonstrate a clear relationship between specific goals and results. 
Site staff development committees, in conjunction with their leadership teams, will develop a 
process for assessing the effectiveness of the school staff development activities. Improved 
student performance must be part of that assessment. 

0 Staff development funds will be focused on development of professional skills and arc used 
primarily for group activities, not individual requests. 

• Decisions about how staff development funds will be spent are made by a representative group 
of the site community and made available to the entire site community.* 

• To maximize skill development, staff development will have follow-up over time and will be 
supported at the site through the PDP process. 

• Staff development activities shall be shared and replicated among sites and staff as appropriate. 

• Staff development funds should not be used to pay for college credit portions of workshop fees. 

0 Expenditures for food, travel, and lodging should be strictly limited and carefully monitored by 
the staff development committee. 

0 Staff development hourly rate will be paid for the time beyond the defined workday only. 

*site community - refers to all major stakeholder groups, including: all staff, studenL~. 
f amilics,community and business representatives April, 1996 
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Staff Development in the Minneapolis Public Schools: 
A Survey of Current Practice 

The purpose of this survey is to establish a baseline picture of staff development practices in the 
Minneapolis schools. All of the information you provide on this survey will be kept confidential. The 
completed surveys will be reviewed only by staff at the Center for Applied Research and Educational 
Improvement at the University of Minnesota and will not be released to any other parties. In any written 
or verbal reports of the survey results, the answers from all respondents in the district will be combined. 
The survey asks for the name of your school and your role at the school only to assist us in follow-up with 
non-respondents. 

Please read each item carefully and record your response by placing an X in the box that corresponds to 
your response choice unless otherwise instructed. Answer the items based on your knowledge of staff 
development practices at your site. Please complete this survey no later than February 12, 1997 and 
return it in the attached envelo e. Thank ou. 

1. School Name _____________________ _ 

2. What is your role at this school? (Check all that apply.) 
D Principal 

D Chair of staff development committee 

D Contact for professional development plans (PDP) 
D Other, please describe: __________________ _ 

3. During the 1995- 1996 school year, how much of your site's staff development funds were used to 
fund activities for each of the groups listed below? 

0-- ~0 .~0 0 ~ ~o(;:'o 
'i?-v c~:P v <:)o o~ 

',.iS 
Principal and assistant principals 
Licensed teaching staff 
Educational assistants, paraprofessionals 
Classified staff 
Students 
Parents 
Business representatives 
Community members not included in any group listed 
above 
Others, please describe: 
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4 . Can staff members request funds for individual staff development activities? 
0 No. 

0 Yes. If yes, please enclose a copy of any forms or guidelines used in these requests. 

5 . Does your site set a limit for the percent of staff development funds that can be spent on 
individual staff development activities? 
0 No. 

D Yes . 

6. How involved is each group listed below in staff development decisions? 

#o-o ~ f#-o ~o 
S°;::;,<lJ §,l> ·~;::;,<lJ ~~<lJ 

..._<zJ if- ~~# ..._<3; if- C;- ;::;,O 
0~~ 00-s- ~qj~ ~-$' 

Principal and assistant principals 
Licensed teaching staff 
Educational assistants, paraprofessionals 
Classified staff 
Students 
Parents 
Business representatives 
Community members not included in any group 
listed above 
Others, please describe: 

;-
<:>° o~ 

*-"' 

7. Does your site have a staff development committee, defined as a group whose primary function 
is to make decisions about spending staff development funds? 
0 No. 

D Yes. (Proceed to question #8.) 

7 A. If no, are decisions about spending staff development funds the responsibility of another 
group (for example: a curriculum committee, a group of administrators, an assessment 
committee, a site council)? 
0 No. 
D Yes. If yes, please describe: ____________________ _ 

2 

University of Minnesota - Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement 



8. How many representatives from each group listed below are members of the committee that makes 
decisions about spending staff development funds? Please write a number in the box beside each 
group. If you do not have a committee that makes decisions about staff development funding, place an 
X in this box 0. 

0' t-~ <::)o o~ ~">~ *s 
Principal and assistant principals 
Licensed teaching staff 
Educational assi stants, paraprofessionals 
Classified staff 
Students 
Parents 
Business representatives 
Community members not included in any group listed above 
Others, please describe: 

9. Does your site have criteria for how teaching staff must be represented on the committee that makes 
decisions about staff development? 
0 No. 

0 Yes. (Proceed to question #10.) 

9A. If yes, which statement best describes the criteria for how teaching staff must be 
represented? 
0 One representative from each grade level. 

0 One representative from each subject area. 

0 One representative from lower grades and one from upper grades. 
0 Other criteria, please describe: __________________ _ 

10 . Which of the followin g statements best describes the link between professional development plans 
(PDP) and staff development at your site? (Check only one.) 
0 Our site does not have PDP in place. 

0 No formal linkage is required. 

0 Individual requests for staff development must demonstrate a link with PDP. 

0 PDP must include follow-up on staff development activities. 
0 Other, please describe: _____________________ _ 
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11 . As a follow-up to staff development activities, how often does your site use the following strategies 
to develop teacher practice? 

~ ~ 
00 qt. ~ t" 

~rrr ~~ qi <::>° o~ 
Q)c::' i§ *-~ ~ ~ # ~ ~ 

~'Qj 00 

Participants report back to the whole teaching 
staff. 
Participants report back to a subgroup of the 
teaching staff, such as: their department, a grade 
level team, a study group, their PDP team. 
Participants make informal connections at their 
discretion. 
A list is published of staff who have participated 
in staff development and the nature of those 
activities. 
Participants attend a series of activities on the 
same topic. 
Participants work with a peer or peers to 
implement new skills. 
Discussion groups. 

1 lA. Please describe other strategies used by your site that are not listed above. 
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12. As a fo llow-up to staff development activities, how effective are the following strategies in 
developing teacher practice? 

#ill. ~ -~._Q. ~ ,fJ ~ §.~<b ...._""t. ~ <:P o~ ~·~ ~l?i.~ "<::(:' ~ Q) ~ Q) er ~ er ~ <bu *"~ #_ <bu 
(j)~ ~~Q) r§~QJ ~o~ 

Vj (j) ~(j) 

Participants report back to the whole teaching staff. 
Participants report back to a subgroup of the 
teaching staff, such as: their department, a grade 
level team, a study group, their PDP team. 
Participants make informal connections at their 
discretion. 
A list is published of staff who have participated in 
staff development and the nature of those activities. 
Participants attend a series of activities on the same 
topic. 
Participants work with a peer or peers to implement 
new skills. 
Discussion groups. 

13. How often does your site use the following strategies to share staff development with other sites? 

~ ~ 
Q)(? qt. ~ 

~'b-
Q)t::' ~~ r§ qi 

~ ~ ~Q) ~ ~ 

~ ..... Q) 00 

Discussions with staff at other sites. 

Share cost of staff development activity. 

Our site replicates an activity for another site. 

Another site replicates an activity for our site. 

Sites write proposals for exemplary grants together. 

Participants present at a district workshop. 

13A. Please describe other strategies used by your site that are not listed above. (Use back of 
page if needed.) 
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14. How effective are the following strategies for sharing staff development with other sites? 

#>,<l ~ ~._Q. ~ s. 
S·~ §.~<b ~'ri.~ ...._"'t'.~ 

<b ~ ·~ ~ ~"'t'lf <o ?f :I..~ <b(j ~Qi o~~<oo ~o~ ~~ Cj <() ~'ri~ 

Discussions with staff at other sites . 
Share cost of staff development activity. 
Our site replicates an activity for another site. 
Another site replicates an activity for our site. 
Sites write proposals for exemplary grants together. 
Participants present at a district workshop. 

15. Does your site evaluate participants' satisfaction with staff development activities? 
0 No. 

0 Yes. 

l 5A. If yes, which types of information are gathered? (Check all that apply .) 
0 Anecdotal information, perhaps through informal discussions. 

0 Interviews with participants. 

0 Paper and pencil surveys completed by participants. 

~ 
<::Po~ 
*"~ 

D Other, please describe: ______________________ _ 

16. Does your site evaluate the impact of staff development activities on teacher practice? 
0 No. 

D Yes. 

16A. If yes, which types of information are gathered? (Check all that apply .) 
D Anecdotal information, perhaps through informal discussions. 

D Interviews with participants. 

D Paper and pencil surveys completed by participants. 

D Observation of participants in classroom. 
D Other, please describe: ______________________ _ 
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17. Does your site evaluate the impact of staff development activities on student achievement? 
0 No. 

D Yes. 

17 A. If yes, which types of information are gathered? (Check all that apply.) 
D Anecdotal information, perhaps through informal discussions. 

D Interviews with participants. 

D Interviews with students. 

D Paper and pencil surveys completed by participants. 

D Paper and pencil surveys with students. 

D Observation of students. 

D Teacher developed assessments of students . 

D Standardized assessments of students. 
D Other, please describe: _______________________ _ 

18. What ideas do you have for improving the evaluation of staff development activities? 

Thank you for responding to this survey. You may return your completed survey using the attached 
stamped, addressed envelope. If the envelope is missing, please mail your survey to: Deb Ingram, Center 
for Applied Research and Educational Improvement, 265-2 Peik Hall , 159 Pillsbury Drive S.E., 
Minneapolis , MN 55455 or fax it to 625-3086. 
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Recording Form for Review of School Improvement Plans and Staff Development Reports 

If a topic appearing in a Staff Development report does not fit into a topic listed in the chart, add it to the bottom. 
SD Plan: Enter 1 if SD report mentions that they plan to do staff development on this topic. Enter 0 if it is not mentioned as 

something they plan to do but does show up as a topic they spent money on . Leave blank if it doesn't show up as 
something planned or something done. 

SIP: Enter 1 if this topic shows up in their School Improvement Plan (SIP), enter 0 if it does not. Enter NA if a SIP was not 
available. 

DIA: This column only needs to be checked for topics that you add to the list. Enter 1 if this topic fits with the District Improvement 
Agenda (DIA), enter 0 if it does not. 

SD$: Enter 1 if their staff development report shows that they spent funds on this topic, enter 0 if it does not. 
Type: Enter 1 if the staff development funds on this topic were spent for group activities, enter 2 if the funds were spent for an 

individual request. Enter 3 if funds were spent for a mix and indicate the approximate % spent on group and the approximate % 
spent on individual. Enter 4 if there isn't enough information in the report to make a determination. 

Data: Enter 1 if there is evidence in the staff development report of the impact of staff development on this topic. Enter 0 if there is not. 
A code of 1 indicates that there is information on impact that goes beyond the number of teachers attending, the number of hours 
spent on the topic, a description of the development session. 

Level: If there is evidence of impact, enter 1 if the evidence is related to changes in teacher behavior. Enter 2 if the evidence is related to 
changes in student achievement. Enter 3 if other and describe. 

Data Type: Enter the following codes to indicate the type of data available in the staff development report for evidence of impact on 
this topic: 
I-standardized test scores 
2-teacher developed test results 
3-anecdotal information 
4-data from observation of teacher behavior (must be systematic, otherwise code as anecdotal) 
5-data from observation of student behavior (must be systematic, otherwise code as anecdotal) 
6-other type of data, describe 

Summarize the data. 

University of Minnesota - Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement 



Follow-up: 

PDP: 

Replicate: 

Enter 1 if there was evidence in the staff development report of follow-up over time related to this staff development topic. 
Enter 0 if no evidence is included. If you've entered 1, describe the type of follow-up reported (eventually we may 
develop categories for these.) 
Enter 1 if there was evidence in the staff develoment report of how this topic was supported at the site through the PDP 
process. Enter 0 if no evidence is included. If you've entered 1, describe the type of support reported (eventually we 
may develop categories for these.) 
Enter 1 if there was evidence in the staff develoment report of how information from this training was shared with other 
sites or other teachers, or was replicated for other sites or teachers. Enter 0 if no evidence is included. If you've entered 
1, describe the type of sharing or replication reported (eventually we may develop categories for these.) 
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Part One. pasi:e one School Name· Grade Level· 
- -

Topic SD Plan SIP DIA SD$ Type of SD Data Level 
Improvement in 
performance for all students 
within the discipline. 
Improvement in 
performance of students of 
diverse cultures within the 
discipline. 
New strategies for teaching 
New goals for student 
performance 
Assessment methods 
School-to-work 
Career education 
Student study skills 
Strategies to meet local or 
state referendum 
requirements 
Student-student interaction 
Conflict resolution/peer 
mediation 
Relations among different 
cultures 
Student behavior 
Student attendance 
Parent participation in a 
regular school day 
School-to-home 
communication strategies 
Technology - plans 
Student understandings 
toward technology 
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Part One. pa£e two School Name· 
Topic SD Plan SIP DIA SD$ Type of SD Data Level 
Technology in the school for 
curriculum and instruction 
Technology for record 
keeping. 
Leadership 
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Part Two. pag:e one School Name· -
Topic Data Type Follow-up PDP Replicate 
Improvement in 
performance for all students 
within the discipline. 
Improvement in 
performance of students of 
diverse cultures within the 
discipline. 
New strategies for teaching 
New goals for student 
performance 
Assessment methods 
School-to-work 
Career education 
Student study skills 
Strategies to meet local or 
state referendum 
requirements 
Student-student interaction 
Conflict resolution/peer 
mediation 
Relations among different 
cultures 
Student behavior 
Student attendance 
Parent participation in a 
regular school day 
School-to-home 
communication strategies 
Technology - plans 
Student understandings 
toward technology 
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Part two, page two School Name: - -
Topic Data Type Follow-up PDP Replicate 
Technology in the school for 
curriculum and instrnction 
Technology for record 
keeping. 
Leadership 
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Case Study 
Staff Interview Questions 

School Date 

I. Staff Development Decision Making 

What kind of staff development activities are you currently doing at your school? 

Why did your school choose to engage in these staff development activities? 

How are staff development decisions made at your school? 

How does the availability of funding affect staff development decisions? 
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II. Districtwide Criteria for Staff Development 

How has your school used the districtwide criteria for spending staff development money? 

How well does staff development relate to the district standards? 

How well does staff development match your School Improvement Plan (SIP)? 

How well does staff development match Professional Development Plans (PDP)? 

Describe how participants share information after they've attended a staff development 
session? What kind of follow-up occurs? How effective is follow -up? 
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III. The Impact of Staff Development 

Teacher Practice: 

How do you think staff development activities have impacted teacher practice? 

How does your school evaluate the impact of staff development on teacher practice? 

Student Achievement: 

How do you think staff development activities have impacted student achievement? 

How does your school evaluate the impact of staff development on student 
achievement? 

When we observe classes, what kind of evidence will we see regarding the impact of staff 
development? 
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I V. Comments & Recommendations 

How do you think the process of evaluating the impact of staff development could be 
improved? 

What recommendations do you have for improving staff development activities in the 
district or at other schools? 

Any other comments or recommendations about staff development? 
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Class Observation Protocol 

School 

Teacher 

Subject 

1 . Description of class activities: 

Grade 

Date 

2. Any evidence of the impact of staff development activities on teacher practice? 

0 yes 0 no If yes, please describe: 

3. Any evidence of the impact of staff development activities on student achievement? 

0 yes 0 no If yes, please describe: 

4. Any evidence of the impact of staff development activities on other features of the 
class? 

0 yes 0 no If yes, please describe: 

5 . Any other observations: 
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CASE STUDY REPORT: 
PUTNAM ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

This report summarizes the results of a case study of the staff development practices at Putnam 
Elementary School. The study was conducted by the Center for Applied Research and 
Educational Improvement (CAREI) at the University of Minnesota and was part of a larger study 
commissioned by the Districtwide Staff Development Committee of the Minneapolis Public 
Schools in December, 1996. 

Building Profile 

Putnam Elementary School is a neighborhood school serving grades K-6. Located in northeast 
Minneapolis, Putnam enrolls approximately 320 students. Of these, 81.6% qualify for free and 
reduced lunch. The racial/ ethnic breakdown is split between white students (48 %) and students 
of color (52% ). Putnam had a 78% stability rate in 1995-95, referring to the number of students 
who remained enrolled throughout the entire school year. 

A strong visionary principal, Chris Miller, came to this school five years ago. Under her 
leadership, the development of a positive school culture for both staff and students has become a 
significant force supporting educational reforms. There has been a reduction in the number of 
out of school suspensions which has resulted in an enhanced learning environment for students. 
Posters and charts around the school describe expectations for behavior and display student 
progress. 

Steps were also taken to address staff relations and build collegiality . With the help of a 
mediation consultant, teachers discussed ways to improve communication and team work. 
Retreats for teachers and school support staff are held annually. Conversations with teachers, 
building engineers, and clerical staff emphasize the cohesiveness which has resulted from this 
inclusive, proactive approach. The low staff turnover rate as of late may, in part, be due to the 
success of these efforts. 

Improving students' reading skills has been a major focus of the district. To address this need in 
her own school, Chris was instrumental in implementing a research-based reading program 
developed at Johns Hopkins University entitled "Success For All." This initiative has been the 
sole component of the school's staff development program for the last two years. All staff 
development monies available to teachers have been combined to support the training and 
implementation of this program. 

The focus on improving reading is evident in the teachers' commitment to providing students 
with 90 minutes a day of uninterrupted reading time. Students at Putnam are grouped by reading 
ability and participate daily in teacher-directed, small group instruction. At the designated 
reading time, music is played throughout the building to transition students from their regular 
classrooms to their assigned classrooms for reading instruction. This helps to create the sense of 
order and discipline that permeates the daily schedule. 
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Summary of Interviews 

I. Staff Development Decision Making 

1. What kind of staff development activities are you currently doing at your school? 

This is the first of a three year commitment that Putnam made to the Success For All reading 
program. The use of staff development funds for this program was voted on and approved by 
the staff. Other activities that are taking place in conjunction with SFA are team building, 
community building, and improving student behavior. In addition, the entire staff (including 
aides, engineers, etc.) have gone on retreats for the past three years. It was clear that all staff, 
including support staff, felt favorably about being included in these retreats. 

"We had a retreat and school-wide training on reading, which is our school goal. We generally 
do not send people to take a class here and there - we're all in on it." 

2. Why did your school choose to engage in these staff development activities? 

After addressing internal staff conflicts at the retreats with the help of a mediator, the staff was 
ready to tackle student behavior and reading achievement, which was a district goal. 

"I think there's research that supports the idea that if teachers work together, they'll be more 
successful. " 
"The [reading] scores were really low." 
"Behavior was a problem. We decided it couldn't be just classroom-wide, but the whole school 
needed to get involved." 
"Parents speaking on need." 

3. How are staff development decisions made at your school? 

The monitoring committee and site council identify problems and bring them to the attention of 
the staff to discuss. Some of the staff feel that the decisions are made mainly by the principal 
and the SFA facilitator. However, according to the principal, the entire staff was included in the 
decision to direct all staff development monies to SFA, with only one person voting against the 
program. 

4. How does the availability of funding affect staff development decisions? 

Due to the cost of implementing SFA, there is no extra funding for other staff development 
activities. In fact, the school needed to seek out grant money to supplement the staff 
development fund and cover the cost of SFA. It should be noted that several teachers expressed 
concern that with all money going to SFA, there are no additional funds to address other areas of 
the curriculum or attend training on other topics of interest. 

Specialists and itinerant staff shared concerns that SFA does not directly apply to their work with 
students and therefore they would like to have options to attend other types of training. Itinerant 
staff also are faced with the difficulty of working in various buildings, none of which want to 
fund staff development due to the part-time status of these individuals. 

"Money is always a problem. We went and got an exemplary grant to fund staff development." 
"I feel if I asked to attend staff developnient outside of school, it would be poo-pooed." 
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II. District-wide Criteria for Staff Development 

1. How has your school used the district-wide criteria for spending staff development 
money? 

Putnam has directed all staff development money to the SFA program, which supports the 
district-wide focus on improving students' reading achievement. 

2. How well does staff development relate to the district standards? 

The staff believe that the staff development that Putnam has engaged in follow the district 
standards of increasing student achievement. 

"SFA in itself follows closely to district reading standards. They want you to teach in context, 
not in isolation. " 

3. How well does staff development match your School Improvement Plan (SIP)? 

According to the staff, the SIP includes a goal to improve reading through the use of SFA. 

4. How well does staff development match Professional Development Plans (PDP)? 

Staff stated that SFA dictated what was included in their PDPs this year. 

"My PDP says I'm going to learn the SFA program well enough so I will be able to implem.ent it, 
teach it thoroughly." 
"Mine is to get niy kids to do more writing, write complete sentences." 

5. Describe how participants share information after they've attended a staff development 
session. 

When looking at district-wide staff development for specific grade levels or disciplines , sharing 
has been a problem. Teachers will talk informally with peers, but it is felt that not enough time 
is provided to talk to other teachers outside the school. 

In terms of SF A sharing, teachers mentioned meetings that are held twice a month in which they 
discuss their new reading program. It was also noted that they are grouped into intermediate and 
primary teams and participate in team meetings . 

"We're all working together so we talk about it." 

6. What kind of follow-up occurs? 

No follow-up was mentioned regarding district-wide or other types of staff development. The 
SFA program, however, has built-in follow -up. Representatives from Johns Hopkins University 
visit the building three times a year in order to observe classrooms and provide teachers with 
feedback. In addition, the principal and SFA facilitator observe regularly in classrooms to 
monitor progress. Finally, a monitoring committee was formed for the purpose of overseeing 
progress . 

In recent years when the school targeted behavior problems, particularly suspensions, follow-up 
and feedback were an integral part of the process. For example, individuals from the University 
of Minnesota regularly observed behavior in the hallways and provided feedback to the staff 
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7. How effective is follow-up? 

"We had a history of not very good fo llow-up, but now we have the monitoring committee, so it's 
better. " 
"It's real effective because it's a growing process. It's something you keep working at." 

III. The Impact of Staff Development 

1. How do you think staff development activities have impacted teacher practice? 

Teachers at Putnam mentioned the following ways their involvement in staff development 
acti vities has impacted their teacher practice. Some teachers felt they are using more structured, 
teacher-directed acti vities as a result of implementing the SFA program. A number of new 
teaching strategies introduced through this program are being used on a regular basis (e.g., 
comprehension activities, story retelling, sequencing, vocabul ary testing, meaningful sentences) . 
Others reported using less teacher-directed activities, more problem solving activities, and 
Curriculum Based Measurement. New behavior management strategies such as diffusing a 
situation rather than letting it escalate are being used by teachers . Involvement in staff retreats 
helped to improve staff relations and as a result, teachers feel more able to reach out to each 
other for support and to share ideas. 

"I look at my peers to help me niore - I've learned that through staff development." 

2. How does your school evaluate the impact of staff development on teacher practice? 

There were two evaluation methods mentioned by teachers. The first was ongoing evaluation by 
the monitoring committee. Secondly, observations are done by the principal , the SFA facilitator, 
and Johns Hopkins representatives for the purpose of providing feedback to teachers. 

3. How do you think staff development activities have impacted student achievement? 

The number of suspensions has decreased "dramatically" according to Putnam teachers. It is 
also believed that the children are reading better than they were last year, possibly due to the 
SFA program. 

4. How does your school evaluate the impact of staff development on student achievement? 

The monitoring committee collects data and provides feedback regarding the number of 
suspensions. Curriculum-Based Measurement is used three times a year. The results from the 
California Achievement Tests are used. Finally, eight week assessments are completed in the 
SFA reading groups. 

5. When we observe classes, what kind of evidence will we see regarding the impact of staff 
development? 

According to this staff, the follo wing changes would be observed in classrooms as a result of 
staff development: 

4 

Implementation of a consistent building-wide reading program (SFA) 
Use of SFA strategies: hand signals, tutoring, gold slips, cooperative groups, etc . 
Less behavior problems, more on-task behaviors 
Increased fami ly involvement 
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IV. Comments and Recommendations 

1. How do you think the process of evaluating the impact of staff development could be 
improved? 

This was a difficult question for teachers to answer. However, two suggestions were made: 
more teacher input and the use of a more structured feedback fo rm. 

2. What recommendations do you have for improving staff development activities in the 
district or at other schools? 

Several recommendations were offered by these respondents. First, teachers expressed the need 
fo r more time to implement ideas , network, and share information. Also, time on release days to 
spend preparing in classrooms rather than participating in di strict-wide meetings would be 
helpful. 

Some fru stration due to the lack of money available to pursue individual interests for staff 
development was noted. It was also apparent that itinerant (special ed and nursing) staff des ire a 
way to access staff development funds to support their specialized needs. 

A general need for increased opportunities for training was acknowledged. Specifically , it was 
suggested that there be more training provided for EAs and CDTs. 

Finally, teachers would like training on more specific topics with activities they can readily use 
along with follow-up training to help implement new ideas. 

"More hands-on things where you can leave a meeting and say 'I can do this in niy classroom'." 

3. Any other comments or recommendations about staff development? 

More physical space for SPA 
Be able to see how the money is being spent and where the money is coming from 

"If we 're supposed to teach things a certain way, for example the inquiry method, we need the 
supplies/materials. Maybe a better lending library." 
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CASE STUDY REPORT: 
SCHOOL OF EXTENDED LEARNING 

This report summarizes the results of a case study of the staff development practices at the 
School of Extended Learning. The study was conducted by the Center for Applied Research and 
Educational Improvement (CAREI) at the University of Minnesota and was part of a larger study 
commissioned by the Districtwide Staff Development Committee of the Minneapolis Public 
Schools in December, 1996. 

Building Profile 

The School of Extended Learning (SOEL) is a Minneapolis pilot site for Year Round Education, 
coming into existence during the 1994-95 school year. Students are in school for nine hours a 
day and have a modified calendar in which they are never out of school for more than five weeks 
at a time. The school population comes mainly from North Minneapolis but the facility is a 
leased building in Golden Valley. 

The nontraditional time structure of the school allows the teachers to have extra staff 
development days built into their calendar (7-8 days during the year) . The professional needs of 
the teachers are an integral part of the vision and belief system of this school. The umbrella of 
"staff development" includes workshops, training, team meetings , and reflective thinking. 

Teachers are with students from 8:30 AM until 2: 10 PM, with the time from 2: 10 to 4:00 PM 
being "professional time". There is also a cadre of resident teachers who help "free-up" regular 
teachers for professional opportunities during the day when necessary. 

The principal and creator of this school is Dr. Carole Gupton. She is visionary and articulate in 
her plans for this program. While it began as a K - 5 school, she wants very much to see it 
expanded through the eighth grade and become located in its own building in the North 
Minneapolis neighborhood. 

The goal for the School of Extended Learning is to empower all learners (students, staff, and 
significant care givers) to use resources to positively impact our changing world (paraphrased 
from the SOEL Handbook) . Toward this end, Dr. Gupton and her team envision a five year 
process that begins with staff learning, which leads to planning for results, which leads to 
intentional teaching, which leads to engaged learners , which leads to student achievement. 

Teachers are represented on the Curriculum Committee, which functions as the staff 
development committee as well. There is strong acknowledgment of Dr. Gupton's leadership 
and vision-setting, along with ownership by this group of the implementation process. The 
committee makes recommendations about the expenditure of staff development funds , with final 
approval given by the principal. 

Cohesion and collaboration toward goal attainment is further developed by the professional time 
built into the daily and monthly schedules. Staff meetings , which take place every six or seven 
weeks, are time for critical di alogue, usually facilitated by Dr. Gupton. Staff members report 
being renewed and re-energized by these meetings . They have worked together to align all the 
key components in the learning process . The staff is provided with adequate resources in the 
form of time and money for professional development, and they have a reasonable 
implementation plan that allows time to adjust and change. 
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Summary of Interviews 

I. Staff Development Decision Making 

1. What kind of staff development activities are you currently doing at your school? 

Dimensions of Learning is the major staff development emphasis for the School of Extended 
Learning this year. All teachers interviewed readily gave this as their first response. When 
prompted about other things, some also mentioned Chicago Math, TIGERR (a rubric of 
characteristics for successful learners), CGI, and R-factor. 

"We'vefinished our large group training in January. It's already permeating planning and 
discussion. People want to continue with it even though our big chunk of grant money (used to 
fund it) is used." 

"During our first 2 years we had talked about attributes of successful learners. Eventually we 
created (or discovered) a rubric for the 6 characteristics. We call it TIGERR. (Thoughtful, 
Imaginative, Generative, Energetic, Resourceful, Risk Taker). All this didn't evolve until the 2nd 
year." 

2. Why did your school choose to engage in these staff development activities? 

The teachers indicated the principal and curriculum committee chose the staff development 
activities . When asked about bringing in the Dimensions of Learning the principal said, 

"We knew we needed some kind of framework. Several of us werefmniliar with the Dimensions 
Of Leaming, we had been to ASCD, heard Marzano and used his work before for this program 
proposal. It fit with our goals." 

3. How are staff development decisions made at your school? 

The teachers thought the staff development decisions came from the Staff Development 
Committee and the principal. (The staff development committee is actually called the 
Curriculum Committee. It is comprised of representatives from each teacher team and the 
administrative team.) The teaching staff seemed satisfied with this arrangement and none 
expressed disagreement with the process. 

The administrative assistant shared that the principal was a strong, visionary leader who was 
responsible for setting the direction for this new school and maintaining the vision. 

"Staff development is not an add-on. It's part of our belief system. It's a part of what has to 
happen, teachers keep growing and expanding. We are continually aware of new knowledge and 
how to utilize it with the kids to show results of new learning." 

"I like the way we do it here. As a staff, we all have the same knowledge base." 

4. How does the availability of funding affect staff development decisions? 

The allocation of funds is handled by the Curriculum Committee. The chairperson is responsible 
for maintaining the records and budget. 

Teachers wishing to access funds for individual activities must apply for funds using a detailed 
application form which outlines the criteria for spending staff development money. The 
Curriculum Committee acts upon the applications, approving or disapproving. 
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II. District-wide Criteria for Staff Development 

1. How has your school used the district-wide criteria for spending staff development 
money? 

The SOEL keeps the goal of student learning constantly before them. Adherence to this district
wide criteria is clear in the way the staff development process is structured and the spending 
choices that have been made. The major portion of their staff development money is spent on 
all-staff activities, such as Dimensions of Learning training. The few individual activities are 
mostly concerned with reading and math topics. 

2. How well does staff development relate to the district standards? 

When this school was started, it appears great attention was given to incorporating district 
criteria into the staff development planning. The administrative team is able to clearly articulate 
the ultimate goal of student achievement and the steps they're taking to attain that goal. 

"The vision is solid and constant, but the plan, the means of getting there is probably fluid, 
changeable." 

3. How well does staff development match your School Improvement Plan (SIP)? 

Great attention has been given to aligning District Goals with Building Goals with the Site 
Improvement Plan and the PDPs. Every decision made must be filtered through the School 
Improvement Plan. 

"The Site Improvement Plan gives us our focus for the next two years." 

4. How well does staff development match Professional Development Plans (PDP)? 

Most of the teachers thought it matched. Two teachers regarded the PDP as separate from the 
SIP and school-wide staff development. They thought the PDP should have different things 
rather than match the SIP. 

5. Describe how participants share information after they've attended a staff development 
session. What kind of follow-up occurs? 

There is a big emphasis on sharing information with colleagues. The application for staff 
development money asks how the teacher plans to share the newly acquired information with the 
staff. This is usually done at staff meetings which occur every six or seven weeks. 

"Our building and individual professional development is very focused. We look at things in a 
'group way'. We guide them. in a direction to benefit the individual and the whole. We do things 
as a coordinated group. Six teachers went to a Year Round School Conference in San Diego. 
They went as a group, they planned, coordinated who would go to what sessions, shared their 
learning with each other at the end of each day, and shared with the staff when they canie back." 

6. How effective is follow-up? 

"There's an expectation that here you are a learner. That applies to both student and staff Our 
staff development supports and promotes that. There are high expectations for staff We are a 
diverse staff that worked on a common belief base for this school." 
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III. The Impact of Staff Development 

1. How do you think staff development activities have impacted teacher practice? 

The administrative team was strong in their belief that it was too soon to be looking for direct 
impact on teacher practice. They expressed the opinion that it was a five year process and they 
were only in year three. They said teachers were of the mindset that staff development needed to 
yield something concrete and usable "the next day", but they were trying to change that. The 
administrative team's goal is to build beliefs and understandings. 

"People thought they could start implementing a process right away after that day of training. 
Our intention was to build a language, a vocabulary, a belief, an understanding of the 
concepts." 

"Teachers tend to want something they can use tomorrow - instant results. We go from 
awareness to a stronger knowledge base, start using it a bit, go deeper, and internalize it." 

"It would be nice if you people from. the U were coming back a year from now. What we 're doing 
takes a long time to see results. " 

Teachers said staff development has not impacted their practice dramatically Ytl· They said they 
were still processing and internalizing the stages of Dimensions of Learning. A few said they 
were beginning to work on Dimension One (Attitudes & Perceptions Affect Learning) by paying 
attention to positive classroom climate. 

(Observations of classrooms confirm that there is little evidence of Dimensions of Learning 
training impacting practice yet.) 

2. How does your school evaluate the impact of staff development on teacher practice? 

The school appears to have collected basic satisfaction data about staff development activities, 
but nothing beyond that. 

"We want to look at how are the kids doing on an on-going basis, rather than what are the 
teachers doing." 

"I'm. almost skeptical of any kind of a plan the district might come up with if it doesn't take 
individual teachers and schools into account. It's (our staff development) based right here. The 
district guidelines are fine ." 

3. How do you think staff development activities have impacted student achievement? 

The administrative team was clear in saying that it's too soon to tell yet. They are planning on at 
least two more years before evaluating that. 

"I think if teachers feel supported, satisfied, kids will learn. Where kids aren 't learning we find 
problems in the student-teacher relationship. Our children are many levels below, they have 
negative attitudes about learning. That's why it's important to build relationships." 

4. How does your school evaluate the impact of staff development on student achievement? 

They don't do anything at this point. They have many other issues to deal with as a new school. 
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5. When we observe classes, what kind of evidence will we see regarding the impact of staff 
development? 

Teachers indicated the most evidence is in how they relate to the students. They are attempting 
to help kids take more responsibility, and create a positive classroom climate. 

"Things come out in unexpected ways that are hard to document." 

IV. Comments and Recommendations 

1. How do you think the process of evaluating the impact of staff development could be 
improved? 

Teachers had no response to this item. The administrative assistant thought the district could 
come with a grid of variables that influence student achievement and make that avai lable to 
schools as a reference. 

2. What recommendations do you have for improving staff development activities in the 
district or at other schools? 

Several teachers expressed the opinion that they liked the school focus rather than just an 
individual focus for staff development. 

"I like the way we do it here, as a staff We all have the same knowledge base. G. & C. are doing 
a great job of being on top of things." 

3. Any other comments or recommendations about staff development? 

Consider including the educational assistants (EAs) in staff development. 

The EAs were not included in the Dimensions of Learning training. They are eligible for staff 
development funds but it doesn't appear they are accessing any. 

10 Center for Appl ied Research and Educational Improvement 



CASE STUDY REPORT: 
ANTHONY COMMUNITY MIDDLE SCHOOL 

This report summarizes the results of a case study of the staff development practices at Anthony 
Community Middle School. The study was conducted by the Center for Applied Research and 
Educational Improvement (CAREI) at the University of Minnesota and was part of a larger study 
commissioned by the Districtwide Staff Development Committee of the Minneapolis Public 
Schools in December, 1996. 

Building Profile 

Anthony Community Middle School, located in south Minneapolis, serves a diverse attendance 
area, enrolling students from all socioeconomic levels. Many cultures are represented, with 
students of color accounting for nearly half (46%) of the student population. There are 
approximately 770 sixth through eighth grade students who attend Anthony. A relatively low 
number of students (39.5%) qualify for free and reduced lunch. Student turnover rate at this 
school is low compared with other secondary schools in the district. Eighty-nine percent of 
students who began the 1995-96 school year at Anthony remained enrolled throughout the entire 
year. 

Shelton Rucker, Anthony's principal, is well-liked by his staff and remains actively involved in 
the day-to-day operations of the school. One can sense the structure and order with which the 
school is managed soon after entering the building. 

Anthony has a strong reputation for having high expectations for its students. The school day at 
Anthony begins at 7: 15 AM and ends at 1 :45 PM. Students are placed in "teams" of 
approximately 120 students each; there are three eighth grade teams, two seventh grade teams, 
and one sixth/seventh grade team. Three world languages , Japanese, French, and Spanish, are 
offered in the school curriculum. Electives also include: computer, newswriting, conflict 
mediation, keyboarding, art, fami ly and consumer science, industrial technology , strings, band, 
and choir. 

There is similar variety in the types of staff development activities that teachers in this school 
participate in. While some training is linked to district-wide initiatives, it is also the case that the 
staff development committee invites input from teachers regarding their needs. Teachers also 
spoke of being able to attend staff development training based on their own personal interests, as 
long as these relate in some way to the district standards. None reported being denied the ability 
to pursue staff development interests due to a shortage of funds. 
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Summary of Interviews 

I. Staff Development Decision Making 

1. What kind of staff development activities are you currently doing at your school? 

A wide range of staff development activities are being attended by teachers at Anthony Middle 
School. The following list reflects the breadth of activities mentioned by respondents: 

Reading in the content areas 
Graduation Standards 
PDP training 
Closing the gap 
4MAT (learning styles) 
Intelligent behaviors 
Critical thinking 
Authentic assessment 
Working with ESL students 
Teaching in a diverse society 
Drugs, gangs and gang behavior identification 
Discipline 
Technology in the classroom 
Ancient cultures 
Parent involvement 

2. Why did your school choose to engage in these staff development activities? 

Decisions to engage in staff development activities are reached in a number of ways. The staff 
development committee tries to tap interests and needs of staff through the use of a needs 
assessment form. Topics are brought to the staff for further discussion and agreement is reached 
regarding what will be focused on. Other considerations include district mandates, teachers' 
PDPs, leadership team ideas, and the focus of the exemplary grant. 

The following is an example of a staff development decision that was based on a specific need: 

"ESL is a new program at school and teachers were having a hard time knowing what to expect 
from students. " 

3. How are staff development decisions made at your school? 

The staff development committee invites input from teachers . Ideas are then brought to the staff 
for discussion and consensus is reached. Others are linked to district-wide initiatives. Also, a 
teacher having a particular interest can submit a request form to the staff development 
committee, who then decides if money can be spent to support the specific training. 

"They [staff development committee members] ask that you write a proposal and ask you to tie it 
to one of the goals of the district." 

4. How does the availability of funding affect staff development decisions? 

Anthony teachers indicated that funding was adequate . No one recalled being unable to attend a 
topic of interest due to a shortage of funds. A few teachers wondered what was a reasonable 
amount of money to request for the purpose of attending individual staff development. 
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"Adequate funds make decisions less 'political'." 
"I have found the last few years that funding has been adequate, partly due to other monies like 
the Edna McConnell grant money." 

II. District-wide Criteria for Staff Development 

1. How has your school used the district-wide criteria for spending staff development 
money? 

Many staff were unsure how to answer the question. Others indicated that what they spend 
money on is required to match the district guidelines. 

"Staff development must meet district criteria guidelines with explicit documentation thereof" 

2. How well does staff development relate to the district standards? 

It is these teachers' belief that staff development activities must relate to the district standards in 
order to receive approval. 

"It's a good match. The Standards have pushed that way of thinking." 
"It's one of the stipulations, criteria for evaluating your proposal." 

3. How well does staff development match your School Improvement Plan (SIP)? 

Again, many were unsure of how to answer this question and simply indicated they did not 
know. 

"Our SIP is changing next year, but up to this point there is a match." 
"Our SIP was developed with the district goals in mind." 

4. How well does staff development match Professional Development Plans (PDP)? 

A match between staff development and PDPs is a prerequisite for gaining approval to attend 
staff development activities, according to Anthony teachers. 

"If it doesn't match up, you 're not going - it has to match." 
"We give individual teachers the opportunity to attend workshops to match their own PDP." 
"For those doing the PDP, it works well to link goals and anticipated activity." 

5. Describe how participants share information after they've attended a staff development 
session. 

The majority of sharing appears to take place informally by department or teams (discussion, 
sharing materials , etc.). Additional ways of sharing include presentations at staff meetings and 
dissemination of printed materials. Often, it is left up to the individual to share what was learned 
with their colleagues. 

"Primarily informal within departments. I see this as something we need to improve on so 
information is shared across the whole staff" 

6. What kind of follow-up occurs? 

No follow-up was mentioned other than questionnaires regarding effectiveness of training. 
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7. How effective is follow-up? 

NIA 

III. The Impact of Staff Development 

1. How do you think staff development activities have impacted teacher practice? 

Teachers mentioned a number of ways in which staff development has made an impact on their 
teaching: 

Changes in curriculum (e.g., interdisciplinary units) 
Use of the Standards 
Use of authentic assessment (activities related to collecting student work to include in 
portfolios and rubrics) 
New ideas and activities 
Students reading more in class 
Improved classroom management 

"Takes time to really impact, makes me aware of things I need to work on, and makes me aware 
of what's recommended by the district." 
" ... makes you realize there are other people who are having same difficulties you are - that's 
something that gets lost sometimes." 
"The PDP has had the single greatest impact on changing and improving teacher practice, 
especially due to the peer coaching part of it." 

2. How does your school evaluate the impact of staff development on teacher practice? 

Many teachers were uncertain as to how this is evaluated. Others made reference to 
questionnaires/surveys, principal visits to classrooms, and PDPs. 

"Teachers need m.ore training in assessment to make this link more clear." 

3. How do you think staff development activities have impacted student achievement? 

Few teachers could address how staff development actually affected student achievement or how 
this could even be measured , but instead mentioned how it affects motivation , attention, focus , 
interest, participation , etc. Some teachers pointed out that it depends on the motivation or 
interest level of the child and support from home. 

"Hard tinie pointing to specific activities. However, when you have many teachers working on 
new things, the motivation spreads and positive things happen." 
"Hard to tell if kids are doing better - how you impact kids is so much at their level." 
"/have less F's this year, but I'm not sure if it's because of the change in my teaching or if it's the 
home life of my kids. " 
"Don't know the answer. Achievement can go up because you are less demanding, but it doesn 't 
mean kids are achieving more." 
"/ think it is very dif.f-lcult to find an explicit impact or a cause and effect outcome. I mean, how 
do you really m.ake something gained (intrinsically) m.easurable? " 

4. How does your school evaluate the impact of staff development on student achievement? 

Some teachers pointed to standardized testing, grade point average, performance assessment, and 
suspension statistics . Two teachers referred to student surveys which ask students for feedback 
regarding their teachers' instruction. Many teachers, however, stated that they did not know how 
the impact is evaluated or even if it could be. 
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"Not sure any real link is considered/made." 
"A lot of the thin.gs we believe add to student achievement are subjectively measured." 
"/think it's happening, but it is very difficult to determine empirically that it happens." 

5. When we observe classes, what kind of evidence will we see regarding the impact of staff 
development? 

Cooperative learning 
Different teaching and learning styles 
New reading strategies (e.g., vocabulary) 
Good introductions to lessons 
Clear objectives 
Use of authentic assessment 
Variety of course requirements (e.g., written, oral, research, performance) 
Student involvement/participation 
Better classroom management; improved climate; better diffusing of tense situations 
Independent research being required 
Teaching of study skills 
New games in p.e. 
New health units on conflict management and noise pollution 
Unit on ancient cultures in a math class to teach history and numeration 
Standards are embedded with more emphasis on skill over content 
Less teacher-directed, more teacher-facilitated activities 

"Staff developnien.t is more something that's incorporated into a teacher's overall style." 
"In my class you see kids working in cooperative groups, lots of hands-on stuff, and doing a 
variety of thin.gs. I don't lecture hardly at all." 

IV. Comments and Recommendations 

1. How do you think the process of evaluating the impact of staff development could be 
improved? 

Several teachers responded with suggestions for improving the evaluation of staff development 
impact. These included: 

Observations 
Student interviews 
Better measures of student performance 
Written reports by teachers 
More specific expectations makes staff development easier to evaluate, as well as having 
everyone working on the same strategies 
Not all staff development should be evaluated because different activities apply more to 
some than others 

"District needs to do more to facilitate testing other than pencil and paper tests." 
"More accountability after the workshop or class of the teacher. Have them do a summary of 
workshop or implementation. plan. The staff development committee could ask for a report." 
"Self-assessment/reflective practices need to be instituted." 
"A follow-up form (1-2 months post-activity) about actual impact (if any) to be shared with PDP 
teani." 
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2. What recommendations do you have for improving staff development activities in the 
district or at other schools? 

Recommendations offered by these teachers can be broken down into the following categories: 
training, time, presenters, district, resources, and other. 

Training 
Computer technology training needed 
More practical things that motivate teachers to attend and participate 
Training for teachers regarding LEP/ESL students 
Training on cultural/diversity issues 
Activities that deal with at-risk students 
Behavior training 
Hands-on training you can actually use 

"More emphasis on things thatfit well with all teaching disciplines, but also provide things in 
content areas (e.g., history). You need a balance." 

Time 
More time for discussion and implementation (said by many teachers) 
Allow teachers to spend time with educational vendors (of software, books, materials, etc.) 
Allow time for teachers and students to hear what the students have to say about needed changes 
Spend time in other schools/districts observing teachers/classrooms 
More time with colleagues in other schools to discuss teaching methods 

Presenters 
Better presenters ("it's like the blind leading the blind") 
Possibly use old teachers as experts 

"We need to assess the skills of our local teachers and then use." 

District 
Take evaluation forms seriously (at district level) (e.g. don't allow presenters to keep giving 
workshops if they are not effective) 
District people need to come to classrooms in order to determine actual needs of the teachers 
Needs district focus, lacks direction , direction keeps changing 

"Poor or no link between district and school goals." 
"90% of it [district-wide staff development] is a waste of tinie and an insult to our intelligence -
it is so divorced from content ... I think people are hungry for time to get together and discuss 
teaching." 
"Minneapolis district-wide staff development is okay. Your expectations are low going in. The 
district staff development doesn't speak to your needs, but to district goals." 

Resources 
Inform staff of available funds (e.g. book with information on how much money is allocated by 
the state and how it can be used) 
Replace some staff development with discretionary money for teachers to purchase materials 

"If district wants to focus on measuring and assessing student improvement, we need resources 
for assessment and data collecting processes." 
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Other 
More input from teachers 
Ongoing element (not "one shot deals") 

"Need to meet regularly by content area." 

3. Any other comments or recommendations about staff development? 

"Make us link our staff development to our PDP and district goals - helps us think through it." 
"This school has a good team, this year. Our staff development chair takes it seriously and 
listens to us. " 
"Can be a very useful and powerful tool for teachers, but must be approachedfroni all levels 
(district, state, administration) with common sense. The more you impose on teachers, the more 
you impede the process." 
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CASE STUDY REPORT: 
EDISON HIGH SCHOOL 

This report summarizes the results of a case study of the staff development practices Edison 
High School. The study was conducted by the Center for Applied Research and Educational 
Improvement (CAREI) at the University of Minnesota and was part of a larger study 
commissioned by the Districtwide Staff Development Committee of the Minneapolis Public 
Schools in December, 1996. 

Building Profile 

Located in northeast Minneapolis, Edison High School serves approximately 1450 ninth through 
twelfth grade students. Almost two-thirds of the student population (60.3%) qualifies for free 
and reduced lunch, one of the highest percentages found among the district's high schools. 
Much diversity can be found in this school, with students of color accounting for 68 % of the 
entire population. Edison's student turnover rate is average for the district. In the 1995-96 
school year, for example, 72% of Edison's students remained enrolled throughout the entire year. 

R. Craig Vana has been the principal at Edison for four years. His inclusive leadership style 
engages all stakeholders in discussions and sets clear guidelines for how the school will work 
towards a goal or an outcome. The staff members then plan and carry out the tasks that will 
enable the goal to be attained. This is a school that has wide participation by many members of 
the broadly-defined school community. 

Several magnet programs are offered at Edison. The business/finance magnet consists of three 
elements: a rigorous tech prep curriculum, course and career counseling, as well as on-site work 
experience, including mentoring and apprenticeship. The education magnet provides students 
opportunities to work with college students and teachers to learn about the field, and also to 
work with children in a variety of education settings. Finally, the service occupations magnet 
offers three separate programs to help students explore possible career options: early childhood 
education/child care careers, cosmetology training, and food service careers and training. All of 
these provide students with hands-on experiences, relevant course work, and counseling and 
support in making post-secondary education and/or career decisions. 

Other strengths of this school include both its management council and staff development 
committee. The Edison High School Management Council, which was established in 1990, is 
made up of students, parents, licensed support services staff (counselors, nurse, etc.), non
licensed support services staff (engineers, paras, etc.), teachers, special needs staff, assistant 
principals, and principal. The council developed the 1994-1997 School Improvement Plan, 
which addresses curriculum and instruction, family/ community relations, and school climate, 
delineating goals for each area. 

Edison's SIP also plays an important part in staff development decisions made at the school. The 
staff development committee consists of 12 members and has two primary functions: responding 
to individual requests for funds and planning school-wide staff development activities. Perhaps 
the most important of these is the annual Camp Edison, held in August just before the start of the 
school year. Exemplary grants have been applied for and received for the purpose of holding 
these off-site training sessions for the last three years. 
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Summary of Interviews 

I. Staff Development Decision Making 

1. What kind of staff development activities have you experienced at Edison in the last few 
years? 

The following is a li st of staff development activities mentioned by people during interviews: 
(As much as possible those on the top of the list are those experienced by most or many of the 
staff.) 

Camp Edison I ( 1993) 
Camp Edison II (reading and math to follow the North Central evaluation plan) (1994) 
Camp Edison Uptown (graduation standards) (1995) 
4MAT (1996) 
Reading Across the Curriculum (SQ3R) 
Math Across the Curriculum 
Graduation Standards 
4 period day 
PDP/Peer Coaching 
Technology in the classroom 
Critical thinking 
Classroom Management 
Parent involvement 
Gang awareness 
MCTM 
AP Calculus 
Graphing calculator 
Math workshops at district 
IMP 
LEP students and working with parents of these students 
ASCD 
MEEP 
Dimensions of Learning 
National Science Teachers Association 
Student recognition 
Science curriculum 
"New Teacher" workshops 
Physics of Sports 
Gender Equity 
Newsletter 
Diversity 
Portfolios 
Jobs for the Future 
Credit 
CPA 
Cognitive Learning 
Paradise 
Human Rights 
Federal Reserve Bank 
Career Choice 
NCTE 
Writing SPIRAL grant 
Project Teach 

Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement 19 



Many Edison teachers experienced the same training as a group, plus similar training from 
district or other experiences. 

2. Why did your school choose to engage in these staff development activities? 

School-wide staff development activities were chosen generally because of their link with 
district and Edison's School Improvement Program (SIP) goals. One staff development 
committee member said, "We do a lot of explanation at staff meetings of the citywide goals. Ron 
Fuller is helpful because he's on the district citywide committee as co-chair, so we heavily 
promote the citywide goals. We try in our planning meetings to merge Edison goals and district 
goals -- to see what the common intersections are." He added, "Requests come from the 
principal or management council, or from other exigencies that arise like something districtwide 
that we need to attend to like PDP. There are a lot of competing needs." 

Edison participated in the five year (1991-96) Outcomes Accreditation process for the North 
Central Association accreditation. This process required the staff and administration to assess 
the strengths and needs of both the students and the school, establish learning target area goals 
based on these needs and organize intervention strategies to meet these needs and finally, to 
establish an ongoing monitoring and evaluation of the effectiveness of the interventions. 

Edison is a Tier II school for state graduation standards. Approximately twenty teachers are 
implementing state-developed performances packages. These teachers volunteered and received 
assessment training. The school created their own video related to using these performance 
packages, which included interviews of students who had experienced the performance 
activities. The principal stated that "these pe1formance packages force teachers to change their 
teaching." During Camp Edison Uptown, 50-60 teachers who chose to attend worked for three 
days learning how to and actually writing performance packages. 

Edison has also concentrated on school-to-work, or school-to-career activities over the past few 
years. For Camp Edison III, planned for August 1997, several people mentioned that they hoped 
the theme would be further work on movement to career clusters, actually creating the model for 
curriculum associated with the career clusters developed at Edison. 

Some people mentioned that there will be a considerable number of retirements at Edison at the 
end of the year. They see a need to focus staff development plans in order to provide support for 
new teachers. Said one committee member," They won't know anything about school-to-work. 
We will need ongoing workshops on that." Another said that Camp Edison III in August will be 
a good time for the new teachers to come in and build relationships. 

3. How are staff development decisions made at your school? 

In approximately 1991 , Edison High School formed a management council in response to a 
districtwide mandate for schools to form site-based management teams. This year the 
management council meets every Wednesday from 3:00-4:00. A steering committee, consisting 
of the principal and two teachers, meets on Tuesdays at 8: 15. The school has 11 committees; 
everyone selects one committee on which to serve. The principal appoints one assistant 
principal to co-chair key committees including the staff development committee. 

Several people mentioned that the management council and steering committee are important for 
overseeing all committees of the school. Said one committee member, "What Edison has got 
going is a strong site council that has charge over all committees." 

As a piece of hi story, one staff development committee member said, "This is where the real 
work was done. Key people who wanted change served on both committees [steering comniittee 
and staff development committee]. Out of that evolved Camp Edison I." Another teacher, at 
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times a member of both committees, said that the management council "wanted all conunittees 
under the council because they wanted to explore initiatives and wanted control of the staff 
developnient money" to support these initiatives. During some of those years, there were "really 
big dollars" because of referendum money . "It was during that time that planning for the four
period day occurred." 

The staff development committee has 12 members, including one school clerk. When asked 
about membership of the committee, interviewees would mention several people as key long 
term members who have helped provide continuity and leadership. There is always at least one 
member who is also on the management council and serves as a link. They also mentioned the 
importance of bringing on new people who can continue the important role that the committee 
has played at Edison . 

There are two parts to the committee's work: (1) responding to individuals who request funds 
from the staff development budget, and (2) pl anning the schoolwide staff development activities 
for the year (release days, before school year, and after school year activities). 

The staff development committee chooses the schoolwide staff development activities with 
strong leadership from the principal and management council. The principal's vision and ideas 
for staff development are given considerable weight in the management council and staff 
development committee. Likewise, if requests come from the management council to the staff 
development committee for particular staff development acti vity , they are essentially always 
approved. 

The principal stated that he believes activities should have continuity , a "theme and thread 
throughout the year." Consistent with that belief, the school has chosen to concentrate on 
particular areas each year. For instance, one area they focused on when they started the four
period day was learning styles in the form of 4MAT training. The initial training was done in 
August 1995, and follow-up sessions were conducted periodically throughout 1995-96. Edison's 
August workshops (Camp Edisons) were for specific staff development training, such as , 
graduation standards and reading and math across the curriculum . For staff development days 
during the school year, follow up activities were usually planned. 

Individual teachers (or groups of teachers) can also request to attend various staff development 
training. They need to fill out a request form . The staff development committee approves or 
denies the teachers' requests. The committee members indicated that the majority of staff 
development training requests seem to be appropriate, however, they reject some applications if 
the training requested does not seem that it would be helpful to the teacher, if the cost is too 
high, or if the teacher has received similar training in the past. As one committee member 
mentioned, "We scrutinize the requests very well." In addition , thi s year the committee created 
some new rules . They established a rule that limits the number of national meetings that 
teachers within a department can attend. Also, teachers returning from confe rences must write 
an article about the event for a newly created staff development newsletter and, if appropriate, 
give a presentation at a staff meeting. 

Although the rules are more stringent now, the vast majority of teacher requests are approved, 
about 90 to 95% of them. In a survey of recent requests the teachers had submitted, most of the 
requests met the criteri a on the request form . Two teachers ' requests were denied because they 
did not meet the committee's standards. The assistant principal reports to everyone what has 
been awarded each time the committee meets, which is every other week. 

4. How does the availability of funding affect staff development decisions? 

Edison teachers indicated that funding was adequate. No one mentioned that they were unable 
to attend an activity due to shortage of funds. However, because there is a limi t to the funds, the 
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staff development committee established a new rule this year stating that teachers cannot attend 
a national meeting if someone else in their department attended one in the previous three years. 

In the past four years, Edison has applied for and received three exemplary grants from district 
staff development funds for holding three Camp Edisons during August before the official start 
of the school year. 

II. District-wide Criteria for Staff Development 

1. How has your school used the district-wide criteria for spending staff development 
money? 

The staff development committee has established criteria, based on district and school 
improvement goals, that teachers need to meet in order to obtain staff development money. The 
principal stated, ''Applications for staff development funds niust meet one of seven criteria from 
the district-wide guidelines." 

One staff development committee member said, "One thing we do struggle with is one of the 
goals of the district, that staff development should be spent mostly in group activities. To better 
meet that goal was what prompted us to discuss having another Camp Edison because all we 
had been getting throughout the year were a lot of individual requests." 

In accordance with district criteria, committee members were clear that staff development is not 
just for teachers but for everybody in the building, including parents, kids, administrators, 
clerical staff, and educational assistants . One said, "If the management council is sent 
somewhere like to MEEP, they take students and parents." Another said, "We promote stuff. We 
may try to get educational assistants, clerical, and other teachers to go to things. Members 
bring things in that would be good to offer. We have gone to individuals to ask them to go [to 
events or activities]." 

The two secretaries and two educational assistants who were interviewed had very positive 
experiences from attending staff development days. All of them said they benefited from the 
training, and they were glad to be included in staff development training. The secretaries would 
be happy to attend more of these workshops, but said that there are not many training 
opportunities related to their work. They would like to see more district-wide activities for 
secretaries. 

2. How well does staff development relate to the district standards? 

None of the interviewees specifically mentioned district curriculum standards, though other 
outside standards were mentioned. Specifically, one staff development committee member said, 
Guidelines for getting staff development funds are more stringent now because of state 
standards, mission statements, and the direction from North Central." 

3. How well does staff development match your School Improvement Plan (SIP)? 

The management council puts the School Improvement Program (SIP) together. The principal 
said that there are two main goals, reading and math, which were also their North Central goals. 
He stated that these goals and the District Improvement Agenda goals "are meshed together here 
in the school." Essentially every teacher interviewed knew what the district and school goals 
were. 

The staff development committee recently created a new "staff development request form." On 
this new form teachers must identify which of seven school improvement criteria the training 
will meet to help them to implement change in the classroom. The criteria are based on the 
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school's and the district's improvement goals. One member said, "You have to sort out why you 
are going." The new form appears to be another step in an evolution of committee effort to 
focus on staff development criteria and hold everyone accountable for use of staff development 
funds. Said another member, "The new form is more helpful. [Before] the committee was 
always operating under the assumption that [staff development] should apply to school goals. 
The form now reflects what we wanted." 

4. How well does staff development match Professional Development Plans (PDP)? 

Many teachers mentioned PDP when discussing their staff development experiences. Edison 
teachers said that they have had so many goals at the school that they are one of the last schools 
to implement PDP. Two teachers at Edison have been prepared by the district to provide 
training to teachers for the PDP process. 

Two teachers mentioned that PDP is good because it makes them more accountable. Said one, 
"With PDP, you have to get involved. You have to identify a weakness, write it up, be 
accountable to others. With PDP, there is a lot of potential there." Those who mentioned 
receiving the PDP training were positive about what they learned. 

5. Describe how participants share information after they've attended a staff development 
session. What kind of follow-up occurs? 

The staff development committee set a new policy in which anyone who attends a staff 
development activity, other than school and districtwide activities, has to write an article about 
the event for the newly-created staff development newsletter. They may also be asked to give a 
short presentation about what they learned at a staff meeting. 

One committee member discussed several attempts in the past to require reports from staff 
following their attendance at staff development activities. He said, "How can we access/use the 
knowledge those people gainfrom those conferences? How do we actively spin that back into 
our faculty? That's an ongoing discussion on the committee. We had reports at staff meetings. 
We were quickly told to kill that. It ate up a lot of time. So we went to having them. make a 
presentation to anyone interested after school in the library. And I think you might imagine 
what happened there. They were twiddling their thumbs." 

Another committee member discussed several attempts in the past to require reports from staff 
following their attendance at staff development activities. Some of them worked; some of them 
took too much time at staff meetings. They continue to search for ways to effectively follow up 
on individual staff development experiences. 

6. How effective is follow-up? 

Many teachers discussed the inadequacy of follow-up activities: 
"We go to these workshops and we're excited. But we don't have time to reflect and put 
something new into practice. We don't have a chance to work informally with colleagues. We 
don't have time to chat." 
"During 4MAT training, I worked on one or two lessons, but when I'm. back, I just survive. I 
need time to prepare so I can present material in a different way." 
"We need follow-up to seniinars." (Staff development committee member) 

Teachers said that it is very important, during the staff development days or shortly afterwards, 
to have time allocated for them to process what they learned, to share ideas and materials, and to 
create lesson plans with fellow teachers. Teachers complained that some staff development 
training consisted of listening to speakers who present instructional ideas or theories, but that 
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they are rarely given the time to sit down with their peers and integrate what they learned into 
lesson plans. 
"We've had pretty good speakers, but we don't have time to work on what we learned. It is a big 
problem.. If we have training, then we should spend time working on it." 
"The best thing about staff development training are the times it gives teachers the chance to 
share ideas and create realistic lesson plans with each other." 
"They are willing to pay to go to conferences. The disappointment is that we should have nioney 
to work in groups, to develop things." 
"We need more mentorship, nurturing, sharing in a non-threatening situation. Teachers don't 
cooperate well." 

One department may serve as an example of how teachers can collaborate and help each other 
implement new learning. Members were particularly clear about how they had implemented 
what they had learned. One of the members articulated why they are successful, "I have 
colleagues who are receptive to change. From time to time we get together to change things." 
These department members brought to the interview samples of lessons they have added to their 
curriculum to help meet the goals of reading and math across the curriculum. They discussed 
how they were trying to use portfolios and self-assessment, assessment packages, and PDP 
goals. They have been "kicking it around how to use" the 4MAT training. After two of the 
members took a cooperative learning course, they "sat down to create forms to use in the 
classroom." 

Starting with October 1996, the Edison principal scheduled monthly study groups required of all 
staff. Topics included: school vision and mission, motivating kids to read, and graduation 
standards. Most topics related to past staff development experienced by most teachers . The 
principal stated in a memo, "I believe very strongly in sharing our stories with each other." 

III. The Impact of Staff Development 

1. How do you think staff development activities have impacted your teacher practice? 

Here is a list of teachers' responses: 
"The kids behave better for me. I now use a pe1formance package and kids do projects." 
"I use introductory activities that connect topics with the kids' lives. I do a variety of activities 
during a class period. I have kids figure out their grades each week and have them graph it. 
Classroom. management is better." 
"I relate things to students' lives more." 
"I learned how to write grad standard packages and lesson plans, and I deal with student 
problems in a better way." 
"I worked on using a performance package in my class and used a rubric to grade them .. " 
"I brought back materials and leaflets that I passed out to the students and we discussed the 
information on these materials." 
"I learned classroom management techniques. I have new handouts that are very practical to 
use. I now use reading skills techniques and cooperative learning groups." 
"More reading is done in classroom. I gained some new ideas of how to teach different topics." 
"Before I lectured, now I use a lot of projects and try to find interesting things for the students." 
"I have nioved to portfolios. Included in that are self assessnient sheets for the students. They 
keep track of their points and their grades." 
"I do use portfolio folders and students have a better idea of their abilities and interests." 
"I use assessment packages to measure students' task management skills." 
"For math across the curriculum, I have students do a weekly attendance calculation, and also 
have them figure out weights of ceramic pieces that we make." 
"Students read Scholastic Art magazines with the SQ3R method." 
"Out of 4MAT training I created 'Art in time and place."' 
"Students are getting more reading, more math, more cooperative groups." 
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"Students are assessing themselves." 
"/apply 4MAT concepts to art; I make sure lessons can apply to all." 
"/have been doing some work on reading with the students." 
"A teacher friend of 1nine went to a workshop on managing student behavior. She said that it 
helped her a lot and she changed her focus." 
"/use new techniques when teaching a language to people who do not understand, such as using 
body language, drawing, and doing letters on the wall." 
"/do some SQ3R in my social studies class." 
"Because of the Grad Rule I spent more time helping the kids get prepared for the Basic Skills 
test than I might have done otherwise." 
"I learned how to use the graphic calculator in the class." 
"/have kids do reading in their geometry book, and I try to have other reading materials around 
for them." 
"/develop better lesson plans by I) targeting different learning skills, 2) teaching to different 
ability groups, and 3) knowing how to deal with longer periods." 
"/went to a workshop with Pat Olson's on study skills. I actually use her notetaking schenie 
with the two column." 
"From Project Teach, I learned effective ways to deal with confrontational students. I learned to 
validate their feelings before [the training}, I blew up at them!" 
"Teachers have become more responsive and attentive to the needs of the students." 

One teacher related an action research project that he did for a college class. He said he tried an 
intervention on tardiness, "It worked, and I wrote it up." 

Some teachers could not li st specific changes they made in the classroom. One said, "Many 
things helped us, not directly and specifically though." 

2. How does your school evaluate the impact of staff development on teacher practice? 

The answer is that there is no formalized plan for assessing impact of staff development on 
teacher practice. In one of the applications for an exemplary grant, Edison proposed to do a staff 
survey later in the school year to assess the effectiveness of the conference on the actual school 
program, but there is no evidence that this step was completed. 

3. How do you think staff development activities have impacted student achievement? 

When teachers were asked if there was any evidence of increased student achievement as a result 
of staff development training, the majority of them said that it is difficult to collect actual 
evidence. As many teachers pointed out, much of what they gain and implement as a result of 
staff development is difficult to quantify in terms of student achievement. However, despite 
having little specific evidence, some of them stated that they feel more learning is occurring in 
their classrooms. They observe students being more engaged in their work, enjoying and 
attending school more, and becoming better critical thinkers. 

Following are teacher responses to this question: 
"Students are now more involved in the class because their learning styles are addressed and I 
have hands-on work for them to do. I feel that attendance is up." 
"/use a computer program on concept mapping. I apply reading strategies, 4MAT concepts, 
and cooperative groups. The results are that students are better critical thinkers, have an 
increase of vocabulary skills, and are more respectful." 
"My students are more engaged and are learning more." 
"I'm using more student investigations second semes"ter, and I have less student failures than 
first semester." 
"/use cooperative learning extensively in my classes. Their behavior improves; the shy and the 
active kids work together." 
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"The overall SIP reading scores have gone up." 
"The kids and myself are enjoying class niore and attendance is up." 

4. How does your school evaluate the impact of staff development on student achievement? 

One committee member assured that staff development is tied to student achievement. He said, 
"The exemplary grants were directed to teaching methodology and reading skills. However, to 
come up with an assessment of the degree to which staff development has had a real impact on 
student achievement is beyond us. " 

Recently , Edison has looked at standardized test scores: PLAN reading and math tests and the 
state basic skills tests in reading and math. The principal said, "It is hard to know where 
achievement is. " They used the PLAN test for reading to attempt to disaggregate the data. They 
took students who had been tested in 10th grade and had been in the building the full year and 
tested them at 11th grade. They used a different form and, the principal said, "The scores 
improved dramatically. We doubled the number who moved from the lower to the higher levels. 
We had promoted reading and the use of different strategies." They followed the same 
procedure in math, testing in 10th grade and retesting at 11th, but the results were not back yet. 
The principal would like to see more testing. He said, "There is no diagnostic testing program. 
so that we could pinpoint problems." On the basic requirements test in reading, they hope to see 
a big improvement. They worked hard to prepare students. 

They tried to compare student grades but they could not get the records of grades from the 
district. They wanted to compare GP A's. They knew the honor roll was up. They gave 90 
letters to students who got 3.67 or better for three consecutive semesters. The principal stated, 
"It is very difficult to get data from. the district." 

The principal also stated that the management council is re-doing the school improvement plan. 
They are trying to identify measures for each of the goals. Another staff member added, "We 
are going to measure the goals. We will carry through this tinie." He also said they needed to 
designate who would make it happen and who would be in charge. 

Many teachers mentioned that the impact of staff development on student achievement is very 
difficult to measure. 
"It seems like it would be an impossible task because there are so many variables. It is hard to 
research." 
"I'm doing my part by attending workshops and using what I learn in the classroom, but what 
are the students doing? It's hard to measure the impact." 

5. If we observed your classes, what kind of evidence will we see regarding the impact of 
staff development? 

CAREI researchers had planned to observe classes as one way to evaluate the Edison staff 
development activities. We found it would be difficult to find any one day in which teachers 
would be demonstrating what they have implemented from recent staff development activities. 
The list of ways teachers feel their teaching has changed is listed earlier in this case study. 

One teacher of 30 years said that there would be a lot to see if we visited his class , but to tie it to 
a specific experience of staff development would be hard. He said, "It has evolved over 30 years 
of teaching. " 
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6. General comments: 

The importance given to staff development at Edison came through very strongly, characterized 
by one teacher who said, "The people at Edison are very supportive. They encourage us to 
upgrade our knowledge." Another said, "There is strong encouragenientfrom the 
administration for staff development." 

Several people interviewed mentioned the important role that the staff development committee 
has played in the unfolding events at Edison. One said, "It is not just the particular Camp 
Edisons, but Camp Edisons have helped to contribute to a real camaraderie, a positive attitude 
among the staff I know from my work with other schools how they can break down into factions 
and cliques, and I honestly believe that does not exist here in any major way. There are no 
groups out to undermine change or to undermine certain strategies." 

This may be partly responsible for the climate at Edison. Though all teachers might not feel as 
strongly, the general feeling that staff have about the school can be characterized by one 
teacher's comment, "The cooperation from the staff and principals is great. The students are 
great. I don't want to ever leave Edison. I have been warmly welcomed here; !feel at home." 

Another said, "In the last few years, we treat people better. [Staff development] used to be on 
site. Now we get off site. On site, people come and go and try to take care of other business. We 
need to get people away so they are with you." 

IV. Comments and Recommendations from Edison Staff 

1. How do you think the process of evaluating the impact of staff development could be 
improved? 

As stated earlier, several people pointed to the management council's work on the School 
Improvement Plan and better measures of the goals as a way of better evaluating what they are 
doing. 

2. What recommendations do you have for improving staff development activities at 
Edison, in the district, or at other schools? 

A few teachers said that they should be allowed to have more input into the planning of staff 
development days. One staff development committee member said that the ideas they had in 
committee "didn't happen. Administration really put it together." Another teacher added. 
"We're not as site-based as we say we are." 

Not all teachers agreed that the focus should be on group staff development or on schoolwide 
activities. Some said they enjoyed activities related to their field. Others wanted more 
department meetings . One teacher said, "We used to have strong departments. Now we don't 
have time to meet as a department." Another said, "/get ideas, perspectives from talking with 
other math professionals. I'd like to see more department opportunities." 

A few staff members mentioned that they like having staff development days be practical and 
informative rather than having speakers who try to motivate or "be cheerleaders." Said one 
teacher, "We had an inspirational talk which assumed that we had bad morale." 

Another department was particularly positive about the staff development activities they have all 
experienced, some of them specific to their subject area. One teacher in that department felt so 
positive about staff development and other changes at the school that he 'feels an excitement" 
that he only felt "in the first f ew years" he taught. 
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About five teachers indicated that they want or need more information on the Graduation 
Standards. Others suggested that for the benefit of the LEP students, there should be a workshop 
given by an expert to help mainstreamed teachers learn about effective teaching methods for 
working with LEP and ESL students , and that the LEP and the English teacher sit down together 
to share expectations. 

One teacher said, 11 It is impossible to measure student achievement over time because most test 
instrwnents are changed every three or four years. 11 Often a good program was implemented by 
a superintendent, then "with the coming of a new superintendent the program. would be ended." 
He said that good programs need to be lauded and promoted so that they continue for a long 
time. 

Two staff members stated that they believe too much money is being spent on staff development 
training. They said that Edison could use some of the money allocated for staff development 
training to cut down on class size. 

An educational assistant mentioned the need to make their time more flexible so they can attend 
more seminars and workshops. Two clerical staff members recommended more districtwide 
inservice with workshops directly related to their work where they can share ideas with their 
counterparts across the district. 

One teacher recommended that there be a comprehensive list of "the money that's out there right 
up front and easily accessible to teachers. We don't have time to jump through all the hoops 
they want. 

3. Comments or recommendations about staff development from CAREi staff: 

The role of the principal is a key to Edison's success, followed by a strong management council, 
and, then, an active, serious staff development committee. 

When we looked at the positive and negative statements about staff development training from 
the interviews with the Edison staff members, it appeared that approximately 90% of them 
believed that at least some of the training has benefited them, with about half of the teachers 
indicating the training has been very beneficial. Approximately 10% of the staff mentioned that 
they have not been impacted by staff development training. The majority of teachers seem to 
want to continue having extensive staff development training and opportunities. 

Teachers were forthcoming about what they learned from staff development activities and what 
they were actually implementing in their classrooms. They also could articulate what support 
they would need in order to make better use of what they learned. It might be useful for 
assessment and future planning purposes, to conduct an annual survey of 1) how teachers are 
using what they have learned from staff development, 2) what support activities would help 
them, and 3) what they feel their needs are for further staff development. 

Because so many Edison staff mentioned they had received training in similar topics or skill 
areas, it might be interesting to provide a survey with a list of training topics, such as cooperative 
learning, so that teachers could check those in which they have received training, and, perhaps, 
what level of proficiency they feel they have in that skill. This might serve to assess the level of 
need for additional training or collegial sharing opportunities. Further, it would identify persons 
who have sufficient skills in specific techniques so that they could help colleagues. It could help 
identify persons who would be willing to be observed by other teachers. 

Most teachers felt that those things they have implemented from their staff development 
activities do impact student behavior and achievement. However, they do not have clear ideas 
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on how to assess that impact. The district may want to make thi s a major focus of their plan for 
technical assistance to schools. Edison is at this time developing its School Improvement Plan 
and is attempting to choose measures for their goals. Perhaps more models and technical 
assistance could be provided by the district so that assessments are doable and valuable. 

If schools are to look to data to help them improve their schools , the di strict office needs to be 
more supportive in providing that data, e.g. in obtaining past grades of students and students' 
attendance records. This would have helped Edison compare present grades and attendance of 
students to records from the past years to see if there has been improvement. 
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