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Other Project Partners:
1.
ERICSSON (Lead Partner)

David Barbour* (OWLS Business Development Manager; Ericsson Wireless Internet Solutions).  During the life of the project Ericsson experienced extensive reorganization, resulting in closure of Ericsson Wireless Internet Solutions and discontinuation of Ericsson as a project partner (January, 2001).    


*David is now a teacher at West Johnston High School, in Benson, NC. 

West Johnston High School

5935 Raleigh Road

Benson, NC 27504

School telephone number: 9191-934-7333

Cell phone number:  919-524-7834

Email:  drbarbour@earthlink.net 

Ericsson Corporate Address:

7001 Development Drive, P. O. Box 13969

Research Triangle Park, NC 2709

2. INTERNET-BASED PHD CONSORTIUM IN TECHNOLOGY MANAGEMENT (Academic Participant)

A nine-university PhD Consortium in Technology Management administered by Indiana State University, Terre Haute, Indiana served as the initial participants for the project and provided the foundation for field testing and implementing OWLS. During the life of the project, five of the universities (Indiana State University, East Carolina University, Central Missouri State University, North Carolina A&T State University, and Bowling Green State University) served as active project participants.  Eastern Michigan University withdrew from the Consortium; two universities, Central Connecticut State University and Texas Southern University did not offer any Consortium and/or OWLS courses. 


Dr. Bruce D. Dallman

Associate Dean and Director of the Consortium PhD in Technology 
     Management

Indiana State University

School of Technology

Terre Haute, IN 47809

Telephone:  812-237-3383

Email:  ctdall@isugw.indstate.edu

3. OTHER PARTICIPANTS 

During the life of the project, educators and trainers from 49 different colleges, universities, professional organizations, and public schools received OWLS training and products. Twenty-eight of these participants were colleges and universities, three professional organizations serving fourteen locations, and four public schools. Participants offering courses and training were located in fourteen states: California, Connecticut, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Ohio, Maryland, Missouri, North Carolina, Texas, South Carolina, Michigan, and Wisconsin.  68 courses were offered using the OWLS AT/AP philosophy, OWLS Software Development Kit (SDK) and OWLS Smart Course expert-systems software.  During the period between Fall 2000 and Spring 2001, when the OWLS evaluation was conducted, learners served by OWLS were located in twenty-three States, the District of Columbia, and the following foreign countries:  Australia; Brazil; Belgium; Kwajaleim, Marshall Islands, and Vietnam.

A.  Summaries
1. Project Summary

Our goal was to develop a method for delivering AT/AP education to mobile professionals with hectic work schedules, who are unable to pursue on-campus learning and/or maintain a continuous connection to the wired Internet.  49 universities, organizations, and public schools in fourteen states received training. OWLS courses were provided to learners in more than twenty-three states, the District of Columbia, and six continents.  OWLS consists of: (1) SDK (Software Development Kit) packaging bandwidth-intensive content; (2) mobile devices and software enabling wireless and wired Internet connectivity; (3) The Internet Tool chest, (4) snatch and go solutions using handheld computers, and (5) AI- based Smart Courses providing diagnosis, assessment, and content drawn from CD’s. 
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Titles of Project Reports or Products:

(Project Reports)

DuVall, J. Barry and David R. Hillis, Co-Directors, OWLS (Online Wireless Learning Solutions) Annual Reports, Years 1 and 2, LAAP Grant Number P339B990278, U. S. Department of Education, May 2000, May 2001.

DuVall, J. Barry, David R. Hillis, and David Watkins, Development and Implementation Plan for the Creation of the Center for Wireless and Mobile Computing at East Carolina University, Submitted to the Administration, Office of the Vice Chancellor, March 2002.

(OWLS Products)

Courses Converted Using the OWLS SDK and Delivered via CD:


	University / School
	Course
	Instructor

	
	
	

	Bowling Green State University
	TECH 302. Technology Systems in Society 
	Dr. John Sinn

	
	MFG 326:  Total Quality Assurance 
	Dr. John Sinn

	
	TECH 626:  Quality and Reliability 
	Dr. John Sinn

	
	MFG 327:  Manufacturing Engineering Applications
	Dr. John Sinn

	
	
	

	Central Missouri State University
	MF&C 6525:  Manufacturing Economy
	Dr. Lyman Hannah

	
	MF&C 6315:  Legal Aspects of Construction
	Dr. Jack Landers

	
	
	

	Craven Community College
	CIS 120:  Spreadsheets 
	Ms. Annette Walker

	
	
	

	East Carolina University
	DTEC 6810:  Communication Technology
	Dr. J. Barry DuVall

	
	DTEC 6850:  Managing Technology Change
	Dr. J. Barry DuVall

	
	DTEC 6800:  Internet Research Methods
	Dr. Elmer Poe

	
	ITEC 2020:  Material Technology
	Mr. John Wall

	
	ITEC 3290:  Technical Writing
	Ms. Natalie Whaley

	
	ITEC 6112:  Analytical Studies and Planned Experimentation
	Dr. David Hillis

	
	ITEC 3292:  Industrial Safety 
	Ms. Leslie Pagliari

	
	ITEC 4293:  Industrial Supervision
	Ms. Leslie Pagliari

	
	MANF 3020:  Manufacturing Processes
	Dr. Allen Arthur, 

Dr. Barry DuVall,

Dr. Leo LaFrance

	
	MANF 3800:  Capital Equipment
	Dr. David Hillis

	
	MANF 4023:  Process System Application
	Dr. J. Barry DuVall

	
	MANF 4502:  Laboratory Problems: Production
	Mr. David Barbour

	
	MANF 4020:  Process System Application
	Dr. David Hillis

	
	NURS 6114:  Complications of Pregnancy and the Puerperium 
	Mr. Bob Green

	
	NURS 6615:  Nurse-Midwifery Management: Intrapartal Care
	Dr. Rebecca Benfield

	
	NURS 6616:  Nurse-Midwifery Management: Postpartal Care and Neonatal Care
	Dr. Rebecca Benfield

	
	
	

	Indiana State University
	SOT 702:  Advanced Technological Research Methods
	Dr. David Beach

	
	
	

	North Carolina A & T State University
	MFG 799:  Quality Standards Leadership
	Dr. William James

	
	MFG 735:  Manufacturing Organization Management
	Dr. William James

	
	MSIT 610:  Problem Solving in Industrial Technology
	Dr. William James

	
	
	

	Pitt Community College
	CIS 112:  Spreadsheets I
	

	
	
	

	San Francisco State University
	DAI 321:  Intro to CAD
	Dr. Yu Charn Chen

	
	
	

	University of Louisiana
	EMGT 509:  Operation Management
	Dr. Ted Kozman

	
	EMGT 550:  Engineering Technology Management
	Dr. Frank Trocki

	
	ITEC 220:  Electronics
	Dr. G. H. Massiha

	
	
	

	University of Wisconsin
	BUINB 546:  International Management and Marketing
	Dr. Abel Adekola

	
	TECH 230:  Exploring Technology
	Dr. Steve Schlough, 

Ms. Juliet Fox

	
	TECH 733:  Impacts of Technology
	Dr. Robert Hendricks

	
	TRHRD 740:  Management Coordination of Training
	Dr. Joseph Benkowski

	
	VTAE 334 & 534:  Performance Analysis
	Dr. Steve Schlough



Expert-Systems-Based Smart Courses Created on CD:

	Title of Smart Course
	OWLS Course Developers
	Content Specialist

	Contemporary Manufacturing Processes and Materials Smart Course (2003)
	Dan Shields
	J. Barry DuVall

	Computer Literacy Smart Course for Johnston County High School
	Brad Simons
	David Barbour

	School of Nursing Smart Course (2002)    
	Brian Tessenear
	Jennifer Lang

	Society of Manufacturing Engineers Smart Course (2002)
	Matthew Powell and Brian Tessenear
	Matthew Powell and J. Barry DuVall


Content on DVD:

David R.  Hillis, J. Barry DuVall, Polymeric Materials and Processes Industrial Showcase, OWLS, 2003.

OWLS Online Resources:

The Internet Tool Chest, version 3.1, June 2001. See:  http://www.owls.ecu.edu/internettoolchest.htm

The PDA Tool Chest, version 1.0, May 2003.  See: http://www.cwmc.ecu.edu/pda_toolchest.htm

OWLS Ebooks for access on Handheld Computers:

DuVall, J. Barry and David Barbour, Wireless and Mobile Communication, OWLS, 2001.

Duvall, J. Barry and David R. Hillis, Communication and Information Technology—Getting the Message in a Changing World, OWLS, 2001.

  2.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Project Title:
OWLS™ (Online Wireless Learning Solutions)

Grantee Organization and Address:  East Carolina University, Division of Academic Affairs/Distance Learning, Academic IT and Faculty Development, Center for Wireless and Mobile Computing, 1807 Charles Blvd., Greenville, NC 27854

Name and Telephone Number of Project Director: J. Barry DuVall (252-328-2430) 


A.  Project Overview:  Single parents waiting in Laundromats for their clothes to dry, business travelers, and Army Privates in Iraq all have several things in common.  Their hectic and unpredictable schedules make it difficult for them to travel long distances to attend classes, or sit in one place long enough to maintain a continuous connection to the wired Internet.  They do have fragments of time that are frequently wasted while waiting for things to happen—meetings to occur, clients to arrive, or travel to end.  These nuggets of time provide golden opportunities for learning.  What is needed is a cost-effective approach that can be used to access content whenever and wherever it is needed. 
  B.   The Problem:  Many mobile professionals are restricted in terms of when they can devote time for learning.  Accessing course content is normally dependent on their need to connect to the wired Internet, and this is often inaccessible when they are in remote locations and/or have study time available.  The problem for this study was to develop an Online Wireless Learning Solution targeting geographically displaced learners with limited time and opportunity to access the wired Internet for learning.  Major goals of OWLS were:  (1) to provide a LAAP Online Wireless Learning Solution (OWLS) minimizing the need for a continuous connection; (2) to create intelligent courseware addressing learning needs of students and their collaborative partners; (3) to offer student services and course-related technical assistance AT/AP, with or without an Internet connection; (4) to develop, implement, and evaluate a vanguard system with 40 wireless courses at baccalaureate through doctoral levels through nine universities in seven states; (5) to create a regenerative model for education and corporate training that will transform curricula, and enhance productivity and efficiency of geographically displaced learners and mobile professionals throughout America; (6) to provide OWLS by integrating Internet tools showcased at ECU with an intelligent instructional toolset; and (7) to expand the OWLS model through consortium partner locations in Indiana, Wisconsin, Michigan, Ohio, Missouri, Texas, Connecticut, and North Carolina.

C. Background and Origins:  OWLS was an outgrowth of two successful ventures that helped to advance alternative delivery pedagogy for distance learning at ECU and nationwide. The first of these initiatives was a $1.2 million ARPA/TRP/NSF Defense Industry Partnership Project; The Factory as a Learning Laboratory (DuVall, J. Barry, 1999-2002).  Faculty teaching courses associated with this project from ECU’s Department of Industrial Technology were responsible for delivering the first totally Internet-based program at ECU and the first Internet-based program at the Master’s degree level in Industrial Technology in the nation.  The success of this initiative influenced the development of a nine-university consortium hosted by Indiana State University and created to provide an online PhD in Technology Management (2002-present).  In the early phases of this degree program, when course management systems such as Blackboard and WebCT did not yet exist, East Carolina University served as the Internet Resource Hub for the consortium and maintained web servers to support interactive PC-based tools such as mIRC (Mirrored Internet Relay Chat), and FTP (File Transfer Protocol).  
Project Description:   OWLS was made possible through funding from the U.S. Department of Education, Ericsson Inc. of Research Triangle Park, NC and East Carolina University.   More than 68 courses were developed and offered nationwide to learners in twenty-three states, the District of Columbia, and many distant lands: Australia, Brazil, Belgium, Africa, the Marshall Islands and Vietnam.
Today most universities providing distance learning (DL) are using Course Management Systems (CMS’s) to provide server-based content.  This requires the student to be connected to the Internet.  Today, DL providers emphasize asynchronous tools for interaction and information sharing to compliment static content from web pages.  However, the challenge for AT/AP learning is to employ strategies for untethered access when it is needed.  That is the real advantage of OWLS—developing an effective combination that can take learning everywhere.

There are five basic components to OWLS:   (1) SDK (Software Development Kit) packaging bandwidth-intensive content; (2) mobile devices and software enabling wireless and wired Internet connectivity; (3) The Internet Tool chest, (4) AI- based Smart Courses providing diagnosis, assessment, and content drawn from CD’s and (5) snatch and go solutions using handheld computers for weekly lessons providing passwords for access to the secured CD, examinations, and journals.

E. Evaluation/Project Results:  (Matt, provide a half pg. summary and results from evaluation here)

F. Summary, Conclusions and Lessons Learned:  By the end of the second year of the project, the seven major project goals, and associated objectives had been accomplished.  The Mobile OWLS system had been used to deliver courses to students in 23 states and the District of Columbia.  More than 40 courses had been developed, and learners were located in several distant lands:  Australia, Brazil, Belgium, Marshall Islands, and Vietnam.  Persistence, luck and determination resulted in success for OWLS evidenced through East Carolina University creating a new Center for Wireless and Mobile Computing in the worst of times for academic expansion.  Here are our conclusions and lessons learned:
· The best forecast of the future pertaining to the high-change dot.com industry are inadequate.  Much of our time was spent shopping for partners.  Real partners are hard to find; corporations tend to be more interested in selling products, rather than improving opportunities for learning.
· We learned that in spite of the fact that we had our own project house and opportunity to create our own “virtual university,” that floating out there on turbulent seas in time of university retrenchment and reorganization can exacerbate what might have been accomplished.  The importance for collaboration with shared vision has never been greater.  Support from the upper administration is essential, IF they are not removed from service.

· We learned that one of the most difficult things to accomplish is finding a results-oriented and creative team skillful in handling the evaluation component without overcharging for services, many of which may not be satisfactorily completed.

· We learned that in spite of many obstacles standing in the way of success for what we have undertaken, that nothing is impossible with the right team, if belief in a shared vision effectively mixes with enthusiasm, and adventure, and if the university administration and faculty truly support what is being done as something that is important and makes a difference.                          
3.  OWLS Final Report (20 pages)


A.  Project Overview  (how proj started, what happened, who was served, and what were th outcomes


B.  Problem (what problem did the project address—what changed about our understanding of the problem—what have we learned about the problem addressed, and how have you redefined it?


C.
Background and Origins  (what were the origins of the project prior to funding—contexts in which project operated, and how this effected  surccesses and failures—specifics about the targeted groups of learners, circumstances in place at partner institutions—organiz policies had to change for project to be undertaken—forms of organizational or outside support at the outset—how this changed oveor time.


D.
Project Description (reference project obs in orig proposal—and modified with program officer-pnpoint key assumptions and planning strategies that ed to selecting particular courses of action.  Scale and intensity of your effort and the resources required.  Ways you and the partners estab working relationoships and what challenges arose—describe course developed, products created, students served.  Did proj grow more rapidly than expected, forcing you to expand activities or undertake unanticipated initiatives.  Describe impact on other campuses or orgoaonizations outsice of the partners

*************challenges that arose

Constraints (2000-2001):

Throughout the life cycle of the OWLS initiative, the project team experienced many adventures, accomplishments, and major obstacles to be overcome.  Two major setbacks occurred that could very easily have killed the project.  However, due in large part to strength of the OWLS Team, its belief in a shared vision and the importance of OWLS and AT/AP learning, and support from the Division of Academic Affairs at East Carolina University, both obstacles eventually led to improved performance and growth.

Late in 1999, the economic picture had started to reap havoc with the dot.com industry.  This had a very significant impact on the OWLS project.  A great deal of time was spent in 2000 working with the Program Manager and others from Ericsson promoting the accomplishments and goals of the project and attempting to get Ericsson to continue support of OWLS.  Additional efforts were employed to attempt creating an Ericsson spinoff business with a new startup company, Mobility Learning Solutions.  However, the downsizing and reorganization of the telecommunication and dot.com industry continued to impact on the industry.  

This was also about the time when the project Co-directors promoted widespread distribution of the OWLS SDK at no charge to participants, to promote use and evaluation of the project by academia.  This was necessary to encourage use of the OWLS SDK by more potential project participants.  However, this also served to send signals to Ericsson indicating just how complicated and time consuming it would be to continue involvement in the elearing sector.  I feel that they were uncertain about the eventual return on investment given the nature of the economy.  This was understandable given the downturn in the economy and the dot.com bust that was rapidly approaching.

By the last quarter of 2000 it was evident that Ericsson would not agree to provide further commitment to the project.  In December, the Ericsson Wireless Internet Solutions (EWIS) division in the Research Triangle Park was eliminated and most nearly everyone assigned to projects associated with this unit was gone.  David Barbour, our major project champion, visionary, and true believer from Ericsson, left the company, and is now teaching in a wireless high school in Benson, North Carolina.  Many other Ericsson employees also chose to leave the telecommunication industry altogether.

The speed of this closure, and the chaos associated with it, also created immediate problems and challenges for OWLS.  All of the computers at Ericsson assigned to EWIS were quickly removed from the facility when the building was closed.  Almost simultaneously with this action, Train of Thought, a EWIS sub-contractor who operated the OWLS web site and ebusiness server, went out of business.  A great deal of time was spent by project Co-Director, Barry DuVall, meeting with remaining Ericsson personnel to discuss and reach agreement on donation of computer equipment to OWLS.  This was eventually accomplished but the value of this contribution was limited.  All of the source code developed by Ericsson software engineers and stored on Ericsson and Train of Thought computers was gone.  When this happened, the project Co-Directors were not sure about the future of OWLS.  A key component of our LAAP strategy was to convert bandwidth intensive content, provide password protection, and make this available anytime and anyplace on low-cost CDs.  Ericsson, Train of Thought, and/or the spinoff business, Mobility Learning Solutions, had once envisioned marketing the SDK, and consequently had not provided any source code to the East Carolina University Co-Directors.  The SDK was an important component of OWLS, but significant improvements needed to immediately be made for the product to be more useful to OWLS participants.  By summer of 2000, Mobility Learning Solutions was also closed.

Our approach was to immediately start over, by creating the SDK ourselves, using computer science graduate assistants from East Carolina University.  The last product we had was version 2.3, without any source code.  We modeled the basic design, and went through rapid multiple versions.  Eventually, we were successful, and today are using version 3.83, a greatly improved product that continues to add value to the LAAP/OWLS approach undertaken by 49 participants: colleges, universities, school systems, and professional organizations in fourteen states.

Constaints (2001)

In the year 2000, the OWLS Team was successful in integrating the East Carolina University Handsprings to Learning handheld computer initiative, directed by Dr. David Watkins, Associate Vice Chancellor and Special Assistant in Information Technology, with OWLS.  Dave agreed to join the OWLS Team in the project house located at 1807 Charles Blvd.  This was a happy moment for OWLS.  It immediately provided additional value by integrating handheld computers into the LAAP/OWLS pedagogy.  Many different types of handheld computers and associated software were evaluated and used for teaching and learning.  Students in many OWLS classes used these loaner units from their locations in several continents.  

The expansion and refinement of the OWLS approach incorporating handheld computers, with learners accessing course content and completing examinations AT/AP was very effective.  Content from instructors was received by hot syncing to the OWLS AvantGO server, and included passwords for accessing content on the OWLS CD.  

This was the time when project Co-Directors, Barry DuVall and David Hillis collaborated with David Watkins to develop a proposal expanding OWLS and create sustainability at East Carolina University.  This foundation created through OWLS was appreciated by many administrators and faculty at East Carolina University.  In March of 2001, approval was provided by Acting Vice Chancellor of Academic Affairs, Dr. Robert Thompson, to create the East Carolina University Center for Wireless and Mobile Computing (CWMC).  This was a time of great optimism for the future. However, on the horizon awaited more chaos and confusion for OWLS.  

In May of 2001, David Watkins announced his forthcoming retirement.  The team of Hillis and DuVall looked forward to the Co-Directing the Center for Wireless and Mobile Computing, and requested a continuation year from the U.S. Department of Education to strengthen the integration of OWLS into this new unit.  However, two months later David Hillis also announced his retirement, to occur with the beginning of the Fall semester.  

This generated many worries for the remaining project Director.  What would be the future of OWLS?  How about funding and sustainability for the CWMC?   FIPSE/LAAP had agreed to provide a no-cost extension.  That enabled continued development of the many projects that were in place using OWLS and provided hope for the future.  At the same time, East Carolina University agreed to permit employment of Matthew Powell, as Acting Assistant Director.  Matt had been involved with OWLS and Coordinator of the OWLS Mentoring Cadre, had a great record of success teaching faculty from many universities, was familiar with the development of Smart Courses, and was a great blessing to the project at this difficult time.  In the summer of 2002, the University provided additional support by approving the full time appointment of a permanent Assistant Director for the CWMC.  Matt was selected for this position.

*********************


E.
Evaluation/Project Results  (what can be said about what the students learned


F.
Summary, Conclusions and Lessons Learned

The main body of the report (not including the executive summary, appendices, or the performance data and prototype review forms) should be no more than 20 pages and should be organized under the same category headings that are explained below.

III.  How to Write the Final Report
Remember, all projects supported by FIPSE are, to some extent, ventures into the unknown.  Advance thought and careful planning can help, but there is no alternative to the actual experience.  Please report candidly on what happened, and reflect thoughtfully on why things turned out the way they did.  Even if you did not achieve all of your original purposes, the lessons you learned from experience are valuable outcomes of a discretionary grant, and they may help others embarking upon similar ventures in the future.  

When you write your final report, please structure it using the following headings:

A.  Project Overview:  Please begin with a brief overview to help readers orient themselves to your project and what it was trying to accomplish.   How did your project start, what happened, who was served, and what were the outcomes?

B.  Problem: What problem did your project address?  Defining the problem(s) is essential for anyone trying to understand the approach you took, as well as the potential for adapting this approach in other settings.  Your understanding of the problem(s) has probably changed.  As you think about the project now, what have you learned about the problem addressed, and how have you redefined it?

C.  Background and Origins:  What were the origins of the project prior to funding?  Give your readers an understanding of the contexts in which the project operated and how these contexts affected the project’s successes and failures.  Give specifics about the targeted groups of learners, and the circumstances in place at the partner institutions.  What organizational policies had to change for the project to be undertaken?  What forms of organizational or outside support did you have at the outset, and how did this change during the time of the grant?  These specifics help potential adapters understand the contextual framework for change.

D.  Project Description:  Referencing the project objectives defined in your original proposal (and perhaps subsequently modified with the approval of your program officer), please describe what happened in all major aspects of your project.  Pinpoint key assumptions and planning strategies that led you to select particular courses of action.  Give your reader an appreciation of the scale and intensity of your effort and the resources required.   Describe the ways that you and your partners established working relationships and what challenges arose.  Describe the courses you developed, the products you created, and the students you served.  Or, did your project grow more rapidly than expected, forcing you to expand your activities or undertake unanticipated initiatives?  Describe the impact, if any, that your project has had on other campuses or organizations outside of the project partners.

OPTIONAL: Since LAAP projects are often so large in scope, it might be easier for you to discuss separately what happened in each of several major project components.  Indeed, if you find it useful, you may wish to organize this section of the report according to the “Project Specific Components” that you first used in completing LAAP’s “modular” annual reporting requirements.  The list of nine project-specific components, of which you identified up to four on which to report annually, is included as an attachment to these final report guidelines.  For this final report, you may again select up to four of these nine, and then write your “Project Description” section accordingly.  If you choose this option, please keep in mind that your final report narrative should be written so that it is coherent even to those not familiar with the LAAP annual report guidelines, and your final report should tell a complete story.  In other words, you do not want to leave out discussion of experiences that proved to be critical even if they do not fall under one of your chosen categories.  If you do not choose this option, you may organize this section of the report however you feel is most appropriate.

E.  Evaluation/Project Results:  We understand that projects can have many different kinds of effects, and that these will vary from project to project.  Generally, though, we are always interested in the evidence you have about FIPSE’s central concern: what did students learn as a result of your project?  If your particular set of learners was teachers or faculty, what can you say from your data about their learning? 

There may, of course, be many other important measures of your project’s impact.  For example, did your project result in reduced costs and/or improved financial support from internal or external sources? Can you estimate the impact of your project on your own or other campuses?

Evaluation is a critical part of your report.  What variables were examined, and how?  Please present a data summary and display it graphically, unless not appropriate.  Link your conclusions about the success of the project and the quality of your outcomes to your evaluation evidence.

We are also interested in your plans for continuation and dissemination.  What are your plans at this time?  Also we would be interested in learning what major steps you will be taking to continue your work following the formal completion of your funding, and whether your evaluation activities will continue as well.

F.  Summary, Conclusions, and Lessons Learned:  Overall, what insights have you gained as a result of the grant activity?  What would you recommend as advice to other practitioners who are interested in your project?  How did your ideas change as a result of “doing” the project?

If you have not already done so, please tell us about the practical and policy barriers you may have run into and needed to overcome; about the administrative or management hurdles you faced; and about the ways in which implementing new forms of distance education taught you new things about postsecondary faculty and institutional cultures.

What are the most important and generalizable conclusions that you can make about your efforts? What are the things that other educators most need to know before embarking upon similar ventures?

G.  Partner Reports:  In no more than two to three pages each, please have each of your partners write narratives detailing their experiences with the project.  They should tell their version of the story of the project, reflecting on their role in the partnership, the successes they have achieved, and the challenges they have faced.  If, for whatever reason, partners had to drop out of the project, please do your best to include a narrative from them as well.

H. Performance Data Form:  
When you submit your final report, you should also include the final version of this form. It is the same one you used when submitting data accompanying each of your annual reports and thus will allow us to complete the ongoing data collection that we have been doing for our LAAP Program Evaluation.

Important:  Please append the completed Performance Data Form at the end of all other materials and do not bind it to the rest of the report.  This form will be used only for FIPSE datakeeping and LAAP program evaluation purposes and will not be distributed to those requesting copies of your final report.  
I.  Appendices:

1. We welcome as appendix material copies of important materials or resources generated during the time of the project, e.g., evaluation reports, course outlines, journal articles, books, CD-ROM’s, software, and other significant products.

2.  Has your project received any special recognition from others – e.g., awards, additional grants or other funding, invitations to speak or write, etc.?

3. We invite you to share some thoughts specifically about FIPSE.  In 1-2 pages, feel free to address the following or other issues:

· What forms of assistance from FIPSE were helpful to you?  How can FIPSE more effectively support distance education partnerships or related projects?

· What should the FIPSE staff consider in reviewing future proposals in your area of interest?  What are emerging new directions?  What are key considerations, given your type of project?

IV.  Submission Procedures:   

Your final report is due no later than 90 days after the completion date for the project.

We prefer that you submit your report electronically by sending e-mail attachments to Brian Lekander at Brian.Lekander@ed.gov.  If you are not using Microsoft Office software, please call Mr. Lekander to make sure that he will be able to open them (202-502-7519).

Or, if you prefer, you may submit 3 hard copies of your final report by mail, using the following address. You may also use this address to submit materials such as CD-ROMS, published curriculum guides, or any other materials that cannot be submitted electronically.  If you choose to do so, please submit 3 total copies and send them to:

Brian Lekander

Attn: LAAP Final Report

FIPSE, Room 6154

1990 K Street. N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20006-8544

V.  Paperwork Burden Statement:

According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless such collection displays a valid OMB control number.  The valid OMB control number for this information collection is 1840-0769.  The time required to complete this information collection is estimated to average 35 hours, including the time to review instructions, search existing data resources, gather the data needed, and complete and review the information collection.  If you have any comments concerning the accuracy of the time estimate(s) or suggestions for improving this form, please write to Joseph Schubart, U.S. Department of Education, ROB-3, Room 4040, 7th and D Streets SW, Washington, DC 20202-4651.  If you have comments or concerns regarding the status of your individual submission of this form, write directly to Brian Lekander, LAAP Coordinator, FIPSE, Room 6154, 1990 K Street, NW, Washington, DC 20006-8544.

APPENDIX:  Project-Specific Component Identification
Listed below are descriptions of nine categories of activities, each representing a possible focus component of your LAAP project.  For your annual reports, you identified up to four components that represented the major focus (foci) of your project during each grant year.  If you choose to do so, you may now focus in the “Project Description” section of your final report on as many as four components that best represent the main emphases of your grant as a whole.

1. Administrative/policy changes:  The focus of project efforts is to increase access by improving infrastructure/administrative/cross-institutional systems for distance education (e.g., joint systems for recruiting, enrolling, or providing support to learners), by changing policies to facilitate distance education programs, or by producing new organizational structures to offer distance education courses.

2. Serving special populations:  The focus of project efforts is to structure distance education for special populations (e.g., ethnic minorities, individuals with disabilities, displaced workers, individuals on welfare, individuals far from post-secondary institutions or otherwise unable to participate in traditional post-secondary education) by adapting distance education programs and services and to meet these learners' particular needs.

3. System/resource design:  The focus of project efforts is to develop new capacities for distance education, such as new hardware systems, new authoring software for distance education courses, or systems/resource banks of learning objects that can be used as building blocks in courseware design and other applications.  (Note: This component does not include development of specific courses.)
4. Increasing distance education learning options:  The focus of project efforts is to substantially increase the number of distance education courses/training modules that are available to learners across a range of content areas (e.g., putting existing classroom-based undergraduate courses from a variety of content areas on-line).

5. Providing instruction within specific content areas:  The focus of project efforts is to develop or improve distance education courses/training modules within a specific content area (e.g., English as a Second Language, computer technology, hazardous materials).

6. Improving distance education learning experiences:  The focus of project efforts is to develop or significantly revise innovative instructional activities or features of distance education courses/modules (e.g., virtual laboratories, customized/responsive learning environments to meet individual learner needs, learner interaction with other learners, learner interaction with the teacher).

7. Learner assessment: The focus of the project efforts is to strengthen learner assessment in distance education courses, including embedded assessment, competency-based assessment, homework systems, and testing security systems.

8. Learner support:  The focus of project efforts is to develop or significantly revise support for distance education learners including administrative support (e.g., online course registration, financial aid assistance), academic support (e.g., academic advising, mentoring/tutoring by other than the instructor), and/or personal support (e.g., peer support).

9. Instructor support: The focus of project efforts is to assist instructors in developing and administering distance education courses by providing training, workshops, individual assistance or mentoring, and resource materials.

LAAP PERFORMANCE DATA FORM

In completing Section I, please use the following definitions:

Course/training module: A sequence of instruction/instructional activities in which learners work with an instructor/instructional materials to achieve specified learning goals, and in which there are specified criteria and standards for learner involvement including learner activities such as reviewing/studying course material, carrying out collaborative activities, carrying out assignments, and any other independent or collaborative effort required of the learner to achieve the learning objectives.  The course/training module may be of any structure, including open entry/open exit, and self-paced formats.

Program:  A specified series or set of related courses/training modules which in combination provide the learner with a level of knowledge/competency within a particular area of study or technical skills area.  Frequently, the learner earns a degree or certificate upon completion of a program.  

Learning Objects:  On-line learning resources structured as reusable units of knowledge/content/activities; learning objects are given metadata tags to identify the information included in each, and to organize and code the resources so that users are able to locate items appropriate to their teaching or learning needs.
I.
Instructional Courseware/Products 

The following items refer to the instructional courseware/products developed by your project. 

1.
Has your project developed or significantly revised any distance education courses/training modules using LAAP funding?  (Please circle the appropriate response.  Do not indicate “yes” if your focus has been on learner assessment or learner support functions only.)


Yes….1
No…..2  (Skip to Question 1.11)

2.
How many courses/training modules have been newly developed or significantly revised during your project?


_________

3.
Of all the courses/training modules counted in Question 1.2, how many are linked to:


a.
Academic credit-hours?


__________


b.
Continuing education units?


__________


c.
Competency assessments only?

__________


d.
Other: (Specify:



__________

_________________________)


4.
Of all the courses/training modules counted in Question 1.2, how many involve:


a.
Online instruction only?


__________


b.
Online plus other distance methods 

__________



(CD-ROM, video, etc.)?





c.
Distance education (online and/or other)
__________



plus in-person instruction?





d.
Other: (Please specify)    


__________               

(________________________________)


5.
Over the duration of your project, how many persons (an unduplicated count) were enrolled in distance education courses/training modules that were developed or significantly revised using LAAP funding?


__________

6.
In how many states are those learners located?
__________

7.
Of the persons counted in Question 1.5, how many are…? (These categories may overlap)

a.
Persons with disabilities?


__________


b.
Individuals located in areas far from 

appropriate educational programs?

__________


c.
Welfare recipients?



__________


d.
Adults unable to participate in traditional



postsecondary education?


__________


e.
Displaced workers?



__________

8.
For the persons counted in Question 1.5, provide the number within each of the following categories.  If no data are available, indicate by checking the appropriate space. 


Race:












a.
American Indian or Alaska Native


__________

     


b.
Asian 






__________

     


c.  
Black or African American



__________

     


d.
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

__________

     


e.
White






__________

     


f.
More than one race




__________

     





No data available (check here):
__________                    
9.
For the persons counted in Question 1.5, provide the number in each of the following categories.  If no data are available, indicate by checking the appropriate space. 


Ethnicity:










a.
Hispanic or Latino

__________




b.
Not Hispanic or Latino
__________



No data available (check here):
__________  

10. For all distance education courses/training modules developed or significantly revised using LAAP funding, of the learners enrolled, how many completed the courses?  (Do not include enrollment data for ongoing courses/training modules or those for which completion data are not available.)





Enrollment

Completions



__________

__________

Programs

11.
Has your project developed or significantly revised any distance education program using LAAP funding?   (Please circle your response)

Yes…..1
No…..2  (Skip to Section II)

12.
How many distance education programs have been newly developed or significantly revised during your project?


_________ 

13.
Over the duration of your project, how many learners (an unduplicated count) were enrolled in a distance education program that was developed or significantly revised using LAAP funding?


__________

14.
In how many states are those learners located?
__________

15.
Over the duration of your project, how many persons (an unduplicated count) completed a distance education program that was developed or significantly revised using LAAP funding?


__________

Learning Objects

16.
Has your project developed or significantly revised any learning objects using LAAP funding?  (Please circle your response)

Yes…..1
No…..2  (Skip to Section II)

17.
How many learning objects have been newly developed or significantly revised during your project?


_________ 

II.
Learner Assessment


1.
Has your project developed or significantly revised learner assessment methods for distance education courses/training modules (e.g., embedded assessment, homework assessment, proctoring systems, etc.) using LAAP funding?  (Please circle your response)


Yes…..1
No…..2  (Skip to Section III)

2.
In how many courses/training modules were new or revised assessment methods used during your project?


 __________

3.
What was the total enrollment in the courses/training modules counted in Question 2?


__________

4.
In how many states are those learners located?
__________

III.
Learner Support


1.
Has your LAAP project developed or significantly revised learner support systems for  distance education learners (e.g., online course registration, mentoring, tutoring, personal counseling, etc.)?   (Please circle your response)


Yes…..1
No…..2  (Skip to Section IV)

2.
What was the total number of persons (an unduplicated count) making use of these learner support systems during your project?


__________

3.
In how many states are those learners located?
__________

IV.
Instructor Support


1.
Has your LAAP project provided training or other resources to persons developing distance education courses (e.g., in-person training, online training, resource materials, etc.)?  (Please circle your response)


Yes…..1
No…..2  (Skip to Section V)

2.
How many persons have received each of the following forms of assistance during your project? 


a.
Individual mentoring or assistance

__________

b.
Small group training/workshops

__________


c.
Large group training (conferences, etc.)
__________


d.
Online training



__________


e.
Printed training materials


__________


f.
Other (Specify:​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​___________________



________________________________)
__________

V.
Partnership

1.
Please indicate the number of partners participating in the project at the beginning and at the end of the project period.


Type of Partner


Start of Project
End of Project

Two-year college


__________

__________


Four-year college or university
__________

__________


Professional association

__________

__________


Other non-profit organization

__________

__________


Consortium



__________

__________


Software/hardware company

__________

__________


Publishing company


__________

__________


Other: (Specify:  _____________)
__________

__________




TOTAL:

__________

__________

VI.
Evaluation
1.
Please indicate if any of the following evaluation activities were conducted during the project.  (Please circle your responses)


a.
Collection of data on learner outcomes in 

distance education courses



Yes…1
No…2


b.
Collection of data on learner attitudes in 

distance education courses



Yes…1
No…2


c.
Formal comparisons of learning outcomes in 

distance education and non-distance courses

Yes…1
No…2


d.
Formal comparisons of costs of distance

education and non-distance courses


Yes…1
No…2


e.
Evaluation of the cost-efficiency or cost-

effectiveness of distance education courses

Yes…1
No…2


f.
Expert assessment of the quality of distance



education courses




Yes…1
No…2

VII.
 Dissemination:  Scaling-up and Replication
Dissemination activities, such as distribution of information about the project and its products/services, may be for the purpose of scaling-up of the project and/or for the purpose of replication of the project. Scaling-up refers to the growth of the project/increase in project scope and includes, e.g., expansion of the partnership to new partners, use of the products by new organizations, and expansion to new users.  Replication refers to the use of the project  model by another organization.
1.
Which of the following groups have been audiences for your project's scaling-up and/or replication activities during the project?  (Check all that apply)






        Scaling-up  
Replication

a.
Learners



______
  ______


b.
Instructors



______
  ______


c.
Partner institutions/organizations
______
  ______


d.
Other institutions/organizations
______
  ______


e.
Others: (Specify:   ___________)
______
  ______

2.
Approximately how many persons/organizations identified in Question 1 have been contacted by your project staff/representatives as part of your project's scaling-up and/or replication activities during the project?  (Enter numbers for those checked in Item 7.1 above.)








Scaling-up

Replication


a.
Learners



__________

__________



b.
Instructors



__________

__________


c.
Partner institutions/organizations
__________

__________


d.
Other institutions/organizations
__________

__________


e.
Others: (Specify:   ___________)
__________

__________

3.
Does the project have project descriptions and/or other information on the project activities/products available on the Internet?  (Please circle your response)


Yes....1
No…..2  

4.
How many persons viewed those materials during the project?
__________
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