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1. S UMMARY
1.1 Aim of the report
The report provides an update on the validation process as foreseen in the Description of Work
(DoW). It summarises the validation protocol followed, and the changes made while carrying out the
protocol. It also highlights the feedback to the CPDLab Course developers to help improve the
educational offer in line with the potential end-user requirements.

1.2 Validation protocol and impact on course design
The course validation protocol model that INDIRE proposes, according to the task foreseen in WP3, is
a framework based on four main pillars: Pedagogy, Architecture, Content and Technology (TPACK:
“Technological, Pedagogical, Architectural, and Content Knowledge”). The framework is an
adaptation of the original TPACK1 model (Mishra & Koehler, 2006) integrated on the basis of the
INDIRE experience in leading teacher addressed training initiatives (reference D3.1: Validation
Protocol, for the explanation of the model). This four pillar approach has been commended by the
CPDLab Pedagogical Advisory Board (PAB). The main impact of this approach has been on the
eSafety course design, to ensure the pedagogical focus runs throughout the course.

Picture 1 - The four pillars

The four pillars break-down into specific indicators. Those indicators represent the overall validation
framework that can be further detailed when building the operative tools that have been used to
gather feedback by focus group teachers and provide input for the improvement of the training
course.
1

The original model is defined by Punya Mishra and Matthew J. Koehler and based on “the understanding that teaching is a
highly complex activity that draws on many kinds of knowledge. Teaching is a complex cognitive skill occurring in an illstructured, dynamic environment” (Mishra & Koehler, Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge: A Framework for Teacher
Knowledge, in Teachers College Record Volume 108, Number 6, June 2006, pp. 1017–1054).
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1.3 Validation process, original plan and changes made
The original course development workflow was developed within the project work plan. After the
initial structure and topics of the courses had been defined and some initial modules developed
(phase one modules), an iterative development and validation process was set up involving project
partners and expert teachers (Course Development Focus Group). The process started with project
partner reviews of each of the courses, and then proceeded through a series of steps, including a
face-to-face meeting and workshop in April 2012, conference calls and online feedback with project
partners and the expert teachers.
Teachers in the Course Development focus group have worked in an iterative manner with project
partners to design the structure for each course, and provide input to and feedback on the
development of initial and final course modules.
One of the main lessons coming out of this iterative development and validation process has been
the need to define and agree a common set of assumptions against which each of the courses can be
developed against. The resultant Course Specification document set outs the multi-layer structure of
the courses. This in turn has impacted the initial version of the validation protocol, which has been
changed to move away from a module-only centred validation approach to a more effective version
tailored on the new course structure. It was agreed that the Course Outline (level 1) and the Course
Plan (level 2) are to be validated through the formalised validation procedure. Furthermore the
project group agreed on involving the validation focus group teachers in the first validation process.
Here’s a diagram of Validation Phase 1 and Validation Phase 2 (M = month from start of project,
October 11).

Picture 2 - Validation Phase 1
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Picture 3 - Validation Phase 2

1.4 Key points informing the phase 2 course development from the
expert teacher/wider stakeholder group input
The iterative nature of the course development and validation process in phase one, has resulted in
the courses evolving over a series of different draft versions. This, together with the development of
a common course specification document, has brought greater levels of discussion and contribution
from across the project partners and expert teachers. This level of input has strengthened each of
the courses, turning them into courses that are valued by each of the partners and different from
what exists today (reference D2.1 Report on existing training/support materials).
Involving the expert teachers in this iterative process, between development and validation, has also
been essential to get the right level of consideration and feedback. At the April focus group
workshop, it was evident that a great level of briefing was required to ensure the teachers
understood the aims of the courses and had time to reflect on their own experience. The main
consequence of the level of briefing required, and the iterative process, was to extend the phase one
validation, with the final stage held in September once the course development teachers were back
from vacation. The results from this validation are shared below.
This need for briefing, is being taken into the phase 2 course development process. The validation
activities involving the specific group of teachers selected for course validation only, was kicked off
with a webinar briefing in September by each of the course leads. These teachers will review and
complete the on-line validation forms in the Autumn for the updated courses published following the
final course development group of teachers review mentioned above, in September.
This twin track validation process will continue through phase 2, involving the course development
teachers in early validation cycles to help shape and finalise the courses, before handing over to the
specific course validation teachers to review and fine turn.
During the developing process a group of wider European stakeholders has been consulted in order
to gather input from the know-how of longer time experienced working group and expert bodies. In
particular the Interactive Whiteboard Working Group (IWB WG) has been involved to include the
outputs of more than three years of activities led on an European level to effectively integrate the
IWB technology in the teaching practice. Inputs from the iTEC (Interactive Technologies for an
Engaging Classroom) project have been used to improve the FCS course modules structure
considering the results gathered by the projects during the first piloting cycles where learning stories
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and activities have been concretely tested in the educational practice. EUN’s InSafe experts have also
been consulted and provided input review both during the design and course development phase.

1.5 Recommendations for phase 2 course development
A summary of the main recommendations coming out of the validation process followed in phase
one are:


For the project partners and course developers: the need for a Course Specification
document, to detail and share a common set of assumptions against which each of the
courses are to be developed.



For the courses themselves: the need for plenty of practical, hands-on activities for active
learning with outputs to take back and practice in the classroom, particularly significant with
the delivery of the courses over 5 days.



For the course design: the need to develop the courses in a flexible modular style, to help
with the dissemination at a local level, fitting with blended learning models.



For the course structure: the need to transfer the rationale of the course and the expert
know-how into the structure of the activities instead of leaving the whole responsibility of
the success of the course to the trainer. The courses should be oriented to a workshop
approach instead of lecture (trainee centred instead of trainer led).



For the course outcomes: during the course the trainees should be able to design and
implement tools, resources or models that can be brought back into their school context
and/or educational practice. The products developed by the teachers in the course should be
directly usable and applicable to their professional context.



For the expert teachers involved in the project: the opportunity to capitalize the knowledge
and know-how developed by the development teachers that have been following and
participating to the development process from the beginning. To effectively use the teachers
experience the “development group” should be involved in the validation process as well.
The development phase and the validation phase should be considered as a continuum of
progressive steps where the initial outline and the following version of the course structure
have to progress through an iterative input-feedback process where the know-how of the
teachers involved increase and becomes more and more effective.



For the expert teachers involved in the project: the need for an in-depth briefing setting out
the background to the courses, the course aims and objectives, with time to reflect on the
courses against their own experience to then get their buy-in to the process and help with
strengthening the course design For the effectiveness of the teachers’ feedback: face-to-face
meetings with the development/validation teachers should be considered as a priority in
order to get deeper insight into the single topics and activities and be able to provide
feedback through a hands-on approach.



For the development flow structure: the need for adequate discussion spaces where to share
different views and raise issues related to different cultural and pedagogical contexts. Those
spaces could be provided online through videoconference systems. The most effective input
to the development process came when ice-breaking questions are provided in advance to a
deeper discussion of key aspects.
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For the course preparation and follow up: the need to extend the course outline beyond the
description of the training days. Since the effectiveness of the training course is strictly
related to the opportunity to spend the course outcomes in the concrete professional
context it would be important to have an initial questionnaire (to gather expectation, initial
expertise/skills, professional background) and an environment where the teachers can
continue to share experiences and practices and exchange their feedback on the
experimentation of the course outcomes.

2. C OURSE V ALIDATION P ROTOCOL
D3.1 Course Validation Protocol provides the detail behind the process and is available to download
from the CPDLab website. Below provides a summary of the validation feedback from each the
validation tools deployed.

2.1 Tools for course validation
Multiple choice questionnaires. Questionnaires have been used to gather quantitative feedback on
the validation indicators. Those tools have been addressed individually to each validation teacher on
the basis of his expertise and competencies. Two different kind of questionnaires have been
administered. The first one was administered after the face-to-face meeting in Brussels. The second
questionnaire was administered before the end of Phase 1 Validation, in September 2012.
Open ended Interviews. Short open interviews used to gather deeper feedback on specific aspects.
Checklists. The interviews/questionnaires has been accompanied by a checklist to gather more
specific feedback on very specific yes/no answers.
Focus group. Focus groups involved the whole validation team and have brought together different
backgrounds and experiences towards a common aim. This was performed both in Brussels face-toface meeting and during online sessions.

2.2 Development and validation steps
st

1 STEP: Course Development and Validation workshop, 16-17 April 2012, Brussels
Workshop
During the face-to-face focus group in Brussels, development teachers were divided into 3 groups
according to their preferences and to the theme they are most expert in. A number of key-points have
been highlighted in order to further develop the current course structure (that was referred to all of
the three courses):
- the courses should have references to real practices
- the activities of the course should be fully explained
- the description of the course should be easy to understand
- the content of the course should be strictly linked to the teachers’ professional career
- the attendance to the course should improve students’ learning and motivation
- the course should take into account also sociocultural aspect of the technology/tools proposed
(threats, attitudes, trends etc.)
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- the course should be subject-teaching centered
- the course should give hands-on tools and software to work with
In the design of the course, these elements were taken into account to better refine the brochure
(level 1 of the course structure) and the further development of the single modules (level 3).
First questionnaire (course specific sub-groups)
During the seminar the CDI1 tool specified in the validation protocol (see annexes in D3.1 Course
Validation Protocol) has been used to gather analytic feedback on the single courses. The tool has
been provided as an online questionnaire and each of the three groups has provided feedback
responding to the questions after a half a day focus-specific discussion on the course outlines.
Feedback gathered
a)

Interactive whiteboard course
The goals and the outcomes of the course have been considered clear and it has been
considered relevant to the teachers’ future professional aspirations. Two aspects have been
highlighted as more critical: the relevance to the teachers’ professional responsibilities and
the enhancement of the students’ learning. Those aspects are more linked to a deeper
pedagogical change: more efforts need to be put in the development of spaces and activities
where the teachers can reflect on their practice and face innovative methods and
approaches. Through the experimentation of new tools and pedagogies (with the support of
the tutor and in a continuous exchange of expertise with the colleagues) the teachers should
be able to take more responsibilities in shaping student centered activities based on the IWB
affordances. The improvement of the learning outcomes of the students seems to be a major
concern. The link between innovation and assessment should be considered as an issue that
needs to find new approaches.

b) eSafety course (eS)
The feedback on the overall quality of the course was 3,5 points out of 5 in average. Almost
all indicators proposed in the CDI1 tool questionnaire reported this average score. Most
probably because of the early stage of the development of the eSafety course, this feedback
cannot be considered relevant and do not show a unique development direction. In this case,
following to the questionnaire usage and the limited significant feedback (compared to the
topics highlighted during the discussions and in the open question responses), it has been
proposed to reduce the multiple choice questions in this early stage of the development in
order to let more room for highlighting key aspects through the discussion between project
partners, development teachers and, eventually, wider stakeholders. This aspect has been
highlighted also by the critical feedback on the clearness of the course description.
c)

Future Classroom Scenarios course (FCS)
The CDI1 feedback on the FCS course had many similarities with the responses on the eS. The
course was at an early stage of development and the score based feedback significance was
limited. More useful information has been gathered from the open questions where useful
resources and content has been suggested to be integrated in the training modules. A
positive feedback on the outcomes of the course: the overall aim of the course is clear but
work was to be done to further develop the structure and define tools and activities. Rooms
for development have been highlighted in particular referring to the link with the future
professional aspirations: we consider that this aspect has been improved with the further
development of the modules and the description of the activities and the specification of the
level 2 of the course (kit for the tutors).

nd

2 STEP: Course Development and Validation online meetings, April-June 2012
After the development seminar on the 16th and 17th of April 2012 in Brussels and the feedback from
the project partners and validation teachers, it has been decided to further involve the teachers of the
th
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Course Development Focus Group. During the Development seminar in Brussels the development
group (teachers, project partners, other stakeholders) has been divided into sub-groups (one for each
of the three courses to be further developed: IWB, FCS, eSafety) in order to have a deeper insight in
the single course related issues. During the seminar and in the following weeks those teachers have
developed a significant experience and it has been decided to apply it to the first validation phase. The
development teachers also gave advice on the following changes and agreed upon them.
Changes made
A first change to the planned validation process was made on the group of teachers involved. The
project group decided to involve the teachers of the development focus group also for the validation
phase so that the existing knowledge of the courses could be effectively and efficiently used to gather
a deeper feedback for the first validation.
A second change involved the development and validation tools. After the first development meetings
the project group decided to develop each course in three parallel levels:
Level One: Course Overview (audience: potential course participants)
This is a summary of the course, aimed at attracting the teaching professionals to sign-up to
the course.
The information required for this is currently defined in the course outline template, which
will be updated to reflect the project meeting discussion points.
The summary will be for publication in the CPDLab courses brochure and on Comenius
database, comprising the:
 Course outline and its supporting detail (i.e. who is course aimed at, length of course
etc)
 Half page description on each course module
Level Two: Course plan (audience: expert trainer delivering the course)
This is the detail required by the course trainer of how the course will run, the timings, the
overview of what is in each module and activities, instructions on room layout, equipment
required, the learning objectives for the modules and each activity, including a half page
trainer guidance note on each activity on how it is delivered/run (to whole group/groups
working by themselves/individual working/reflection).
The information required for this is currently defined in the course modules template, which
will be updated to reflect the project meeting discussion points.
The course plan will be written for the trainer, delivering the 5 day training course in the FCL,
Brussels.
Level Three: Course content (audience: expert trainer delivering the course)
This is the support content required by the course trainer in order to have the materials to
successfully deliver the course. As an expert trainer in the course area, the trainer will have a
‘bank’ or ‘kit-bag’ of materials of their own that they can draw on. The Level 3 content
provided will be mixed therefore, in some areas where the activity is generic/well-known the
expert trainer will be able to use the Level 2 content with no further instructions and will have
the flexibility to swop in some of their own materials to suit different types and levels of
audience. Where the activity is specialised, the Level 3 content will provide the expert trainer
with further supporting materials and details to support the activity.
This supporting content will form part of the course output and will be provided for the
trainer, who is delivering the 5 days course in the Future Class Lab (FCL), Brussels. This will be
built up over time to form an ‘knowledge exchange bank’, where the expert trainers can
upload/access the courses and support materials so that the knowledge bank grows over
time.

th
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This mixed approach means that for some generic activities, the Level 2 detail will be
sufficient. For the more specialist activities further supporting content will be given, further
materials and explanations for the activity of how to use them and what the outcome from
the activity will be eg::
o Case studies
o Aquarium technique (eSafety)
o Future Scenarios toolkit (FCS)
o Audit took (IWB).
Level 3 content will be marked as examples, so that when the courses are localised, the
trainers at national/regional/local level can either use/translate/and-or swop out with their
own materials/context.
rd

3 STEP: Discussion with wider stakeholders group, April-July 2012
The course development process has been continuing in April, May and June via e-mail with the
project development teams working on the indication coming from the development session in
Brussels and form online sessions. The feedback from the development focus group teachers has been
collected and integrated in the design development. The project partners have continued to provide
feedback on the draft versions of the outlines. The outlines have been reviewed by the Pedagogical
Advisory Board and further discussed with working group. The modules have then been written for
the first time in a more definitive and structured form.
In July the feedback coming from the first session with the development focus group teachers, the
project partner and the wider stakeholder has been fully integrated in the outlines (that will be
published in a brochure format), the first versions of the course line templates (level 2), modules and
the trainers profile. The course documentation was then ready to be submitted for last validation
phase one session.
Feedback gathered
IWB course: presentation and feedback from EUN’s Interactive Whiteboard Working group (MoE and
vendors)
 the need to focus this course on the development of pedagogical practice, as opposed to the
technical training in IWBs that is received usually alongside the installation of the IWBs in
schools.
 highlighting best practice videos and resources that can be used as supporting content to
develop the richness of the course. For example, NCIE in Ireland has offered to share the best
practice videos it has recently commissioned to help train teachers.
 The IWB working group is considering commissioning videos in support of the course.
eSafety course: review and feedback from InSafe programme leader and experts
 The importance of developing the course around encouraging critical thinking in both
teachers and students, supported by the use of case studies.
 Highlighting the new initiative around an eSafety label for schools, to be included to help
schools develop their eSafety policies.
Future Classroom Scenarios Course: review and feedback from iTEC programme leader and experts
 Providing the linkages between the tools being developed and teaching and learning activities
for the future classroom coming out of the iTEC validation cycles.
 Facilitating a closer course development model to take advantage of the expertise resident
within the iTEC partners.

th
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4 STEP: Online focus groups, September 2012
Second questionnaire (course specific sub-groups)
nd

The 2 questionnaire, tailored according to the specific sub-groups, is presented in the annex section.
The questionnaires were scales, multiple choices and open questions. The questionnaires were
administered before the online focus group sessions and were used as a starting point to better
discuss the qualitative data gathered.
Online focus group (course specific sub-groups)
As mentioned above, the final part of the phase one validation process was carried out in September
with the project partners and expert teachers. During the 3 focus groups, the questions used in the
guided discussion were the following ones:
Proposed questions to course validators
1) IWB
Q1: If you think of a typical teacher, on what element (technology, teacher strategy, assessment) do
you think they will need more guidance, examples, extra-content and why?
Q2: What module should be there and it is not?
Q3: Why and how do you think the course can enhance students learning experience?
Q4: In your opinion what competences are to be developed from attending this course?
Q5: From a methodological point of view (assessment, classwork etc) do you have anything to
comment?
Q6: What is the best way to make it possible for teacher to go back home with clear lessons ideas to be
spent in classwork?
Q7: From a technological point of view (use of tools and technologies) do you have anything to
comment?
Q8: Have you ever attended a course on this topic? If yes, what where its successful aspect?
Q9: Have you ever designed a course on this topic? If yes, what quality criteria have you applied?
Q10: Considering the fact that participants may have different technological/technical skills, do you
think that the course should have differentiated modules according to their skills?
Q11: Should we structure the course in a more flexible way, such as a common introductory part and
then 3-4 subgroups according to school level, subject areas, digital teaching experience etc.?
Q12: Should the course focus on videoconferencing tools in the compulsory modules with examples or
should the course have an online follow up based on those tools?
Q13: What do you think about the single activities included in the modules? Are they too much trained
led? Would you make any changes?
2) eSafety
Q1: If you think of a typical teacher, on what element (technology, teaching strategy, assessment) do
you think they will need more guidance, examples, extra-content and why?
Q2: What module should be there and it is not?
Q3: All of you have agreed on the fact that The modules will help teachers’ enhance their students’
learning experience. Why and how do you think the course can enhance students’ learning experience?
Q4: In your opinion what competences are to be developed from attending the course?
Q5: From a methodological point of view (assessment, classwork, cases, hands-on activities ect) do you
have anything to comment?
Q6: What is the best way to make it possible for teachers to go back home with clear ideas on the
topic so that they see why it should be a priority? For example, should the course focus more on case
studies Q10: Considering the fact that participants may have different technological/teaching skills, do
you think that the course should have differentiated modules according to their skills?
Q11: Should we structure the course in a more flexible way, such as a common introductory part and
then 3-4 subgroups according to school-level, subject areas, digital teaching experience etc.
Q12: Since the course outline is not finished yet, do you think the course need refinements in some
th
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areas? Or that some topic is too stressed and other topics are approached only marginally?
Q13: What do you think about the single activities included in the modules? Are they too much trainer
led? Would you make any changes? Do you think of any other potential end-users that could be
interested in this course?
3) Future Class Scenarios
Q1: If you think of a typical teacher, on what element (visions of future scenarios, technology,
classroom
settings, learning stories, activities, assessment) do you think they will need more guidance, examples,
extra-content and why?
Q2: What topic/module should be there and it is not?
Q3: All of you have agreed on the fact that The modules will help teachers’ enhance their students’
learning experience. Why and how do you think the course can enhance students’ learning experience?
Q4: Not all of you have agreed on the fact that The course is very well balanced in terms of technology,
teaching strategy, assessment. What part should be stressed more among those?
Q5: From a methodological point of view what kind of activities or strategies are more appropriate to
develop those competencies (case studies, hands on activities, role plays etc)? Are they too much
trainer led?
Q6: What is the best way to make it possible for teachers to go back home with clear lessons ideas to
be spent in class work?
Q7: From a technological point of view (use of tools and technologies) do you have anything to
comment? Q8: Have you ever attended an international course with teachers from different countries?
If yes, what were its successful aspects?
Q9: Should we structure the course in a more flexible way, such as a common introductory part and
then 3-4 subgroups? If yes how would you define the subgroups? According to school-level, subject
areas, digital teaching experience etc.?
Q10: Should every teacher work on his own learning story or should the activities be organized around
pairs or groups of teachers working on the same learning story?
Q11: What is the added value of the international Community of Practice for teachers?
Why and how should it be used?
Q12: How could we help teachers localize the content of the course to their school environment and
colleagues? As for the terminology used, should we clarify some terms as they are too technical?
Feedback gathered
1) IWB
The main structure of the course is fine for all the participants. All the teachers appreciated the focus
on pedagogy, instead of on technical aspects.
The main observations and suggestion concerned the need to have time to share the teachers’
experience, and to create a whole example lesson during the course. It has been considered important
both for inspirational and practical reasons. To create a whole new lesson starting from experience
lets the teacher feel him / herself part of the creation of his / her own material. In this way a teacher
can learn from the conception of the ideas to the presentation to the students passing through the
technical realization of the file.
For these reasons module 4 has been considered too short, and the assessment module too long.
Teachers seem to consider the creation of their own content as the most important part of the course,
maybe considering new kind interaction with students as formative assessment, less important than
content creation.
Subject oriented groups are considered useful, as the school level groups. So working in subject areas
groups and or school level groups seemed more useful than organize groups, for example, based on
technical skills.
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2) eSafety
The overall structure of the course is well developed. The course should start with an initial
questionnaire for the teachers to express their experience and expectations. In the first part the
sharing of the teachers’ experience could be the best way to root the training experience to the
concrete needs of the teachers. A certain percentage of flexibility should be foreseen in order to
extend or shorten some topics of the course depending on the teachers’ background.
Even if the course addresses mainly teachers it should be considered a resource for the whole school
community. Head-teachers, students and parents are involved in the school’s safety policy and
therefore indirectly interested by the impact of the of the training experience. Students are key for the
final success of a school safety strategy: the teachers should be able to engage them and create an
alliance with them once they have come back to their classrooms.
At the end of the course the teachers should have developed critical thinking competences and should
be able to critically use online tools raising the school community awareness on the main topics.
The course should include enough space for the teachers to reflect and analyze concrete situations
with a hands-on approach and should therefore not be too much trainer led: critical thinking and deep
awareness should be developed mainly through direct experience and reflection and not through
lecturing.
Dividing the trainees into subgroup is not considered essential. Skill based groups or school level
groups should be avoided. If needed the teachers could be divided in subject matter oriented smaller
groups but in general the opportunity to share and exchange the experience with the whole group of
teachers is considered an added value of the course.
The core of the course can be considered the module where the teachers prepare the eSafety label for
their own school. At the end of the course teachers should have developed a concrete and tangible
strategy that can be applied to their school once they are back.
In the eSafety course in particular the opportunity to extend the reflection/discussion experience
across different countries should be considered. Discussion areas and sharing resources spaces should
enable teachers to develop a reflective approach and a deeper insight into concrete eSafety related
topics.
3) Future Class Scenarios
The structure of the course is fine, it could be improved by trying to have a general-specific approach
and by making even more strong connections between contents. The starting point of the course
should be case studies showing what it is already possible now in classes all over Europe but not too
high level examples. Even better, videoconferences with teachers doing these ICT classes. Some
examples using mobile phones could also be provided.
In order to have the highest impact on students’ learning, make clear to teachers what really work and
give them lesson plans or strategies they can apply as soon as they go back to their classes.
The methodology foreseen in the course is fine but should be even more focused on playing with
technology. Teachers should start by saying what their expectations and needs are and the tutor
should act consequently. The case study strategy is fine. As for technology, teachers should use it
there, saying first their pedagogical ideas, then find the adequate tools to carry it and try it out.
Previous participants’ experiences show that a success factor is the different cultural background of
course attendants. Teachers share the same concerns and sharing ideas or inputs is the best way to go
home with concrete plans for teaching innovation. Working in pairs or small groups seems to be the
best way to have this knowledge circulate. Possible developments of the course could include some
follow-up focused events (i.e. webinars, community for sharing their implementation activities and get
support by the others).
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3. T OWARD THE P HASE 2 VALIDATION
3.1 Lessons learned
Considering the feedback coming from the application of the different tools and the involvement of
the different actors (project partners, course development teachers, wider stakeholders group,
Pedagogical Board) a range of key-indication can be highlighted:
1. The importance of an iterative review process. This has resulted in the release and update of
different drafts for review which has been built into phase two module development.
2. The definition of the different levels of content with a clear target audience in mind for the
different levels, will smooth the development of the phase two modules, particularly as the
course outlines have now been agreed.
3. The version controlled course development specification provides a means to capture and
clarify the assumptions underpinning the course design and templates to be used in the next
phase of development.
4. the importance of briefing to get the right level and depth of review and feedback for each
course. This has led to the creation of the sub-working groups of course development expert
teachers and project partners. This lesson will be taken forward to brief the course validation
group of teachers in the Autumn, prior to bringing them together for the final course;
5. on-going challenges for each course being developed:

th

a.

IWB: the challenge of creating a generic course, set against a background of widely
varying IWB skills amongst teachers and needs of different subject teachers. This is
being addressed by developing an IWB skills matrix for teachers to use to self-assess
their skill level and a focus within the course on the development of generic
competencies around communication and collaboration, assessment and resource
creation.

b.

eSafety: the challenge of the definition of ‘eSafety’, and sourcing content across the vast
and diverse range of information published on the web. This is being addressed by
ensuring the development of a robust course outline, within which case studies and
existing materials can then be developed, sign-posting out to additional sources that can
be used within a national context.

c.

Future Classroom Scenarios: the challenge of the definition of ‘Future Classroom
Scenarios’ set against a background of widely varying skills amongst teachers. This is
being addressed by pulling together the iTEC team working within UOULU, to work
alongside the CPDLab course lead and developing further close links with the iTEC
programme lead, Will Ellis, and iTEC project partners, which include two CPDLab
partners (DGE, ANSAS).
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3.2 Phase 2 Validation Plan
Phase 2 validation process will used the lessons learned in order to improve the Validation plan. As
for the tools, WP 3 is going to use the same tools as in Phase 1, since they proved to be efficient and
effective. Validation teachers will be asked to review the courses and possibly to test them in realworld situation since the linkage between course content and real practice was one of the main
features highlighted by the expert teachers.
On September 20th a meeting was held on the INDIRE platform in order to inform the validation
teachers on the work done so far and on validation future actions. In that occasion, course leaders
presented the rational of the three courses and INDIRE presented the validation protocol which will
be used to gather their feedback.
The phase two validation process will be developed in parallel with the course development process.
The timeframe of Course Validation Phase 2 is as follows:

An overview of validation tasks is presented below:
WP3: Course Validation
Tasks

Type of review and input

Approx. effort for
each task

Timeframe

(preparation,
review, comment,
follow-up)
th

CPDLab project briefing

Online meeting/webinar

~1 day

19 September 2012

CPDLab First
(phase 1)

Electronic review

~ 1 day

October to November
2012

~ 2 days

December to March

modules

Online questionnaire
Online discussion
CPDLab Course modules –
th
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draft (phase 2)

Webinar

2013

Online questionnaire
Online discussion
CPDLab Courses modules
– final versions (phase 2)

Workshop based in the

CPDLab Courses – final
version

Electronic review

Future Classroom
Brussels

th

~ 3 days

April 8 to 10 2013

~1 day

May 2013

Lab,

Online questionnaire

th
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ANNEXES
ANNEXES 1-3: 1st Questionnaire data tabled
ANNEXES 4-6: 2nd Questionnaire data tabled
ANNEX 7: Report of the final three focus groups
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ANNEX 1: 1st Questionnaire data tabled: Interactive White Board (IWB)

th

v15 October 2012

Page 18 of 43

D3.2 Report on Phase 1 Validation

th

v15 October 2012

Page 19 of 43

D3.2 Report on Phase 1 Validation

th

v15 October 2012

Page 20 of 43

D3.2 Report on Phase 1 Validation

ANNEX 2: 1st Questionnaire data tabled: eSafety
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ANNEX 3: 1st Questionnaire data tabled: Future Scenarios
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ANNEX 4: 2st Questionnaire data tabled: Interactive Whiteboard
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ANNEX 5: 2st Questionnaire data tabled: eSafety
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ANNEX 6: 2st Questionnaire data tabled: Future Scenarios
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ANNEX 7: Report of the final three focus groups
th

th

th

On the September 20 , 24 and 25 three thematic focus groups (IWB, eSafety, Future Classroom Scenarios)
were held on the INDIRE platform. Developer teachers were invited to attend the meetings and to answer a
specific questionnaire (data are provided above). The slides used for the focus groups and containing the
questions that would be used were sent to them beforehand.
*******************************************************************************************
*****
th

20 September 2012 – IWB focus group
Overall input for course developers
The main structure of the course is fine for all the participants. All the teachers appreciated the focus on
pedagogy, instead of on technical aspects.
The main observations and suggestion concerned the need to have time to share the teachers experience, and
to create a whole example lesson during the course. It has been considered important both for inspirational
and practical reasons. To create a whole new lessons starting from experience let the teacher feel him / herself
part of the creation of his / her own material. In this way a teacher can learn from the conception of the ideas
to the presentation to the students passing through the technical realization of the file.
For these reasons module 4 has been considered too short, and the assessment module too long. Teachers
seems to consider the creation of their own content as the most important part of the course, maybe
considering new kind interaction with students as formative assessment, less important than content creation.
Subject oriented groups are considered useful, as the school level groups. So working in subject areas groups
and or school level groups seemed more useful than organize groups, for example, based on technical skills.
TRANSCRIPT
Course structure
Q1
If you think of a typical teacher, on what element (technology, teacher strategy, assessment) do you think
they will need more guidance, examples, extra-content and why?
Teachers agreed that the course is well balanced, but a typical teacher needs examples. The most important
part is the teacher strategy, so providing more examples let the teachers to clearly understand that part.
Q2
What module should be there and it is not?
The course structure and the module are considered well balanced. Teachers have considered important the
subject oriented module that should be compulsory and not optional.
A teacher considered module 2 too technical. She considered too many technical information in the same
module without pedagogic examples. Another teacher suggested that some technical solutions or tricks can be
seen as useful just if contextualized in a subject oriented example.
Learning involved
Q3
Why and how do you think the course can enhance students learning experience?
Yes if the course will learn to teachers to create hands on activities and dynamic lessons, suggesting a variety of
approaches for the same topic and various resources from the Internet.
Q4
In your opinion what competences are to be developed from attending this course?
Teachers should become more and more independent in the creation of their own materials, developing
planning and delivery skills. Again teachers agreed that working in homogeneous subject area groups would
increase sharing and would be useful for developing own resources and to manage with Internet resources.
Methodology
th
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Q5
From a methodological point of view (assessment, classwork etc) do you have anything to comment?
Module 4 have been considered by all the teachers the most important, so they ask to dedicate more time for
the creation of their own content. Having time to share ideas have been considered fundamental for the
creation of the materials: sharing previous experience, ideas, content and resources is the base process to
proceed with the creation of new content and to learn new approaches. Assessment is considered, instead, less
important and less time should be dedicated to this module.
Q6.
What is the best way to make it possible for teacher to go back home with clear lessons ideas to be spent in
classwork?
One teacher underline that first of the course has to inspire teacher. To get this result all the teachers agreed
on homogeneous subject or area groups. The course should let each teacher to complete his / her own whole
lesson, and provide the more complete subject based examples as possible. The final objective is to provide
clear ideas or let the teachers to clarify their own doubt or ideas.
Technology
Q7
From a technological point of view (use of tools and technologies) do you have anything to comment?
The course is considered well balanced and it have been appreciated the focus on pedagogy. Just one of the
teachers considered module 2 too technical. Another teacher suggested to require a minimum technical
competence to access to the course.
Q8
Have you ever attended a course on this topic? If yes, what where its successful aspect?
All the teachers has attended a few hours course on IWB. Different opinion on the successful aspect, even
because the courses have been differently organized. One teacher said that the successful aspect it have been
that the trainer was a good experienced teacher. Other two teachers have attended just a technical course, but
all the teachers are from the same topic, and this have been the successful aspect. Another teacher indicated
as successful in his course the sharing of ideas to be implemented in the classroom.
Q9
Have you ever designed a course on this topic? If yes, what quality criteria have you applied?
Nobody has ever designed a course on IWB. A teacher suggested as quality criteria the use of existing
resources, maybe intending providing examples and resources to create lessons.
Possible developments
Q10
Considering the fact that participants may have different technological/technical skills, do you think that the
course should have differentiated modules according to their skills?
All the teachers agreed that little differences are not a problem, because the trainer can adapt modules to the
skills of the participants. Questionnaires to determine the skills level before are considered very important,
because the trainer has to know it in advance. Teachers suggest to organize the course for base and advanced
teachers.
Q11
Should we structure the course in a more flexible way, such as a common introductory part and then 3-4
subgroups according to school level, subject areas, digital teaching experience etc.?
All the teacher agreed that subject areas and school levels are fundamental to make the course more effective.
Q12
Should the course focus on videoconferencing tools in the compulsory modules with examples or should the
course have an online follow up based on those tools?

th
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Nobody of the teachers have used videoconferencing tools. They all think that it can complicate too much the
approach to the whiteboard, so tutorials on it should be a good idea to inspire, but the module should be
optional.
Q13
What do you think about the single activities included in the modules? Are they too much trained led?
Would you make any changes?
In this last question the teachers insist on what they have thought as the most important point: time to create
resources, sharing ideas, workgroup and brainstorming.
FINAL OBSERVATION
One of the teachers indicated as key point the trainers that has to be qualified (and a subject expert) has to
inspire teachers too, because once teachers come back to their countries after the course they have to be
inspired to explore themselves and to try new approaches in their classrooms.
*******************************************************************************************
*****
th

24 September 2012 – eSafety focus group
Overall input for course developers
The overall structure of the course is well developed. The course should start with an initial questionnaire for
the teachers to express their experience and expectations. In the first part the sharing of the teachers’
experience could be the best way to root the training experience to the concrete needs of the teachers. A
certain percentage of flexibility should be foreseen in order to extend or shorten some topics of the coure
depending on the teachers’ background.
Even if the course addresses mainly teachers it should be considered a resource for the whole school
community. Headteachers, students and parents are involved in the school’s safety policy and therefore
indirectly interested by the impact of the of the training experience. Students are key for the final success of a
school safety strategy: the teachers should be able to engage them and create an alliance with them once they
have come back to their classrooms.
At the end of the course the teachers should have developed critical thinking competences and should be able
to critically use online tools raising the school community awareness on the main topics.
The course should include enough space for the teachers to reflect and analyze concrete situations with a
hands-on approach and should therefore not be too much trainer led: critical thinking and deep awareness
should be developed mainly through direct experience and reflection and not through lecturing.
Dividing the trainess into subgroup is not considered essential. Skill based groups or school level groups should
be avoided. If needed the teachers could be divided in subject matter oriented smaller groups but in general
the opportunity to share and exchange the experience with the whole group of teachers is considered an
added value of the course.
The core of the course can be considered the module where the teachers prepare the eSafety label for their
own school. At the end of the course teachers should have developed a concrete and tangible strategy that can
be applied to their school once they are back.
In the eSafety course in particular the opportunity to extend the reflection/discussion experience across
different countries should be considered. Discussion areas and sharing resources spaces should enable
teachers to develop a reflective approach and a deeper insight into concrete eSafety related topics.

TRANSCRIPT
Course structure

th
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Q1
If you think of a typical teacher, on what element (technology, teaching strategy, assessment) do you think
they will need more guidance, examples, extra-content and why?
Situations and contexts can be very different according to the teachers’ experience and background. The
trainer should have a flexible approach and be able to introduce examples, cases, problematic situations
according to the trainees needs.
Q2
What module should be there and it is not?
The course is very well structured and has ingredients that should fit everyone. A part is missing where
teachers could use tools to share resources and links and were they can find together responses to common
requests. That kind of collaboration could be continued after the course as well. The module where the
teachers prepare the eSafety label for their own school is very important because they will be able to
concretely implement it in their school with their partners.
Learning involved
Q3
All of you have agreed on the fact that The modules will help teachers’ enhance their students’ learning
experience. Why and how do you think the course can enhance students’ learning experience?
The course can enhance the students’ learning experience because it can support awareness and critical
reflection among the students. The teachers do not have much time during the classroom lessons, so it is
important that they will can work on realistic examples in order to concretely involve the students on facing
situation that they have to deal with.

Q4
In your opinion what competences are to be developed from attending the course?
At the end of the course the teachers should be able to promote and support reflection and critical thinking
and critical use of Internet in the students. The teachers should be able t define their own eSafety policy and
strategy and should be able to transfer their knowledge and experience to other colleagues in their own
schools. They should be able to implement and eSafety action plan addressed to their school.

Methodology
Q5
From a methodological point of view (assessment, classwork, cases, hands-on activities ect) do you have
anything to comment?
It is a good mix of activities. It is a good idea to bring their own cases to start discussing and to begin the course
with their own experience. Cases and hands-on activities seem to be effective strategies for that kind of course.
In the case of an eSafety course maybe a blended learning approach could be ever more effective than a fivedays in presence course. The hands-on activities are the strongest part of the course. The second day module
seems to be one of the most important parts. The trainees should be able to extend that time if they feel they
need a deeper insight into those aspects. Cyberbulling and other issues like this do not need many word to be
spoken. Instead we should have more space for reflection and case analysis.
Q6
What is the best way to make it possible for teachers to go back home with clear ideas on the topic so that
they see why it should be a priority? For example, should the course focus more on case studies where
eSafety weakness caused problems?
We should push more on the idea of preparing an eSafety strategy for the whole school during the course. If
the teacher can show to his headteachers what an eSafety strategy is about we will be successful. It is very
important that the teachers can answer a questionnaire at the beginning of the course so that we can
understand their background and needs and customize the time dedicted to different topics of the course.
Module 8 seems one of the most important and it faces most of the issues that will be relevant once that they
are back to their school.For example if the students will be given the opportunity to actively contribute in the
th
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discussion around eSafety and contribute to the definition of a net-security strategy the level of awareness can
be more effectively extended to the whole school community.
Technology
Q7
From a technological point of view (use of tools and technologies) do you have anything to comment?
The course should provide some technologies so that after the end of the course the teacher can continue to
share and discuss problems that they face during their school practice. Choose something that is very simple to
use because probably the teachers will have very different usage skills. The social network could be very
important from that point of view: the teachers could easily continue building a sort of community of practice.
Previous experiences
Q8
Have you ever attended a course on this topic? If yes what were its successful aspects?
From the validation teachers experience (some have participated to previous courses on that topics and some
not) we can say that the possible targets of such courses could be very different and it is very important to
reach also targets that are different from teachers: headmasters, students, parents, the local community. The
audience could one of the main quality criteria: the trainees should be able to present their own concrete
problems and the course could also be about trying to solve real problems in a shared way. In that case it is the
audience that defines the quality of the course considering the effective answers that the course is providing to
their concrete needs.
Possible developments
Q10
Considering the fact that participants may have different technological/teaching skills, do you think that the
course should have differentiated modules according to their skills?
If we want to differentiate some parts we should preferably divide the audience in subject-matter oriented
groups instead of skill level groups. Most probably we won’t have extremely skilled teachers and extremely
poor skilled teachers. Teachers want to share and discuss instead of working separately. We should make a
value of the differences between teachers so that it becomes an enrichment element.
Q11
Should we structure the course in a more flexible way, such as a common introductory part and then 3-4
subgroups according to school-level, subject areas, digital teaching experience etc.
School level groups is something that we could do on a national level. But in an international course on that
issue we should probably not use skill level or school level groups. If we want to have subject groups instead.
No subgroups: differences in school level and subject teaching can be enriching. Different perspectives can be
inspiring. In this way we could have an interdisciplinary approach.
Q12
Since the course outline is not finished yet, do you think the course need refinements in some areas? Or that
some topic is too stressed and other topics are approached only marginally?
If we want to have this course in a larger dimension and not only a one-time-event. We could think of a
facebook community or some other ways to continue the pathway. In general the course structure is fine and
has all the relevant ingredients. If we will be able to keep it flexible and to integrate the needs and the inputs
coming from the trainees, then the course will be successful.
Q13
What do you think about the single activities included in the modules? Are they too much trainer led? Would
you make any changes? Do you think of any other potential end-users that could be interested in this course?
Of course teachers and students should be considered the main end users but some other target groups could
also be considered:
Teachers trainers (those in charge of in service teacher training)
Policy makers (who should know hoe those things are supposed to be done)
Parents (who are very concerned about the dangers relate dto the net usage )

th
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Final comments:
eSafety label
exted in their school

*******************************************************************************************
*****
th

25 September 2012 – Future Class Scenarios focus group
Overall input for course developers
The structure of the course is fine, it could be improved by trying to have a general-specific approach and by
making even more strong connections between contents. The starting point of the course should be case
studies showing what it is already possible now in classes all over Europe but not too high level examples. Even
better, videoconferences with teachers doing these ICT classes. Some examples using mobile phones could also
be provided.
In order to have the highest impact on students’ learning, make clear to teachers what really work and give
them lesson plans or strategies they can apply as soon as they go back to their classes.
The methodology foreseen in the course is fine but should be even more focused on playing with technology.
Teachers should start by saying what their expectations and needs are and the tutor should act consequently.
The case study strategy is fine. As for technology, teachers should use it there, saying first their pedagogical
ideas, then find the adequate tools to carry it and try it out.
Previous participants’ experiences show that a success factor is the different cultural background of course
attendants. Teachers share the same concerns and sharing ideas or inputs is the best way to go home with
concrete plans for teaching innovation. Working in pairs or small groups seems to be the best way to have this
knowledge circulate. Possible developments of the course could include some follow-up focused events (i.e.
webinars, community for sharing their implementation activities and get support by the others).

TRANSCRIPT
Course structure
Q1
If you think of a typical teacher, on what element (visions of future scenarios, technology, classroom
settings, learning stories, activities, assessment) do you think they will need more guidance, examples,
extra-content and why?
Typical teachers need activities, hands-on activities (i.e. how to use IWB), examples, assessment, learning
stories. Teachers should get a feeling of what FCS classroom is about. Instead of imagining too high level
situations, better to stick to the present. iTEC is a sort of novel approach.
Pedagogy and technology must be connected, what technology can allow you to do. Assessment is also crucial.
Terminology must be improved: i.e. learning story is a non familiar term, better to call it “lesson plan” or
“learning activities”.
Q2
What topic/module should be there and it is not?
No more topics, that’s enough stuff there. Activities on mobile should be more stressed (i.e. on day 2). As for
the future in general, is it really the case to take some time on that?
Regarding the structure of the course, we should go from a general view to a more focused on (logical
structure: general > specific), it is not a question of having something missing.
It is important to have examples of what it is actually possible, not completely high level because we are
assuming that the teachers coming to the course all know what other classes are doing and it is feasible.
Instead, they may not.
th
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Learning involved
Q3
All of you have agreed on the fact that The modules will help teachers’ enhance their students’ learning
experience. Why and how do you think the course can enhance students’ learning experience?
Using more technology will change teachers’ approach on how students can learn and on what can work with
them. It depends on what we mean by learning. There is no evidence on the fact that this or that will enhance
students’ learning. Therefore we should stick to practical tips on what they can do in their classes. We should
also have students’ opinions about what they would like to change.
Q4
Not all of you have agreed on the fact that The course is very well balanced in terms of technology, teaching
strategy,
assessment.
What
part
should
be
stressed
more
among
those?
Maybe teaching strategy should be stressed more. We should also try to link the content better (i.e. if you have
a learning activity, speak about the software supporting that activity, tell them about the assessment you can
do etc. (it is a matter of connection). We also need further development of the course in order to say if there is
a balance among all components.
Methodology
Q5
From a methodological point of view what kind of activities or strategies are more appropriate to develop
those competencies (case studies, hands on activities, role plays etc)? Are they too much trainer led?
Case studies are examples and they seem to be a great strategy when trying to introduce innovation. Their
presentation could be seen as trainer-led but they seem to be a good starting point. Videos are ok as a starting
point to see what other teachers are doing and could be inspired by them.
The medium is the message. Video case studies are already there, they are a little bit static because you have
no chance to ask or interact. Better to have a videoconference with iTEC teachers showing what they do so that
they can be asked by the course attendants (no static state studies but discussions with iTEC teachers).
Q6
What is the best way to make it possible for teachers to go back home with clear lessons ideas to
be spent in class work?
Follow up with some distance tools in order to discuss what they have done differently in their classroom.
Create lesson plans is the best way to have thing implemented later on. Lessons idea or investigate their
doubts and expectations so that the trainer can focus on specific needs.
Technology
Q7
From a technological point of view (use of tools and technologies) do you have anything to comment?
Many different kind of technology and tools can be presented. Participants should express their preferences.
Technology should follow their pedagogical ideas, they should play with technology. Considering the fact that
general direction will be one-to-one computing (with pc or tablets) teaching, this should be stressed during the
course.
Another important question to face with course attendants is if the technology will be provided by the school
or if everybody should bring their own device: these two different scenarios could be discussed.
Previous experiences
Q8
Have you ever attended an international course with teachers from different countries? If yes, what were its
successful aspects?
Successful element: having the different countries’ view. Teachers and students have almost the same
problems but there are different conditions and policies that are interesting to share. A pan-European view is
enriching (“deep down they are all teachers, they share the same concerns”). “We discover that, besides
language, cultural differences, curriculum, technology availability we have the same issues, the same concerns”
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(Teresa). In the course there should be some space dedicated to spontaneous groupwork and see what comes
out.
Possible developments
Q9
Should we structure the course in a more flexible way, such as a common introductory part and then 3-4
subgroups? If yes how would you define the subgroups? According to school-level, subject areas, digital
teaching experience etc.?
See Q8. Some topics have already been addressed. No subgroups: differences in school level and subject
teaching can be enriching. Different perspectives can be inspiring. In this way we could have an
interdisciplinary approach. Better not define this issue at the beginning but wait to see what teachers come
and their preferences.
Q10
Should every teacher work on his own learning story or should the activities be organized around pairs or
groups of teachers working on the same learning story?
Better to work in pairs or small groups. Use network tools later on to focus on individual learning story. This
should depend on who is there.
Q11
What is the added value of the international Community of Practice for teachers?
Why and how should it be used?
CoP can be an added value depending on what it is asked from teachers to do. Ok if there are structured events
(i.e. a webinar on a specific topic). The role of the international Community of Practice could be seen as a
follow up support, an extra support but it can work depending on the format and on the kind of teacher
involvement.
Q12
How could we help teachers localize the content of the course to their school environment and colleagues? As
for the terminology used, should we clarify some terms as they are too technical?
Terminology is ok for me but for other teachers could be unclear. Some glossary terms could be clarified. I see
problems with localizing the course since in PT the teacher training offer is centralized. Difficult for one teacher
to localize.
Note
The above is a rough transcription of what has been said by focus
The audio recording is corrupted in some parts so some comments may be missing.

group

participants.
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