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Executive Summary
Introduction
The CPDLab Project is a two-year project, completing on 30th September 2013, which has developed
courses focused on three areas: the use of interactive whiteboards (IWBs), issues of eSafety and
‘Future Classroom Scenarios’ (FCS). The Independent Evaluator (IE), as part of WP4 Quality
Assurance D4.3, has assessed the impact of the Pedagogical Advisory Board (PAB), as well as acting
as a ‘critical friend’ during the project and has also been responsible for the delivery of two formal
Evaluation Reports; the Interim Report in September 2012 and this Final Report in September 2013.

The PAB
The PAB comprised experts from various countries. It met four times in the lifetime of the project
and its members provided feedback on project design and key documents. The role of the PAB was
a non-funded role in terms of time as the budget covered only the travel costs. It has not been easy
for the members to meet all together, whether online or face-to-face, but members and the project
manager have worked to overcome this limitation.

PAB Impact
The PAB has made a number of recommendations and the Project team has responded to them, on
balance, positively in the form of specific project changes and material production. PAB
recommendations and Project team responses include:


Make further use of research on how teachers learn best when producing future Course
Development Specifications and include examples of best practice in course materials.
Project response - This was implemented as the materials developed further in Year 2.



Clarify the beneficiaries of the courses as being the students and reflect this in the course
structures, especially of the IWB course.
Project response - Changes to structures were made and additional modules produced.



Ensure that QA processes are applied to future training and support materials, including
when they have been localised. Use end-user feedback as a component of the QA process.
Project response - QA of delivery of courses by other agencies in the future is not within the
scope of the CPDLab project, although guidance is included in the trainer-selection advisory
document which has now been written.



Define the criteria for the selection of trainers.
Project response - These have now been documented in the trainer-selection advisory
document which forms part of the Guideline for using the CPDLab courses.



Clarify the immediate targets of the courses: teachers or teacher-trainers.
Project response - The courses are clearly aimed at teachers and school managers, in the
case of eSafety, although teacher-trainers may benefit.



The eSafety course had significant weaknesses in the time leading up to the February 2013
PAB meeting. Concerns about this course were strongly expressed in this meeting.
Project response - Additional material was developed and the structure re-worked to produce
a much more coherent whole.
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The CPDLab Project
The three courses were in areas where gaps were identified by research and European Schoolnet's
(EUN) Ministries of Education prior to the writing of the project proposal. The courses were
designed to meet the CPD needs in the secondary school sector. The project relied on the support of
international partners to ensure it meets the requirements of different countries. It faced the
challenge of producing effective material to upskill mainly non-experts across the three partiallyrelated strands and the courses were built by development and validation teams using a reflective
and iterative process to incorporate early feedback.
The planned delivery models include Comenius-funded 5-day courses in the EUN Future Classroom
Lab in Brussels and also one- and two-day training modules. It is anticipated that the courses will be
taken up by partners and national Ministries who will support and promote their delivery.

Recommendations
The role of the PAB - The PAB said that they began to make a more useful contribution in the
second year and on the occasion when they met with the project partners face-to-face.
Recommendation - Front-load the PAB (or equivalent) involvement in future projects with early
Year 1 face-to-face contact with the project team and project partners.
The IWB Course - In line with how IWBs are increasingly being used in the classroom, this course
evolved during the project to cover an ever-wider range of interactive technologies including
communication and presentation tools and personal devices, integrated with the IWB.
Recommendation - Re-brand this course to reflect and emphasise its ongoing relevance and
attractiveness to teachers who are already dealing with this wide range of technologies.
The eSafety Course - This course will have the greatest need of updating in the future because it is
such a rapidly-changing field.
Recommendation – Highlight the importance and need for updating in the eSafety course trainer
guide, exploring ways to exploit the course through the Insafe network of centres who have the
most up-to-date knowledge and skills to revise the eSafety material.
The Future Classroom Scenarios Course - The Future Classroom Lab is a vital resource in supporting
the delivery of all the courses and especially demonstrating the value of the FCS course, which is a
new type of course where the rationale for the training is sometimes hard for newcomers to grasp
quickly.
Recommendation - Prioritise educational and technical support for this resource in future funding
rounds.

Conclusion
In the view of the IE, based on first-hand experience and demonstrated by the evidence presented in
this report, the PAB has played a significant and important role in the CPDLab project. The goodwill
of the PAB members, their enthusiasm for the project and their knowledge, expertise and skills have
meant that their involvement has delivered a value way beyond the very low associated costs.
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1.

Background

The CPDLab Project is a two-year project which provides courses focused on three areas: the use of
interactive whiteboards (IWBs), issues of eSafety and ‘Future Classroom Scenarios’ (FCS) which is
defined as ‘implementation and dissemination of teaching and learning activities for the future
classroom’. The Independent Evaluator (IE) commenced work in June 2012 as per WP4 Quality
Assurance (QA) D4.3 and has been responsible for the delivery of two formal Evaluation Reports; the
Interim Report in September 2012 and this Final Report in September 2013. The D4.1 Quality
Assurance Plan states, “The role of the Independent Evaluator is to work within the project’s quality
assurance plan, and will focus on the extent feedback from the wider group of stakeholders in the
Pedagogical Advisory Board has impacted upon and influenced the course development process.”1
To fulfil this requirement, the independent evaluation and, consequently, these reports, has set out
a review of the effectiveness of the involvement of the Pedagogical Advisory Board (PAB) in the
development of the CPDLab Project.
The Quality Assurance Plan also states, “The Independent Evaluator will be looked to act as a “critical
friend” to the CPDLab project team, reviewing and providing informal feedback and recommendation
to help inform the three courses produced by CPDLab meet the needs of teachers from across
Europe.” To fulfil this requirement, the Independent Evaluator has also provided feedback on a
continual basis by a combination of formal feedback on specific project activities and output and
informal feedback, face-to-face or online, to project team members. The aim of the critical friend
role has been to make a positive contribution to the success of the CPDLab project, as well as
forming part of the evaluation process.

2.

Evaluation Process

The D4.1 Quality Assurance Plan states: “The Independent Evaluator will:




Review all the documentation which is produced in the course of the project;
Participate in meetings, both online and face-to-face;
Interview a selection of Pedagogical Advisory Board members on their perception of the
process and how they evaluate their participation in the project;
 Write two Evaluation Reports on the involvement of the Pedagogical Advisory Board in the
project.”
To meet these requirements, the IE has received and reviewed key project documentation. In
addition to the informal feedback, formal feedback has been provided on an agreed sub-set of this
documentation in the form of written reports or of comments and tracked changes on drafts. Also,
because the independent evaluation is mainly focused on the role of the PAB, the IE has attended all
PAB meetings, online and face-to-face, and has also conducted individual interviews with PAB
members in Year 1 of the project (July 2012) and Year 2 (June and July 2013).
The purpose of this report is to set out an evaluation of the effectiveness of the involvement of the
PAB and to draw out the wider lessons learnt from the project.

1

D4.1 Quality Assurance Plan - April 2012
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3.

The Pedagogical Advisory Board

3.1

Membership

The PAB has been constituted as follows:
Name
Jim Ayre
Maureen Haldane
Karl Hopwood
Torbjørn D. Moe
Milan Hausner
Lars Ingesman
Fernando Campos
Acronyms
DGE:
EUN:
InSafe:
iTEC:
MMU:
NCIE:
UNI-C:

Background
EUN Expert
MMU - iTEC partner
Expert - InSafe
NCIE
IWB Expert
UNI-C - iTEC partner
DGE - eSafety expert (Seguranet),
iTEC co-ordinator

Membership

until September 2012
from September 2012
until November 2012
from December 2012

The Directorate-General for Education (Portugal) - http://dgidc.min-edu.pt/
European Schoolnet - http://www.eun.org
European network of Awareness Centres - www.saferinternet.org
Innovative Technologies for an Engaging Classroom - http://itec.eun.org/web/
Manchester Metropolitan University - www.mmu.ac.uk
Norwegian Centre for ICT in Education - http://iktsenteret.no/english
Danish IT Centre for Education and Research - http://arkiv.uni-c.dk/generelt/english/index.html

Supporting the Board:

Name
José Moura Carvalho
Teresa Pombo
Dorothy Cassells
Barry Taylor

Role
QA Lead
QA Lead
Project Manager
Independent Evaluator

until August 2012
from September 2013

Key strengths of the membership of the PAB have been its members’ experience in the design and
delivery of CPD, their knowledge of new technologies, their experience of education management
and their understanding of teaching and learning processes. An additional important strength is its
international composition, with members from five countries, the Czech Republic, Denmark,
Norway, Portugal and the UK, giving a valuable perspective on different education systems and
priorities. It has been important to monitor the ongoing independence of the members from project
delivery roles. Although ICT vendors did not work directly as PAB members, it was felt that
developers and partners were sufficiently familiar with current offerings to ensure that the risk of
duplication was mitigated.
For more information on the PAB structure, see D4.2 ‘Report on Pedagogical Activities’ Section 2.1.

3.2

Meeting Schedule

The Project Quality Assurance Plan states, “There is no separate budget set aside for the tasks to be
completed by the Pedagogical Advisory Board. Their work should then be kept to a minimum.”
There was a budget for travel only but not for PAB members' time. As a result, just four meetings
were scheduled over the two-year period, two online and two face-to-face. As a result, the PAB met
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on the 26th March and 12th June in 2012 and on the 11th February and 10th June in 2013. Despite
best efforts of project management, it has not proved easy to get all members together for the
meetings, although attendance improved in Year 2. The first meeting (online) was attended by five
of the eight project participants, with two others providing feedback to the project manager at a
later date. The second meeting (face-to-face) was attended in person by three, with two others
online and three others providing later feedback. The third meeting was attended by six and the
fourth by five and one part-time. This unintentionally asynchronous format has made it hard to
sustain a group discussion and momentum. For example, two PAB members said that they met only
with the project manager in Year 1 and not with any other PAB member.
Despite these difficulties, the project manager has worked to achieve the maximum benefit that can
be gained from this schedule and format, as the minutes of the PAB meetings show. However, it is
disappointing that greater involvement of the PAB has not been enabled with funding for a wider
group of participants and more frequent meetings. As one PAB member commented in interviews,
“It would have been good to have a face-to-face start-up meeting.” It is inevitable that the level of
PAB influence has been commensurate with its available time, but very valuable, nevertheless.

3.3

Meeting Participation

Preparation for the meetings sometimes involved members in reading project documentation.
Some have found that the process of reviewing the longer documents exceeded the time they have
available, and this has restricted detailed discussion of their content in the meetings. Going forward,
in response to Year 1 feedback, the discussions were increasingly focused on specific issues where
steering is needed. Responses to the larger documents could be received online from the members
who have time to provide it.
Other PAB feedback praises the meeting management. As one member stated, “Online meetings
have been excellent, well-managed and easy to make contributions to. They are very friendly. I was
quickly at home, thanks to the project co-ordinator.” Another commented, “The meetings very wellmanaged and we are able to have our say.”
The online conferencing system, ‘FlashMeeting’, was initially used as the main medium of online
meetings but this was changed to Webex in Year 2 which allowed easier sharing of documents. In
interviews, PAB members were asked if they felt that they had been able to make useful
contributions. One member said that they felt that they “can provide input on issues presented”
rather than on documentation. Another said “Contributions are requested and valued” and added
that they would like to have further involvement because they “would like to suggest things that are
‘out of reach’ and provide challenge by saying, ‘Have you thought of…?’”.
Because of the infrequency of meetings, it took most of Year 1 for the PAB to begin to settle into an
effective way of working and contributing. As one member commented, “There has been a need to
spend time to understand the project, i.e. what is it about? What is the role? But I am slowly getting
into it.” This keenness was further demonstrated by the request previously mentioned to have
increased focus on key issues in the meetings. There was also a request to be briefed on follow-up
to the input given by the PAB, and this became a feature of later meetings.
All members of the PAB stated that they were willing to continue as members after Year 1, and this
was primarily because they saw its value. This was a very encouraging response from volunteers. In
fact, one member said, “I am not seeking more opportunities but would be happy to have them!”
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3.4

PAB Contributions

As stated above, input from the PAB has been principally, or almost entirely, obtained through the
medium of meetings. Impact, therefore, will be judged on the contributions of the PAB in those
meetings and the use that is subsequently made of those contributions.
A detailed account of the meetings, their content and their minutes is set out in the WP4 D4.2
‘Report on Pedagogical Board Activities’. Please also see the meeting minutes for further extensive
details of PAB comments.
3.4.1

PAB Meeting 26th March 2012

In this meeting, PAB members gave feedback on four documents:
 D2.1 Report on existing training/materials
 WP2: Course Development Specification
 D3.1 Course Validation Protocol
 D4.1 Quality Assurance Plan
Their feedback is summarised in the following three areas:
Area

PAB feedback

Project outcomes

IE observations

1. Future Course
Development
Specifications

 Make further use of
research on how
teachers learn best.

 Examples of learning
models were passed on to
project partners in April
2012.

 This is an excellent
example of independent
feedback making real and
verifiable contributions to
the quality of the project.

 Include examples of
good practice.

2. IWB Course

 The beneficiaries of
this course are the
students and the course
specification should
reflect this.

 Project partners agreed
to include examples of
good practice in all three
courses and project
documentation was
updated to reflect this.

 This view was passed on  This is a further example
to project partners and of specific feedback
agreed by them.
producing clear project
 The course design was improvements.
updated
to
include
student-centred modules.
 This approach has been
adopted in all three
courses.

3. QA processes

 Future training and
support materials
should undergo a QA
process.
 Localised materials
should also undergo a
QA process.
 The QA process
should include end-user
feedback.

 A set of QA criteria were
developed and reviewed
by the PAB.

 QA procedures were
implemented for the
process and outputs of this
project.
 QA procedures could not
be implemented for
ongoing course localisation
and delivery by third
parties, only advice given.
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3.4.2

PAB Meeting 12th June 2012

In this meeting, PAB members gave feedback on a general project update and on WP2: Course
Development Specification. The D4.2 Report summarises their feedback into three main areas as
follows:
Area

PAB feedback

1. Course trainers

 Define criteria
selection of trainers

2. Management of
courses and
knowledge bank

 The PAB recommended  These issues were
that these should be
discussed in Year Two
discussed as part of the
meetings.
future exploitation plan.

 It is anticipated that
a MOOC development
for the FCS course will
be a major step.

3. Project target

 Consider whether the
immediate target should
be teacher-trainers
rather than teachers.

 The project has been
set to target end-users
rather than trainers.
But it has now been
agreed that
experienced trainers
will deliver the courses
using the support
materials.

 This proposal gave
more clarity but did
not address the fact
that the PAB
recommended the
cascade model.

3.4.3

Project outcomes
for  The project manager
drafted a trainer
profile for partner
review and testing

IE observations
 There is good
progress being made in
this challenging area.
The PAB comments
have been a useful
catalyst of a process
which was already just
getting under way.

PAB Meeting 11th February 2013

In this meeting, four main issues were reviewed:
Area

PAB feedback

Project outcomes

IE observations

1. Course structure

 It will be important to
indicate
core/options,
and/or
alternative
pathways or groupings
within each of the course
modular structures.

 A number of options
for the delivery of
courses have now
been made available.

 The was a strong and
extended discussion
about this key issue
with PAB members and
project partners and
this has produced
some very practical
outcomes in the form
of advisory structures
for the presentation of
the courses using
material from all three
strands.

 Each of the courses will
require guidance notes to
explain the different
pathways
to
help
countries or regions to
select
modules
for
localisation.
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 Strong feedback was  The eSafety course
given highlighting certain has been significantly
issues with the eSafety rebuilt.
course.

 This was a very
valuable and necessary
response.

2. Critical thinking
and reflection

 There was a concern
that the Comenius 5-day
courses might not give
sufficient opportunity for
this activity.

 This has now been  The PAB members
built in to courses.
were pleased to see
that changes had been
made in response to
this feedback.

3. Community of
Practice

 Considered important
to continue the learning
after the course

 The CPDLab Project
itself could not provide
or maintain such a
Community.

 It was rightly agreed
that this could only be
effectively developed
at local level owing to
differences of language
and culture and the
heavy demand it
would place on
resources.

4. Quality of
trainers

 The quality of the
trainer remains key to
the success of the
courses.

 A trainers’ guide for
the courses to help
with localisation will be
completed after the
Comenius Summer
courses.

 The breadth of
material and the
length of the Comenius
courses mean that
they will require more
than one trainer for
each course wherever
possible.

 Within the 5
day-Comenius courses
there needs to be a
balanced presence of two
trainers, to help with
change in style and pace,
and bringing different
expertise to the courses.
3.4.4

 The Summer 2013
Comenius course were
run with multiple
trainers on each
course.

PAB Meeting 10th June 2013

In this meeting, PAB members reviewed how the feedback given at the previous meeting has been
addressed. (See 'Project outcomes' in Section 3.4.3 above) and were happy with the resultant
changes and developments Owing to this, and the fact the course development was mostly
complete, no further input was given and, in line with the project plan, no further meetings were
planned. A request was made that lessons learnt from the Summer 2013 piloting of the 5-day
Comenius courses could be shared with the PAB members.
3.4.5

Impact summary

In the short time available to it, the PAB has been able to provide an appropriate external
perspective and to make significant and practical recommendations around course structure and
delivery which the project has been able to implement. The effectiveness of the PAB is specifically
reviewed in Section 5.
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4.

The CPDLab Project

4.1

Design and process

4.1.1

Previous experience

It has been a benefit to the project that each of its three strands; the use of IWBs, eSafety and
‘Future Classroom Scenarios’ have benefitted from the knowledge and experience of three preexisting EUN-supported activities/projects; the Interactive Whiteboard Working Group, EUN work on
eSafety and the iTEC project: Designing the Future Classroom. However, the CPDLab project has not
duplicated previous work; all three projects have previously identified the need for a larger-scale
development and roll-out of structured CPD encompassing these three areas of interest and
concern. The CPDLab project was designed to play a major role in fulfilling this requirement.
4.1.2

Age range

It is important to note that the project is focused entirely on the needs of teachers of secondary-age
students, although some of the material will be relevant to the work of primary teachers. There
would be real value in another project using a similar format to address the needs of teachers of
primary-age pupils. It would also be useful for primary specialists to have the opportunity to review
the current courses for their potential application to the primary phase, although outside the scope
of the CPDLab project.
4.1.3

International scope

To ensure that the CPDLab project is truly pan-European, the infrastructure for its development has
involved six partner organisations. These are:
 The EUN Partnership AISBL - “European Schoolnet” (EUN)
 Agenzia Nazionale per lo Sviluppo dell’Autonomia Scolastica - ex INDIRE (ANSAS) in Italy
 The Directorate-General of Innovation and Curricular Development (DGE) in Portugal
 The Finnish National Board of Education (FNBE)
 The Norwegian Centre for ICT in Education (NCIE)
 The University of Oulu (UOULU) in Finland
The role of each of these partners is described in the ‘CPDLab Project Progress Report’ (September
2012) and it is clear that each of the partner organisations has brought specific value to the project.
Nevertheless, co-ordinating the wide range of experience and approaches has absorbed a large
amount of project management time, perhaps larger than was originally planned. More frequent
partner meetings were put in place to mitigate this.
4.1.4

Flexibility

Starting three major strands simultaneously was also very ambitious and has proved very
demanding. However, it is a noticeable feature of the project that, when potential difficulties or
barriers have been identified, they have quickly been addressed. For example, the separation of
course specification from course development has ensured greater common understanding across
the three projects, even before development starts. This separation is shown in the following
project diagram:
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In this diagram, it is also clear that the process of course development has been designed using a
reflective and iterative approach, involving experts, stakeholders and pilot participants. It proved to
be essential to maintain this, even when time pressures made it very tempting to take shortcuts.
Another example of a flexible and speedy response was shown when certain additional
requirements of the eSafety course were highlighted; the project team moved quickly to bring in
more resources and consequently re-work the material to make it a much more effective course.
4.1.5

Risks

A key risk to the project came from the very characteristics of the people involved. The project
partners, as has already been stated, are experts in educational issues and CPD development and
delivery. The courses were developed and reviewed by experts. The stakeholders had their input
and the courses were validated and then piloted. In addition, it was decided, for very good reasons
of productivity, to combine the course development and the course validation teams. However, this
carries the risk of reduced quality control. It was planned to use a second group of teachers later in
the process, for a final validation of nearly-completed courses, to mitigate this and this took place
with the delivery of each of the three courses in Summer 2013. However, because the 46
participants were self-selected, it was inevitable that they represented the more confident and
competent ICT users:

Course

ICT Competence Good or Very Good

ICT Confidence Good or Very Good

eSafety

80%

80%

Interactive Whiteboards

72%

67%

Future Classroom Scenarios

65%

70%

Nevertheless, it can be seen from the following chart2, that these strong ICT users, found the courses
relevant to their teaching and extended their knowledge and skills.

22

CPDLab Summer 2013 Courses: evaluation summary - CPDLab Project
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Strongly agree - Percentages

100%

71%

100%

71%

59%

100%

59%

100%

72%

71%
67%

61%

100%

65%

65%

71%
65%

61%

61%
56%
47%

47%
39%

The content of the The material covered The balance between The balance between There was a right kind I gained valuable
I will be able to use I would recommend
course reflected what was relevant for me.
theoretical
different learning
of equipment
knowledge from the the skills I learnt in my this course to my
was advertised.
information and
styles was correct.
available to do the
course.
teaching practice.
colleagues.
practical/hands-on
tasks.
learning was correct.
eSafety

FCS

IWB
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4.2

Structure

4.2.1

The three courses

The original CPDLab project proposal did not intend the three courses to be interlinked.
Nevertheless, the presentation of the three under the single CPDLab label had the effect of creating
the strong impression that they were intended to be linked and also the expectation that they would
be mutually supportive in delivery. Indeed, since, in the larger scheme of CPD, the focus of each of
the three courses was selected as being an important component of the development of teacher and
manager ICT skills, this is not a surprising reaction. As a result, the PAB looked at how the three
courses fitted together and agreed that they were components of a coherent whole, as one member
said, “It is hard not to see the connection between the three strands but it is not clear how obvious it
will appear to others who are new to it.” Furthermore, in terms of delivery, one of the outcomes of
the project has been some excellent proposals for how elements of the three strands can be
combined into a single course. Although, as the PAB pointed out, this, in turn, raises the issue, that
it would be difficult to find trainers who could effectively deliver all three courses or even, if
required, a course made up of modules from all three strands.
4.2.1.1

IWB

The PAB view is that the IWB strand is about much more than the IWB: “It is about new ways of
teaching: more innovative uses of IWBs, not just presentation but to lead to discussion - for some
learners to see what other learners do.” It was also thought that the IWB strand would, in technical
terms, be about more than just IWBs: “It is only one tool. There are a host of tools which require the
same commitment and other technologies now e.g. slate, tweeting/mobile phones/response
devices. IWBs can work with anything and they can be used on their own or with others.” Even
towards the end of Year 2, it was still felt that IWB course needed to be more about various
interactive technologies. This is not a surprising reaction since the need for this course was first
identified by the IWB Working Group which is now becoming the Interactive Classroom Working
Group. In fact, the PAB comments reflect the general trend towards the need for training which is
focused on the interoperability of different technologies.
There was less certainty from the PAB about the length of the IWB course. Was it too long and, as a
result, would school principals release staff for five days for this single activity? As a result of this
concern, alternative pathways of shorter length and involving different forms of delivery modality
were included in the trainer’s instruction guide for each course.
4.2.1.2

eSafety

It was less clear how the eSafety strand might fit in with the others. It can be seen rather as
“awareness-raising, not teaching strategies”. Unlike IWBs, eSafety is a constantly and quicklychanging field. There were concerns as to whether the course could be kept sufficiently up-to-date.
4.2.1.3

FCS

The Future Classroom Scenarios strand was seen by the PAB as being more about how a learning
process is structured rather than about which piece of furniture is purchased.
4.2.2

Delivery models

The CPDLab project offered one- and two-day courses piloted in Autumn 2012 and also five-day
courses delivered in the Future Classroom Lab in Brussels from June 2013. This level of flexibility of
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delivery will be essential to ensure acceptability of the offering but it adds to the level of complexity
in communicating the offering to potential participants. The PAB said that there will be a real
benefit in being able to break up the 5-day courses into modules and re-work them to meet specific
needs. This is now being built into the supporting documentation in order to help those delivering
courses to explore different models. This is facilitated by the flexibility of the courses which the PAB
members praised.
However, the PAB still feel that ultimate success of the CPDLab project would depend on the quality
of people to deliver and, if the strands are merged, it will be difficult to find trainers who are
competent to deliver all three strands. Once course delivery is handed over to localised trainers,
then the flexibility will increase exponentially, but so will the demands on communication, QA and
measurability.
Looking further forward, it is expected that ITEC will play a major role in taking forward the FCS
course in MOOC format. In addition, the IWB course will be supplemented in early 2014 by a series
of best practice videos that have been commissioned by the EUN IWB Working Group.
4.2.3

Communication

It will be essential to find ways to communicate to teaching professionals both the scope of the
courses and the coherent whole they contribute to. WP5 Dissemination and WP6 Exploitation are
therefore extremely important strands of the CPDLab Project and some PAB members were
concerned that it might not be structured and resourced to a level that will have measurable impact
across Europe. Nevertheless, the Comenius funding is already proving a useful means of drawing
attention to the benefits of the CPDLab project and its courses and much will depend on the take-up
by national Ministries. The EUN can also play a vital role on communicating onwards the benefits of
the eSafety course through its Insafe network.

4.3

Differentiation of content

4.3.1

PAB feedback

An early phase of the CPDLab project was to research existing training available. The members of
the PAB were asked for their opinion as to whether they expected the final outcomes to be
sufficiently differentiated from the CPD that is already on offer. Their views varied considerably.
Some expressed doubt because they thought it was too early to say. “We can say after piloting
when we have responses from teachers. At the moment it is more or less the same but when
localised, then it will be different.” Another said, “I would like to think it is different, but am not sure
because of issues of language, delivery and training.” Others were more confident: “It is different
because of the focus on teaching and learning rather than classroom, starting with pedagogy.”
Another felt that the differentiation would depend on the nature of the final localised product: “For
it to work, it will need some of the most competent people in Europe to produce material that can
be localised. This will be difficult as different countries have different focuses on teaching and
learning. You need to find interesting ideas, take the very best, and then localise.” There was a view
that the FCS course was particularly differentiated from previously-available training: "the whole
project's main differentiator is in the FCS course."
The important issue of localisation is addressed again In Section 4.4.
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4.3.2

The Future Classroom Lab

A key project differentiator is the provision of the Future Classroom Lab in Brussels. This excellent
and attractive facility can ensure a sound platform for delivery of early courses. If sufficient and
timely Comenius funding is available, and, if it has appropriate technical support, the Lab has the
potential to add considerable impetus to the roll-out of the programme and is already doing so.

4.4

Challenges

The members of the PAB are generally very positive about the outcomes of the CPDLab project. One
member said, “It has the potential to make a difference in a pan-European context.” Another said,
“I would be happy to promote it in my country.” It was agreed, however, that some key questions
will need to be addressed. The questions raised by PAB members come under the three linked areas
of localisation, roll-out and quality assurance:
- Languages are a key challenge - is there money for localisation?
- Who will deliver the material? i.e. is it material for experts to deliver, or is it for teachers to take
back and cascade to colleagues?
- How can the project reach out to a wider network of teaching professionals rather than just the
enthusiasts who might have less need of it?
- The roll-out of the project will bring key quality issues, especially of localised versions and its
success will depend heavily on the contribution of national Ministries. However, by the end of
Year 2, it has become clear that roll-out would be provided by the Comenius delivery of the
whole package and potentially localisation by some Ministries. It is not yet certain, however, in
how many countries this latter solution, the active involvement of Ministries, will take place.
This question of the suitability of course material in a pan-European context, as raised by the PAB
members, has been significantly addressed by the CPDLab Project's use of the pilots carried out with
eTwinning teachers, with the Comenius teachers. This is also evidenced by the initial responses to
the courses from teachers across Europe.

4.5

The role of the PAB

After the work of the PAB was complete, the members gave further feedback in individual
interviews. Here are some extracts:
- The concept of the PAB was valuable in that it allowed independent international experts to
provide advice and guidance during the construction of the courses.
- This was an unpaid role and the PAB members considered that the time commitment required
from them has been about right in the lifetime of the project and they described themselves as
happy to be part of the project.
- The members would have liked more face-to-face at the start of the project, especially with
development partners. This would have helped the Advisory Board get a better understanding
of the project, the thinking behind it and its context at an earlier stage.
- They would also have liked the PAB to be more involved in the planning of the overall structure
of the courses - not the detail but the overall approach. This could be achieved by more
participation with partners of the kind that happened at the February 2013 meeting. There
would have been a greater benefit if this could have happened in Year 1 rather than Year 2 when
it was mostly too late.
- They valued the good response to their input at February 2013 meeting, especially on the
e-safety course.
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-

The face-to-face meetings were good and they sometimes had technical problems with online
meetings and occasionally couldn't hear others speaking.
They would like to see feedback from action research as teachers go through process of trialling
material.

5.

PAB Effectiveness

This section summarises areas where the work of the PAB has had a significant impact on the
project. This has already been documented, mainly in Section 4 of this Report but it is set out here
for clarity. In the meetings, the PAB made a number of recommendations and the Project team
responded to them, on balance, positively, in the form of specific project changes and material
production.
PAB recommendations and Project team responses include:


Make further use of research on how teachers learn best when producing future Course
Development Specifications and include examples of best practice in course materials.
Project response - This was implemented as the materials developed further in Year 2.



Clarify the beneficiaries of the courses as being the students and reflect this in the course
structures, especially of the IWB course.
Project response - Changes to structures were made and additional modules produced.



Ensure that QA processes are applied to future training and support materials, including
when they have been localised. Use end-user feedback as a component of the QA process.
Project response - QA of delivery of courses by other agencies in the future is not within the
scope of the CPDLab project, although guidance is included in the trainer-selection advisory
document which has now been written.



Define the criteria for the selection of trainers.
Project response - These have now been documented in the trainer-selection advisory
document which forms part of the Guideline for using the CPDLab courses.



Clarify the immediate targets of the courses: teachers or teacher-trainers.
Project response - The courses are clearly aimed at teachers and school managers, in the
case of eSafety, although teacher-trainers may benefit.



The eSafety course had significant weaknesses in the time leading up to the February 2013
PAB meeting. Concerns about this course were strongly expressed in this meeting.
Project response - Additional material was developed and the structure re-worked to produce
a much more coherent whole.

Overall, the PAB has made significant contributions to the development of the three courses, mainly
through attendance at the face-to-face and online meetings. In addition, the project itself has made
good use of its links with the IWB working group, Insafe and with ITEC using its course development
process, as described in Section 1.
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6.

Year 1 Recommendations

A number of recommendations were also made by the Independent Evaluator in the 2012 Interim
Report. This section contains the recommendations that were especially highlighted in that report.
and the subsequent project response.

6.1

PAB membership

The constituency of the PAB will need to be monitored for continued project independence and
sufficient size.
Project response - As can be seen in Section 3.1, two new members joined the PAB to ensure
independence and to keep up the numbers to an appropriate level.

6.2

The needs of non-specialists

Ultimately, the project must reach those teaching professionals who are less confident and skilled in
the use of technology to support the teaching and learning process. Non-specialists and nonenthusiasts should be involved as soon as possible to test materials.
Project response - In Year 2, the validation group of teachers included some non-specialists.
However, as the testing of materials was initially on-line, they found the task daunting and one
dropped out. To help provide more support, the group was joined with the Year 1 course
development group of teachers and all brought together in the joint validation workshop which took
place in February 2013.

6.3

Dissemination

The project team is already addressing the communication and dissemination requirements but this
is an enormous task which will need to be taken up by national partners and Ministries. It will be
essential that their plans for localisation and roll-out are publicised as soon as possible to allow
school managers to engage with the project. It will be increasingly important to make clear exactly
who the courses are intended for.
Project response - It is anticipated that the national partners and Ministries will take up the delivery
of courses outside the Comenius framework. To support this, the course material is modularised to
enable flexible course structure and the material is available under a Creative Commons AttributionShareAlike 3.0 licence to encourage proliferation.

6.4

Scope of future projects

Whilst some of the materials being produced will be relevant to primary school teachers, the CPDLab
project is focused solely on secondary level. Should any similar project be considered in the future,
there would be real value in addressing the needs of teachers of the primary age-range.
Project response - Although the CPDLab project has been focused on secondary, a significant amount
of the materials in all three courses is appropriate for primary and its modularisation will enable such
courses to be constructed.
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7.

Year 2 Recommendations

7.1

The PAB

The PAB said that they began to make a more useful contribution in the second year and on the
occasion when they met with the project partners face-to-face. They recommend for future projects
bringing in such a Board earlier to meet with the project development teams. This would enable
them to build more quickly a clear view of the direction and motivation of the project and hence be
able to provide their expert views at a time when they could have more earlier impact on the
project. (Sections 3.2, 3.3 and 4.5).
Recommendation: Front-load the PAB (or equivalent) involvement in future projects with early Year
1 face-to-face contact with the project team and project partners.

7.2

The IWB Course

In line with how IWBs are increasingly being used in the classroom, this course evolved during the
project to cover an ever-wider range of interactive technologies including communication and
presentation tools and personal devices, integrated with the IWB.
Recommendation: Re-brand this course to reflect and emphasise its ongoing relevance and
attractiveness to teachers who are already dealing with this wide range of technologies.
(Section 4.2.1.1)

7.3

The eSafety Course

The PAB found it hard to understand why there seemed little linkage with the EU eSafety Label
project. Both projects are run by EUN and both need each other. This is especially important
because the eSafety material will possibly have the greatest need of constant updating in the future
as it is such a rapidly-changing field.
Recommendation: Highlight the importance and need for updating in the eSafety course trainer
guide, exploring ways to exploit the course through the Insafe network of centres who have the
most up-to-date knowledge and skills to revise the eSafety material. (Section 4.2.1.2)

7.4

The Future Classroom Lab

The Future Classroom Lab is a vital resource in supporting the delivery of all the courses and
especially demonstrating the value of the FCS course, which is a new type of course where the
rationale for the training is sometimes hard for newcomers to grasp quickly.
Recommendation: Prioritise educational and technical support for this resource in future funding
rounds. (Section 4.3.2)

8.

Conclusion

In the view of the IE, based on first-hand experience and demonstrated by the evidence presented in
this report, the PAB has played a significant and important role in the CPDLab project. The goodwill
of the PAB members, their enthusiasm for the project and their knowledge, expertise and skills have
meant that their involvement has delivered a value way beyond the low associated costs.
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