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Abstract

Using interview, focus group and questionnaire data, Em¥ironmental Education Professional
Development Needs and Priorities Studyentified 89 professional development needs for
environmental educators, the top priorities for the next 5 years (20Q@5), gaps in current offerings,
and work needed to advance education for environmental literacy. Of immediate need is professional
development that help environmental educators:
e (Gonduct comprehensive HiEograms with diverse audiences in local communities
o Share models of what works, work together, and network
e Address environmental sustainability, stewardskapd climate change
e Apply research knowledge to practice about how to
0 motivate for citizen participation, action, attitude and behavior change
0 connect others with nature
0 engage diverse audiences and partners
o0 help students learn
0 instruct adults
e Comprehend and apply basic EE fundamentals, core conegtsnstructional techigues and
the Guidelines for Excellence
¢ Teach and implement critical thinking skills, problem solving s&ifidjnquiry
¢ Integrate EE into2; Science, Technology, Engineg & Math projects; No Child Left Behind;
and state standards
e Increase funding, leadership, administrative/executive skills, and communication skills
e Perform needs assessments, build evaluation into program design, develop objectives, and
conduct outcoms evaluation
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Executive Summary

TheEnvironmental Education Professional Development Needs and Priorities Stunayloyed
interviews, focus groups arah onlinequestionnaire to identify professional development needs
environmental educators, the top priorities for the next 5 years (20Q@5), gaps in current offerings,
and work needed to advanqeofessional development farducationleading toenvironmental
literacy. The Environmental Education and Training Partnership (EETAP) commissioned the study
learnthe current professional development needs and environmental education priorities of education
professionals working in nonformal and formal educatiettings in the United StatesThe executive
summary is divided into the following sections:

e Methods

e EE Priorities by Theme and Rank

e Key findings

e Recommendations

Methods

EETAP, study sponsors, and an evaluation team provided input on study desigipklamentation
including:

¢ Planning and literature review.

e Developing individual interview and focus group protocols, pilot testing and revision.

¢ Identifying individual interviewees24 environmental and conservation education leaders
representing 8 stratéfederal natural resource agencies; state/municipal natural resource
agencies; NGOs working with youth under 25; NGOs with adults/community; formal educators;
nonformaleducators university educators of formal educatoemduniversity edweators of
nonformal educators.)

¢ |dentifying practitioners for focus grou42 participatedand conducting 10 focus group
interviews organized around emerging themes for professional development.

e Analyzing interview data yielding 89 topics of professional developmesdswithin six
themes: The Process of Environmental Education, Evaluation, Audiences and Partners, The
Business of EE, Content Knowledge, and The EE Profession.

e Developinganonline questionnaire based on themes, pilot testing, revising, field testidg an
revising again.

e Gathering databases from which to condagtandom sample for online questionnaire from 12
organizationswith a focus on professional developmearid environment

¢ Analyzing questionnaire data from 325 respondents (37% response rate)cositemnt analysis,
descriptive and inferential statistics.

e Drawing conclusions and reporting.

EE Priorities by Theme and Rank

TheEnvironmental Education Professional Development Needs and Priorities Stlehtified 89
professional development needsrfenvironmental educators, the top priorities for the next 5 years
(20102015), gaps in current offerings, and work needed to advance education for environmental
literacy. The following charts display all @®@fessional development needgouped under 6liemes:
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Audiences and Partners
EE Profession

Process of EE

Content Knowledge
Business of EE
Evaluation

The right hand column under each theme lists iiefessional developmertbpicsin that category.
The overall rank of eadlopic based on a professional development priority sceréndicated by the

number in the left hand columandereach theme

Professional Development Needs, 202015

Rank
1

11
30
42

44

50

63

74

78

82

88

89

Professional Developmeiiiopics
Community EEinvolving everyone in local
communities in EE (i.e., preschoolers throug
retirees, university professors, businesses,
health care workers, etc.)

Communication skills for delivering EE to
diverse audiences & partners

Planning, implementing anelvaluating EE
programs or services ferdecision makers
Community EEcreating communities (real &
virtual) that involve more US citizens in EE
Community EEworking with diverse partners
from other professions (i.e., medical
professionalspolice/fire, etc.)

Planning, implementing and evaluating EE
programs or services farcultural/ethnic/racial
backgrounds

Planning, implementing and evaluating EE
programs or services faifamilies

Planning, implementing and evaluating EE
programs or services feifferent learning
styles

Planning, implementing and evaluating EE
programs or services feraudiences with
special needs and/or disabilities

Planning, implementing and evaluating EE
programs or services fedifferent
ages/generations

Planning, implementing and evaluating EE
programs or services farother professionals
Planning, implementing and evaluating EE
programs or services femifted and talented
students

Rank
2

13
14
18
31

34

35
39

41

47

48

49

53

54

69

EE Profession Theme

ProfessionaDevelopment Topics
Renewal opportunities for EE leadet® share
models of what works
Renewal opportunities for EE leadett® work
together for a common cause
Networking with others for support
Guidelines for Excellence trainings about
environmental education standards
EE curriculum & resource reviews
EE professional development website where
one could- plan individual professional
development to keep current in your field
EE professional development website where
one could- develop support networks
Certification or endorsement for formal
environmental educators
Certification program in my state for
nonformal environmental educators
EE professional development website where
one could- learn: Who is an Environmental
Educator and what should they know and be
able to do?

EE professional development website where
one could- locate existing learning
opportunities

Networking with others about specific
professional development topics

EE professional development website where
one could- selfdiagnosis of individual
strengths, weaknesses & needs

I OONBRAGI GA2Y 2F Y@
programs by NAAEE

Renewal opportunities for EE leadeffer
guided reflection




Rank
3

10

16

19

20

23
25
26

27

32

43

56

57

58
60

64
66
67
68

Process of EE Theme

Professional Development Topics
2 KIG NBaSkNOK (Sft€a
How people interact & connect with nature
Basic environmental educatidraining for
natural resource professionals, scientists,
conservation, youth activity leaders &
classroom teachers
Implementation of EE Strategies &
facilitation techniques for teaching thinking
skills- systems thinking, critical thinking,
analyticthinking, problem solving
Formal K12 EE Integrating EE into-K2
curricula
Formal K12 EE Integrating EE into STEM
Science, Technology, Engineering & Math
projects
2 KIG NBaSkNOK (St f-a
What leads people to takaction
Implementation of EE Strategies &
facilitation techniques for inquiry methods of
teaching
2 KIG NBaSkNOK (St f-a
How to engage diverse audiences
EE ResourcedJse of technological resources
to improve teachingractice & participant
learning
2 KIFG NBaSkNOK §Sf-Haw
EE can help students learn in other areas
2 KIG NBaSkNOK (St f-a
Transforming attitudes
Formal K12 EE Working with No Child Left
Behind andstate standards
2 KIFG NBaSkNODK (St f-a
Behavior change
Implementation of EE Strategies &
facilitation techniques for dealing with ethica
or controversial issues
Formal K12 EE Adding EE to career ladder
credit forteachers
Implementation of EEStrategies & facilitatior]
techniques for service learning
Research How to read and understand
literature & research related to EE
effectiveness
Careers & workforceEnvironmental &
conservation career awareness
Formal K12 EE Creating change agents in
schools
2 K NBASEFNOK GSt-tage
appropriateness
EE Resource€xhibit design & development
Implementation of EE Strategies &
facilitation techniques for confliaiesolution

2 KFG NB&aSHNOK (Sf t-a

Content Knowledge Theme

Rank Professional Development Topics

4

15

17

24

28

51
59
62
70
71

73

85

Environmental sustainability communities,
culture, human health

Core concepts, basic understanding about th
environment & environmental issues that are
the foundation of EE

Key concepts and how to teach about
stewardship

Key concepts and how to teach aboeut
sustainability

Key concepts and how to teach abewimate,
climate change

Key concepts and how to teach abeuvater as
a resource that is a limitinfactor

Key concepts and how to teach abedystems
Key concepts and how to teach about
biodiversity

Key concepts and how to teach abouwnergy
Key concepts and how to teach aboeut
consumer consumption

Key concepts and how teach about
economics

Key concepts and how to teach about
population dynamics
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Specialized instructional strategies for
targeted audiences
Implementation of EEE Strategies &

77  facilitation techniques for questioning
strategies
2 KIFG NBaSkNODK G§Sft€a

79 . .
Decision making
2 KIG NBaSkNOK GSt-fa
83 . . .
Theories of learning, learning styles
ga Kb G NBaSIkNOK G§St¢fa
Thinking & ways of knowing
g6 - Kb G NBaSIkNOK (St f-a
Exhibit design for behavi@hange
Business of EE Theme Evaluation Theme
Rank Professional Development Topics Rank Professional Development Topics
Promoting action, citizen participation, sociall Needs assessment, using evaluation to desi
8 marketing & behavior changgppropriate to 12 or develop Eprograms/services to meet
your audience(s) audience needs

21  Reducing Nature Deficit Disorder 22 Building capacity for program evaluatieow
29 Fund raising, grant writing to build evaluation into planning and progranf
33 Evaluation of program outcomes

36  Advocating for EE; advocacy trainin . ) . .
g y g Developing learning objectives & assessing

37 )
38  Promoting No Child Left Inside learning
_ o 45 Building capacity foprogram evaluatiorn How
40  EE policy & legislation to conduct an evaluation
Leadership development; administrative & Building capacity for program evaluatieData
52 executive skills 46  collection & analysis methods, qualitative &
. . guantitative
72 Finance, budgeting 55 Building capacity for program evaluatierlow
75  Mentoring to use & facilitate use of findings
61 Building capacity for program evaluatien

80  Conflict resolution What to evaluate
Collection of data gathering questions that
might be used for EE assessment & evaluati

87  Personal & Professional Ethics 76 Building capacity for program evaluatiohlow
to report findings

81 Project management 65

Key Findings

The 89%rofessional development needs for the next five years were ranked using a metric that
combined ratings and rankings on several questionnaire items. The top priordiggysand rankings
of all 89 topics oithe questionnaire items anthe professionatlevelopment needs scor@e
discussedn the complete report on paged7 ¢ 67. The key finding&ollow.

1. A major component of professional development in the next five years should be opportunities that
will help environmental educators conduct EEdiigh comprehensivprograms that involve everyone

in local communities in EEop Priority #1). Additionally, environmental educators want content
knowledge ofenvironmental sustainability especially in the context of communities, culture, and
humanhealth (#4).
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2. There is a strong need for professional development that focuses on renewal opportunities for EE
professionals to:

A share models of what work?2)

A work together on common caus¢&13)

A network with others for support#14)

3. EE Praciners want to understand the field, apply what the profession knows through research,
and comprehend the knowledge of other disciplines, including what research tells us about:

A cognition- how people interact and connect with natu(3)

A motivation- what leads people to take actiof#10),transforming attitudeg#25),and behavior

change (#27)

A instruction- how to engage diverse audiencg@tl 9)

A learning- how EE can help students learn in other arg#23)
In addition, environmental educators want to uerdtand and apply th&uidelines for Excellence
(#18).

4. There are many gaps in the skills, content knowledge, and pedagogical and andragogical knowledge
of environmental educators that should be addressed in the next five years. The gaps thab feed t
filled through professional developmeirtclude:

A Basic environmental education trainifgs, both skills and knowledge) and knowledgearfe
EE conceptghe basic understandings about the environment and environmental issues that
are the foundatiorof EE (#15).

A Strategies and facilitation techniquésr a)teaching thinking skillshcluding systems thinking,
critical thinking, analytic thinking, and problem solving (#6); and b) for ustpgry methodsof
teaching (#16)

A Knowledge and skills to pfomote action, citizen participation, social marketing and behavior
changeappropriate to audiences (#8); b¥e technological resourcés improve teaching
practice and participant learning (#20), aretluce Nature Deficit Disordef#21).

A Communicatiorskillsfor delivering EE to diverse audiences and partners (#11)

A Evaluation knowledge and skills includingneg@ds assessmei use evaluation to design or
develop EE programs/services to meet audience needs (#12); dandldijg capacity for
programevaluation- how to build evaluation into planning and programs (22)

A Key concepts and how to teach abaiéwardship(#17),sustainability(#24), and climate
change (#28).

5. Respondents also desired professional development about wagtetgrate EEnto formal k12
schools Three top needs relate to getting EE in schools throughimicula(#7); b)STEM; Science,
Technology, Engineering and Math projects (#9); and c) workingNeitBhild Left Behind and state
standardg#26).

6. Delivery prefeencespoint to the need for professional development that featuregperson or
faceto-face workshops at the local or regional level. st popular way to deliver EEgessioral
development to these respondents would be a full day, haokslocal orregional, single topic or

limited theme meeting or seminar in the winter. Respondents also expressed interest in professional
development opportunities for field work with natural scientists and/or social scientists.

12



7. Thetop aggregated priorities for the professional development needs of individuals and the

profession were the sam&enewal opportunities for EE leadet® share models of what work€On

other ratings and rankings of the 89 topics, howevespondents skected differenttopics as

important and agop needs for their personal professional development &mdthose of the EE

profession The top selected personal professional development priority M@sds assessment, using
evaluation to design allevelop E programs/services to meet audience needse top priority

selected as essential to the development of the EE professiorGuakelines for Excellence trainings

about environmental education standatdghe topicreceiv y 3 G KS KA IKSWely YSIy N
important foNJ Y& W&3Kad NBAaSFNOK &St {Haw mimple intéracd&l X / 2 3
connect with nature The greatest percentage 5 & L2 Y RSy 14 opy:2 0 aSt SOGSR
Y& YySSERAG§YNBASI NOK (St tWhatdeads pedfedriiake aatdrii A @1 G A2y

8. There ardifferences in professional development needs and delivery preferembes analyzed

by organization (government, NGO, university, etc.), region of the country, years in the profession,
type of learning @rmal, informal, nonformal), and number of participants reached annualiys T
information will allowfor designing and marketing professional development progreased on the
needs identified in this study. Separate reports on these findings will hiableathroughEETA

2010

Recommendations

The report recommends professional development delivery processes; professional development
topics; specific suggestions tiee U.S. Environmental Protection AgeQ@@PAENvironmental

Education DivisiarEETARhe U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the North American Association
for Environmental Education (NAAEE) and NAAEE Affilatdsurther research

Professional Development Delivery Processes
Professional development delivered to environmi@ educators in the next five years should
incorporate opportunitiefor sharing models of what works, working together for a common cause,
and followup networking with others for support. hE identified priorities point to this process:

e Compile whats known through research, theory, evaluation and practice about the content or

skills that are the focus of the professional development.

e Facilitate live, local or regional forums where participants share evidbased and
experiencebased knowledge andkals, and have an opportunity to work together on common
goals.

e Provide multiple opportunities for continued sharing, networking and support from
participants, facilitators, and others.

Respondents selected-person or faceo-face workshops and locat cegional meetings as the types

of professional development in which they are most likely to participate. The most popular way to
deliver EE Profession Development to these respondents would be a full day;draridsal or

regional, single topic or lited theme meeting or seminar in the winter. Respondents also expressed
interest in professional development opportunities through field work with natural scientists and/or
social scientists, and an interactive website where they could assess what they dan individual
professional development to keep current in the field, and gain access to many ways to learn more
about areas of deficiency.
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Professional Development Topics

Professional development for environmental educators undertaken in the finexiears should fulfill
GKS (2L3 LINA2NRGASAE ARSYUGATASR o0& GUKS NIyYyR2Yf @
priorities include both operationakill building and cognitivknowledge building needs.

Operational Needg Professional Development Priorities for Skill Building
Of immediate need is professional development that helps environmental educators build skills to:
e Conduct comprehensive PEograms with diverse audiences in local communities
e Apply basic EE fundamentals, core concepts and instructional technaneGuidelines for
Excellence
e Teach and implement critical thinking skills, problem solving skills, and inquiry
¢ Promote action, citizen participation and behavior change appropt@tbeir audiencesand
teach for environmental stewardship
e Integrate EE intoH2 curricula; Science, Technology, Engineering & Math (STEM) projects; No
Child Left Behind; and state standards
¢ Comnunicate with diverse audiences apdrtners
¢ Conduct and usdata fromneeds assessments to develop EE that meets audience needs, build
evaluation into program design, develop objectives, and conduct outcomes evaluation
e Engage diverse audiences
e Fund, lead and administer comprehensiveeHBrts
e Use technologicakessources to improve teaching practice and participant learning
e Reduce Nature Deficit Disorder
e Help students learn
¢ Instruct adults

Cognitive Needg Professional Development Priorities for Knowledge Building
Professional development in the next five yealso should address cognitive needs for improving
general knowledge and understanding, as well as theoretical foundations and knowledge of best
practices for teaching youth and adults. Cognitive priorities include the following.

A What is known, in termef both content and pedagogy, from our 50 years of EE practice,

evaluation and research
A Syntheses of theories, research and best practice related to:
T Lifelong learning, community education
i Connecting people with nature
i Building critical thinking skills
T Motivating people to take responsible action
T Communication skills needed work effectivelywith diverse audiences and partners

i Needs assessment and its use

T Guicedinquiry-based learning

T Key concepts and how to teach aboutveronmental sustainabilitygnvironmental
stewardshipandclimate change
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T Changing attitudes and behaviors

I Engaging diverse audiences

T Helping students learn

T Adult education, androgogy, and the differences between the learning and teaching of
youth versus adults

T Educational prgrams or services for decision makers

T Evaluation capacity building for both organizational use of evaluation and evaluation
skill development for individuals

i Outcomes evaluation

Recommendations to EPA and EETAP
Initiativesthat EPR & 9 y @A NP vy wndDwisidrdnd BERAR®UIdUAdertake with diverse
government, academic and other partners:

Annotated Bibliographieof best practices in EE. These documents should assemble what we
know, in terms of both content and pedagogy, from EE practice, evatuatid research.
Compilationsof research, theory and models from other disciplines that can inform EE practice.
These focused efforts should be based on the cognitive priorities identified in this study.

EE Key Concepts and Skills Profecdentify core concepts, natural and social science content,
critical thinking skills, and pedagogical and andragogical content knowledge.

Regional professional development forumsuch as leadership clinics, as well as other
opportunities for networlng, renewal and support for professionals in the field.

More vigorous methods of distributing the Guidelines for Excellerased aiding EE

professionals in their use.
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Study Purpose

The Environmental Education and Training Partnership (EEDA¥R)issioned tls study to learn the
professional development needs and environmental education priorities the next five yearsf
educatbn professionals working in néermal and formal education settings in the United States. The
study was supportethy the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service

Methods
EETAP, study sponsors, and an evaluation team provided input on study design and implementation
including:

e Planning and literature review.

e Developing individuahterview and focus group protocols, pilot testing and revision

¢ Identifying individual interviewees24 environmental and conservation education leaders
representing 8 strata (federal natural resource agencies; state/municipal natural resource
agenciesNGOs working with youth under 25; NGOs with adults/community; formal educators;
nonformaleducators university educators of formal educatoemyd university educators of
nonformal educatorg

¢ |dentifying 42practitioners for focus groups and conductih@ focus group interviews
organized around emerging themes for professional development.

e Analyzing interview data yielding 89 topics of professional development needs within six
themes: The Process of Environmental Education, Evaluation, Audiences aret$;drhe
Business of EE, Content Knowledge, and The EE Profession.

e Developinganonline questionnaire based on themes, pilot testing, revising, field testing and
revising again.

e Gathering databases from which to condagtandom sample for online questinaire from 12
organizationswith a focus on professional development and environment.

¢ Analyzing questionnaire data from 325 respondents (37% response rate) using content analysis,
descriptive and inferential statistics.

e Drawing conclusions and reporting.

Theappendicesontain interview and focus group protocols and participant names, the questionnaire
that wasposted on Survey Monkey, and responses to each.item

QuestionnaireDevelopment

Analysis of the individual and focus group intervielsut priorities forenvironmental education
professional development yielded six themes that became the focus of the electronic questionnaire:
The Process of Environmental Education, Evaluation, Audiences & Partners, The Business of EE,
Content Knowledge, antihe EE Professio.opics suggested for professional developmeithin

those themegepresent three distinct categories of need: operational, cognitive and functioriz.
majority of thetopicsaddress skill building or how items, fulfilling an opeational reed. Examples of
this include: aCommunication skills for delivering EE to diverse audiences & paatrety

Developing learning objectives & assessing learniiige next distinct group dbpicsaddress the
cognitive need of improving gered knowledge and understanding, as well as theoretical foundations
such a€nvironmental sustainability communities, culture, human healffom the Content

Knowledge theme.The final category dbpicsaddress a functional need by identifying a neszeg
product or service, such as: @grtification program in my state for nonformal environmental educators
or b)Formal K12 EE Adding EE to career ladder credit for teacheFbesegrofessional development
topicsrepresent programs or products, as opposed to skill building or cognitive enhancement.
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Pilot testing enabled us to more clearly state these needs for professional developtent.

guestionnaire was pilot tested with 26 individuals who are active envirartaieeducatorsor

interpretersand who volunteered to complete the questionnaire and send suggestions for

improvement within 24 hours of completing the questionnaiféor each item, respondents selected
FY2y3a n 2LA2yaz yIYSteSSTFRRY D 24+ SNEI2INYGURA/NIT FFy2 (N
addition, information was collected on professional development delivery preferences, demographic
details, and EE workRilot testing indicated the averagpiestionnairecompletion time was 34

minutes

Cronb@® K Q & s Wefelci{cllated for the items within each of the 6 themes. Reliability coefficients
ranged from .74 to .93 as shovaelowin Table2, indicatingstrongconsistency among thessof
topics within each theme.

Table2./ NPy ol OKQ&a ! f LKl / 2STFAOASy(la oeé

Theme Number /| NBY Ol
items alphacoefficient
The Process of EE 28 .86
Evaluation 10 .93
Audiences & Partners 13 .82
The Business of EE 11 74
EE Content 12 .83
The EE Profession 15 .87

As a result of the pilot testhe format of several items warevisedto be more useiffriendly. For

example, the numbering systeai some itemsvas simplified, the size of text boxes was reduced, and
alternate rows in long items were shaded. Rather tbae long list of 28 items to rate in terms of
importance, the items in The Process of EE theme were separated into three screens that respondents
could see completely. The EE Profession items weresplganto two screens. Thus in the revisés

item questionnaire, me questions focus on the importance of professional development (PD) topics
organized by the six themes. In nine questions respondents are asked to rank their top 3 priorities for
their personal professional development in the next Srngedn another nine questions respondents

are asked to rank the top 3 priorities essential for the credibility of the EE profession in the next 5
years. Six questions invite respondents to list other professional development needs that could be
added toeach of the six themes. Four questions focus on preferences for the delivery of professional
development including the likelihood of participating in various types of PD delivery options. The final
eight questions focus on demographics and work charasties of the respondents. The revised
guestionnairewith 45 itemsappears in theAppendices

Sample

The study population was derived from several databases of environmental and conservation
educatorsprovided by EETAP contacts and others who participated in the initial and focus group
interviews Databases from which we drew random samples were provided by: the Association of Fish
and Wildlife Agencies, Arizona Association for Environmental EducAS@¥formerly known as the
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Developm&auncil of Environmental Education,

Colorado Association for Environmental Education, Environmental Protection Agency, EETAP, Flying
WILD, National Association for Inpeetation, National Conservation Training Center, North American
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Association for Environmental Education, Project Learning Tree, Project WILD, Project WILD Aquatic,
Utah Society for Environmental Education, and Wet in the Cityese databases were cleshfor
duplicates, those without email addresses, and & residents.

Table3. Sources of Databases for QuestionnaRandom Sample

Associations that provided Databases Number in Database
Arizona Association for EnvironmenEducation 202
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies 121
Conservation Education Conference Participants
ASCL, EEInterest Group 106
Council of Environmental Education

Bird Education Network 69

Flying WILD City Partners 33

Project WILD State Coordinators 53

20082009 WET in the City workshop participant 123
Colorado Association for Environmental Education

CAEE Membership Ligertification Participants & 2344

Honorary Nominees
Environmental Protection Agency

EPA Regional Contac 10

2006-8 Grant Awardees 262
EETAP

EETAP Bulletin email address list 137

Former UWSP online course participants 769
National Association for Interpretation

Certified Interpretive Trainers 364
National Conservation Training Center, EE Course 144
Participants
North American Association for Environmental 992
Education
Project Learning Tree 3348
Utah Society for Environmental Education

USEE Membership Li&tSEE Certification List 1754
Total 10831

Databases wereosted according toig organizational strata of environmental educators identified
during study planning and the initial interviews (federal government agency, state or county
government agency, local or municipal government agency;gaernmental or nofprofit

organization, pe-K to 12" grade school system, university/colleyen addition individuals were sorted
into another category, private business or corporations. Status for the potential respondents was
determined by information that accompanied the collected datatsas®d clues in email addresses.
Potential respondents were sorted alphabetically by email address. Duplicates were discarded from
the strata lists. Samples were randomly selected from each strata to yield 100 invitees from each
strata except for the pr&-12" grade category where 200 were selectedaitow for teachers who
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might not be checking their email during the summer. The selected addresses were again checked for
duplication. The table below shows the total numbers listed in each stratum wythoates removed
and the approximate sampling ratio that created an invitee emailing list of 1000.

Random sampling 1000 of7342were randomly selected from seven strata of environmental
educators identified during the initial interviews. Status for gogential respondents was determined
by information that accompanied the collected databases and clues in email addresses.

Table4. Sampling Frame, Numbers by Strata

Strata Total Number Sampling Rate Total numberof
in Each Stratum Invitees

Federal government 602 1/6 100

agency

State or county 511 1/5 100

government agency

Local or municipal 199 Y initially; 100

government agency 1/1 with low response 99

Non-governmental or 1023 1/10 100

non-profit organization

PreK to 12" grade 2739 1/14 200

school system

University/college 2167 1/21 initially; 100
1/20 with low response 100

Business 101 1/1 101

Total 7342 1/11 1000

Two weeks into the electronic questionnaire administration, the response ratel@#sthe number
of questionnaire respondents (14djvided by theinitial number of inviaitions sent (800).0On item 38
aboutthe primary organization with which respondents do environmental educatibaraw numbers
were low for private business/corporatio(4), university/college (9), and local/municipal (14).
Another 100 each from the two audiaees for whom we had more email addressasiarsity/college
and local/municipglwere invited to respond to the questionnair&eryone on the list of possible
audience of private/corporatiohad already been invitedThe invitations to the local/municipal also
meant a samplingatio of 1/1 for that audienceThose new invitationbrought thetotal number of
invitations to 1000.

The following incentives wereffered to encourage respondents to complete the questionnaire.

1. AQUATIC WILDIKR CURRICULUM AND ACTIVITY GUIDE

2. BILLY B SINGS ABOUT TREES CD from Project Learning Tree

3. BOOKfromEETAPK | 1 Q& CFANJ D23 G2 Sopn Emvikodnkental Bdkicdtor§ A &S N.
4. CARBON OFFSETS from the Bonneville Environmental Foundation (BEF), the equivalent to
offsetting 1,500 pounds of carbon through wind energy.

5. CONSERVATION EDUCATION STRATEGY TOOL KIT & MUG from AssociatibwWatlifish an
Agencies

6. ENERGY & SOCIETY KIT from Project Learning Tree{®r PreK
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7. FLYING WILD, AN EDUCATOR'S GUIDE TO CELEBRATING BIRDS for teadhiogl rstiddéts.

8. GROWING UP WILD, a new early childhood guide (June 2009)

9. KIDS IN DISCOVERY SERIES booklets from Project WET (15 sets available) for agj2s 8

10. ONEYEAR PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIP in NAAEE, new or extension of your current membershir
11. ONLINE COURS¥On-credit scholarship for an EETAP online courseuhh UWSP

12. PLT WOODEN PEN IN A WOODEN CASE and aFRQII®IfrfBm Project Learning Tree

13. PROJECT WILDKCURRICULUM AND ACTIVITY GUIDE

14. FSHIRT from Project Learning Tree

The questionnaire was online for nearly 5 weeks. Five reminders sent to those who had not yet
completed the questionnaire; weekly (4) and a final request sent three days before the end of the
survey period.

Response rates
Three hundred twentyfive (325)of the 1000 invited responded to the questionnaire, yielding a 32.5%
response rate unadjusted; 675 noaspondents. However, another 111 of those emailed were unable
to complete the questionnaire, yielding an adjusted response rate of 37%. The resptmse
adjustment is based on the following:
e 32 opted out of the questionnaire by clicking the opt out button in Survey Monkey
e 54 email addresses bounced back to Survey Monkey
e an additional 18 bounced back to the provided reply email: 2 mailbox fuiletglfailed; no
such recipient; not found
¢ 3responded that they were not environmental or conservation educators and thus would not
completethe questionnaire
e 3 were out of the office for the entire survey period
e 1 had left her job email address but did not include forwarding information
o NBALRYRSR (KIFG GKSe& 2dzad RARYy QG KIF@S (GAYS

Response rate adjusted 10004=886; 325/886 = 37%. An additional 37 invitees were on vadation
part of the survey period; approximately a third of those clicked into the questionnaire.

Questionnaire completion rate While 325 of the invitees responded by starting the questionnaire, 36
did not complete it; an 89% completion rate or 11% drop@ie. Norcompletion was expected in

this very long questionnaire. Those respondents who got through the rating of topics by importance
completed most of the remaining items in the questionnaire.

Analyses Mthods
Descriptive and inferential statisticalethods were applied to the quantitative responses on the
guestionnaire. Content analysis was employed for the qualitative responses.

Content Analyses Qualitative data from the individual and focus group interviews and the-open
ended questionnairetéms were analyzed for patterns and themes.

Descriptive StatisticsFrequenciesmeansand percentagesvere calculated for the items under each
theme. Where appropriatgables and bar charts were used to illustrate responses.
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Inferential Statistics Relationshipdetweenrespondent characteristicand the means for the 6
themes were analyzed using a emay ANOVAMultiple comparisons, using dz] S & @ére usdd 5
to compare the mean level of importance across groups following significant ANOVA .result

Metric to Identify Top Professional Development Needs

In an attempt to better understand the professional developmpnbritiesthat emerged from several
items on the questionnaire, a new metric was developed by combining the ratings and raokihgs
89 topics. The processf developing a single metrinvolved several stepthat are detailed in the
findings section of this repodnd in the appendices

QuestionnaireResults

The complete questionnaire appears in tiygpendicesas well as descriptive statistics and quotes
summarizing responses to each of the 45 questionnaire itdRespondents rated the importance of

89 topics organized by the 6 theme$he Process of Environmental Education, Evaluation, Audiences
& Partners,The Business of EE, Content Knowledge, and The EE Profds$mgralso rakedby each
theme the top 3 priorities for their personal professional development and the top 3 professional
development priorities essential for the credibility of the EE pratess the next 5 yearsThey
checkedpreferences for the delivery of professional development including the likelihood of
participating in various types of professional developmeelivery options.Finally respondents
answered questions about demographics and work characteristics.

Who responded?

The typical questionnaire respondent is a néhispanic, white, formal educator who resides in
a Mountain-Prairie state,does EE through aniversity or college organization, anceaches
between1000-9999 participants annually.

This section presents responses to questionnaire item438vith tables and charts depicting cress
tabulations by organization affiliation, type EE, region of #hcountry,years as an environmental
educator, number of participants reachazhnually,and audiences.

The majority of respondents conduct environmental education within five types of organizations:
university/college (22%), state or county governmagency (17%), pr¢ 12" grade school system
(16%), norgovernmental or nofprofit organizations (15%), or a fe@dd government agency (14%).
Seeresponses tdtem 38 inappendicesTables 44 and 45

The bulk of respondents (45%) consider themselves to be formal educators or involved in formal
learning, defined as offering EEhierarchically structured, chronologically graded education system

from primary school through college or university. Mdnan one third (35%) offer EE as nonformal
educators, for nonformal learningescribedas organized educational activity outside established

formal school system that serves identifiable learning clienteles and learning objectives. A fifth (20%)

of the respondents offer EE as informal educators and for informal learning, defined as educative
AYyFEdzSyO0Sa yR NB&a2dzNOS& Ay |y AYRAGARZ t Qad Sy
specific program, such as family, work, play, mass media, anddibraBee item 39 mppendices

Table 46
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Respondentsirefairly evenly distributed throughout thElnited States The greatst number of
respordents (22%) ame from the MountairPrairie region(CO, ID, KS, MT, ND, NE, NV, SD, UT, WY)
the fewest from the Southwest region (13% fréxd, NM, OK, 7XOnly 2 respondents do EE work
internationally. SeeTable 5 below andppendiceslable 47or responsego item 40.

Table5. Region of the U.S. (Item 40)

In what region(s) of the country do you do most of your environmental education work?
Check all that apply.

30

21.5% (62)

60

18.1% (52)

16.0% (46) 15.3 % (44)

Meountain-Praine {CO, Pacific (AK, CA, OR, WA, Southwest (AZ,

1D, KS., MT, ND, Hl. Pacfic |slands) MM, OK, TX)
NE, WV, SD, UT, WY)
Great Lakes-Big Mortheast (CT, DE, ME, Southeast (AL, AR, FL, Mone of the above.
Rivars (A, IL, IN, MD, MA&, NH, NJ, NY, PA, GA, KY, LA, M5, NC, Puero EE work is done
MI, MM, MO, OH, Wi} RI, VA VT, WV, DC) Rico/\Virgin Islands... intemationally.

Crosgabulationof region in which one does EE with ttype oforganization with which one works
revealsthat the respondentdiffer.

Table6. Cross TabulatiarOrganization by Region

Item 38. What is the primary organization with which you do environmental education? Check one.

Item 40. In what region(s) of the country do you do most of your environment

education work? Check all that apply.
. Southeast
Mountain-  Northeast

Lireesagi Praiie  (CT, DE, Pacific (AK, g*k’ ?\F;’LF /';

Rivers (IgA (CO, ID,KS ME, MD, CA, OR, M’S N’C Southwest

L IN. M ' MT, ND, MA, NH, WA, HI, Puérto " (AZ,NM,

ona NE, NV, NJ, NY, PA  Pacific . C OK, TX)

MN, MO, Rico/Virgin

OH, W) SD, UT, RI, VA, VT, Islands) Islands. SC
Organization ’ WY) WV, DC) TN),
Federal government agency 4 10 4 11 7 6
State or county government agency 9 13 11 5 6 5
Local or municipal government agenc 1 8 3 2 3 4
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Nong_ove_rnmental or norprofit 8 8 12 8 6 7
organization

Private business or corporation 2 3 1 1 0 0
PreK¢ 12th grade school system 8 12 9 6 6 8
University/College 17 6 10 9 14 6
Other (please specify) 3 2 7 4 2 2

A third (33%) of the respondents worked as environmental educators between 11 and 20 years;
followed by 510 years (24%), 230 years (18%),-4 years (15%), more than 30 years (7%) and less
than a year (4%). See Tabl& belowand responses to item 4h appendicesTable 48

Table7. Years as an Environmental Educator (Item 41)

Number of years you have been an environmental educator. Check one.

100 332 % (36)

17.6 % (51)

152 % (44)

20 —

35 % (10)

14 years 11-20 years mara than 30 years

less thanone year 5-10 years 21-30 y=ars

In response tahe questionaboutethnicity,93% checked nehlispanic/Latino, 4% selected
Hispanic/Latino, and 3% declined to answ&he question about raceevealed88% White, 2%

American Indian or Alaska Native, 2% Black or African American, 1% Asian, .3% Native Hawaiian or
Other Pacific Islandeand 8% declined tanswer(See responses titem 42 and item 43 iappendices
Tables 49 and 5P

More than one quarter of the respondents reach or teach between 19@@0 partcipants or students
each year {em 45). Percentages appear below fother response options to this question.
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Table8. Annual Number of Participants (Item 45)

Number of participants/students you typically reachfteach per year. Check one

less than 10

10.4 % (30)

100-199 142 % (41)

10.000 or more

Mot applicable

Respondents work with a wide array of audierasedemonstrated in the table bel¢8eeTable9
below;responses to itedd in appendice3
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Table9. EE Audiences (Item 44)

Audiences
Item 44. Which audience(s) do you teach? Check all that ap{iy289)
: Response
Answer Options Percent Frequency
General Public 64.7% 187
Teachers 59.9% 173
3rd-5th grades 59.2% 171
Middle/junior high school 54.7% 158
K-2nd grades 51.9% 150
Families 50.5% 146
High school 48.8% 141
Other College/University students 43.3% 125
Preservice teachers 40.1% 116
Preschool 34.9% 101
Conservation/Natural Resouré&ofessionals 30.8% 89
Senior citizens 28.0% 81
College/University instructors 17.6% 51
Program directors 13.8% 40
Resource developers 8.3% 24
Not applicable 1.4% 4
Other (please specify) 10.4% 30

Crosdabulations between the number gbarticipants and the type of learning, and between number
of participants reached and type of audiences help further describe these environmental educators.

Tablel10. CrossTabulation: Type ofLearning(ltem 39)by Number ofParticipants Annuallyltem 45)

Number of Participants Annually Total
10 50 100 200 500 1000 | 10K+
Type of 1 formal  Count 15 13 31 22 8 23 13| 125
Learning

% within number of
participants

2 informal Count 6 8 5 10 7 16 4 56
%within number of
participants

3 Count
nonformal

51.7%6| 46.£6| 77.36| 45.860| 28.6%  30.3%| 52.0%| 45.6%

20.7%, 28.6%| 12.5%| 20.8%| 25.0%| 21.1%| 16.0%| 20.4%

8 7 4 16 13 37 8 93

%within number of
participants

Total Count 29 28 40 48 28 76 25 274
%

27.6%| 25.0%| 10.0%| 33.3%, 46.46| 48.7%| 32.0%| 33.9%

100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%)| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%
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Tablell. Graph: Type of Learning by NumberRdrticipants Annually

Number of participants/students you typically reach/teach per year.
Check one

80

70 O Formal education/learning
60

50 — I
40

30 B Informal education/learning

20
10 ~
0 —

| | T T | | | O Nonformal education/learning

Tablel2. CrossTabulation: Number ofParticipants Reached Annually by Types of Audiences

Which audience(s) do you teach? Check all that apglyem 44)

Number of participants/students youypically reach/teach per year.
Check one.(Item 45)

less 10,000
Answer Options than 1049  50.99 100 200- 500- 1000 Response Response

199 499 999 9999 Percent  Count
10 more

General Public 0 9 13 17 28 25 71 21 74.3% 162
Families 0 3 5 14 22 19 65 16 62.4% 136
Preschool 1 4 4 7 14 10 48 11 41.3% 90
K-2nd grades 1 6 8 10 23 15 65 18 60.1% 131
3rd-5th grades 1 7 8 11 26 21 71 22 69.3% 151
Middle/junior high school 0 4 6 13 23 20 66 22 66.1% 144
High school 0 7 6 15 18 16 60 16 57.3% 125
Preservice teachers 0 6 9 19 18 12 35 15 45.4% 99
Cititelr ClE T EELY 0 8 14 15 17 13 44 12 463% 101
students

Teachers 0 6 11 22 33 21 57 21 70.6% 154
College/University instructors 0 1 4 7 8 6 17 7 20.6% 45
Conservation/Natural 0 2 5 8 14 12 31 14  362% 79
ResourcdProfessionals

Program directors 0 0 2 4 7 7 12 7 17.0% 37
Resource developers 0 1 0 2 2 5 10 4 10.6% 23
Senior citizens 0 1 2 3 9 11 41 12 34.9% 76
Not applicable 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0.5% 1
Other (please specify) 0 4 0 2 4 4 9 2 9.6% 21




Examination®f crosstabulation charts of those who reach the highest and lowest numbers illustrate
the differences in the audiences.ebtly all environmental educato(93%)who reach 1000999
participants per year work with™®to 5" graders and the general public in their prograri§% or

more offer programs t@ther youth andschool groups, families aridachers(see Table14.) Those
teaching 10,000 or more per year reasimilaraudiences, with § grade to junior higlagestudents as
their most frequent audience@B8% see Table 15%.In contrast,environmental educators who reach
100-199 patrticipants in a year work with older youth and adult audiences (54% or less) and more
specialized groups includimgpvernment employees, volteers, home school parents/youth, and EE
professionalgsee Table 13.)

Tablel3. Reach/Teach 16099 Participants (14% of respondents) by Audiences

Teachers
Preserice teachers

General Public 415%

High school

Cther College/University

students

Families 341%
1

o
PO

Middlefjunior
high school

|
3rd-5th grades
1
1
1
[

3NT%

K-2nd grades

Conservation/MNatural
Resource Professionals

17

Preschool

1%

Cther (please specify) —| 49% |

College/University
instructors

Program directors

Senior citizens

0
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Tablel4. Reach/Teach 1009999 Participants (26% of respondents) by Audiences

General Public

3rd-bth grades

Middlefjunior
high school

Families
K-2nd grades
High schoaol
Teachers

Preschool

Cther College/lUniversity
students

Senior citizens

Preservice teachers

Conservation/Matural
Resource Professionals

College/niversity
instructors

Program directors

Resource developers

40 &0 80

3rd-5th grades

Middle/junior
high school

General Public
Teachers
K-2nd grades

Families

High school

Preservice teachers

Conservation/Natural
Resource Professionals

Other College/University
students

Senior citizens
Preschool

College/University
instructors

Program directors

Resource developers

w1
—
=]

15 20 25
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Preferences for PD delivery

The most popular way to deliver EE Profession Development to these respondents would be a
full day, handson, local or regional, single or limited topic meeting or seminarthe winter.

This section presents responses to questionnaire item3734Tables and charts depicting cross

tabulations byregion of the countryltem 40)are also displayed because of h& NS & LIBcI RSy (i & ¢
and regional preference for professional development. In cases where large differences were noted
among sukgroups, crossabulations are provided foorganization affiliation, type of EE, years as an
environmental educatoror number of participant§items 38, 3941, and 45)

Length ofTime for Professional DevelopmentBy far the most appealing option for professional
development length is a full day program (selected by 58% of respondents), followed closely by ¥z day
programs (45%). Other options specified by at least 10 respondents include 2, 3, 4 and even 5 day
optionsduring the work weekand it dependX on travel time distance, topic One saigdd K&ining

should take the EXACT amount of time needed to fulfill an obj¥atiwenore and no legs®

Tablel6. Preferred Length of Professional Development

Iltem 34. | prefer professional development that takes this length of time (check all that
apply): (n=275)

. Response Response
Answer Options Percent Count
1-2 hours 20.4% 56
1/2 day 44.7% 123
full day 57.8% 159
Week 20.0% 55
Semester 8.4% 23
No preference 16.4% 45
Other (please specify) 69

Table 1below presents a crogabulation of regiosin which one does EE (item 40) with length
preferences for professional development (item 30f note is that the majority of those in the SE
opted for %2 day programs instead of full day professional development options.

Tablel7. CrossTabulation:Length ofTime Preferences by Region

Item 40. In what region(s) of theountry do you do most of your environmental education work? Check all that apply.
N=234
Item 34. | prefer professional development that takes
this length of time (check all that apply):
Answer Options 1-2 hours e fullday Week Semester Response Response
day Percent Count
Great Lakesig Rivers (IA, IL, It 0
MI, MN, MO, OH, W) 5 14 30 8 7 17.1% 40
13% 35% 75% 20% 18%
Mountain-Prairie (CO, ID, KS, @
MT, ND, NE, NV, SD. UT, WY) 20 26 36 8 2 22.6% 53
38% 49% 68% 15% 4%
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Northeast (CT, DE, ME,
NH, NJ, NY, PA, RI, VA,
DC)

MD,
VT

M
, W
Pacific (AK, CA, OR, WA, HI,
Pacific Islands)
Southeast (AL, AR, FL, GA, KY

LA, MSNC, Puerto Rico/Virgin
Islands, SC, TN)

Southwest (AZ, NM, OK, TX)

None of the above. EE work is
done internationally.

13%
12
34%

11

31%

19%
1

24

52%
21
60%

26

74%

17
55%

1

30

65%
27
7%

23

66%

19
61%

1

11

24%

20%

12

34%

26%
2

13%

11%

3%

10%
0

19.7%

15.0%

15.0%

13.2%

0.9%

46

35

35

31

Tablel8. Graph:Length of Time Preferences (Item 34) by Region (Item 40)

40

30

20

10

Mountain-Praine (CO,
S. MT, ND,

NE. NV, 5D, UT, WY)

Northeast (CT, DE, ME,

MD, MA, NH, NJ, NY, PA,
RI, VA, VT, Wv, DC)

Graat Lakes-Big
Rivars {4, IL, IN,

MI, MN, MO, OH, W)

Table 1%elow presents a crogsbulation of primary organization in which one does EE (item 38) with
length preferences for professional development (item 34). While members of all organizations
selected full day programs as their top choice, those in federatignment agencies preferreds their
second choicepne week prograrms (55%) over the hatfay option preferred by others. Semesteng

Pacific (AK, CA, OR, WA,
HI, Pacific Islands)

Southeast (AL, AR, FL,
GA, KY, LA, M5, NC, Puerto
Rico/Virgin Islands...

Southwest (A7,
NM, OK, TX)

I 1-2 hours
53189 day
I full day
I Week
Il Semester

programs were not selected by any respondents fromigE2" grade school systems tosein

private business.
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Talde 19. CrossTabulation:Lengthof TimePreferences by Primary Organization

Item 38. What is the primary organization with which you do environmental educatioGheck one. (n=234)

Answer Options

Federal government
agency

State or county
government agency

Local or municipal
government agency

Norrgovernmental or
non-profit organization

Private business or
corporation

PreK¢ 12th grade
school system

University/College

Item 34. | prefer professional developmenhat takes this length of time
(check all that apply):

1-2 hours

28%
10
24%

44%
11
31%

17%
10
26%

12%

1/2 day

12
41%
23
55%
13
72%
24
67%

67%
18

47%
23
45%

Full day

24
83%
31
74%
14
78%
25
69%

50%
21

55%
31
61%

Week

16
55%

19%

22%

11%

17%

21%
13
25%

Semester

10%

14%

11%

11%

16%

Frequency

29

42

18

36

38

51

Table 2elow presents a crogsbulation oftype of learning for which EE is typically offe(@édm 39)
with length preferences for professional development (item 3&ggardless of type of EE offered,
respondents preferred full day professional development.

Table20. Cross Tabulationength of Time Preferences Qype of EE

Item 39. For what type of learning do you most typically offer environmental education? Check one.
Iltem 34. | prefer professional development that
takes this length of time (check all that apply):

Answer Options

Formal education/learning

(Hierarchically structured, chronologically graded

education system from primary school through colle

or university)

Informal education/learning

69 RdzOF GABPS Ay TFfdSyoOoSa |

environment that is not organized through a school

specific program, such as family, work, play, mass

media, and libraries)

1-2 1/2
hours day
51

22% 48%

12 26

24% 52%
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Full
day

72

68%

32

64%

Week

34

32%

10

20%

Semester

11

10%

12%

Frequency

106

50




Nonformal education/learning

(Organized educational activity outside established

formal school system that serves identifiable learnin 21 45 55 11 6

clienteles and learning objectives such as Elderhosi

Girl/Boy Scouts, science camps) 77
27% 58% 71% 14% 8%

Preferred Seasofor Professional DevelopmeniThere is not a strong mandate about the best season
for professional development given that winter and no preference are quite close (39% and 37%
respectively), followed by summer (33%) and fall (286& Table 21.Yhereare differences in

seasonal preferences by region, however. Respondents from the snowy NE and GregtBigkes
Rivers regions preferred professional development in the winter, while those in the SW preferred the
hot summer monthgsee Table 22.)

Table21. Season Preference (Item 35)

Item 35. | prefer professional development during these seasons (check all that apply)

(n=289)

Answer Options Response Response
P Percent Count

Winter 38.8% 112

Summer 33.9% 98

Fall 28.0% 81

Spring 18.3% 53

No preference 37.0% 107

Table22. Crosgabulation: Season Preferensdy Region

Item 35.1 prefer professional development during these seasons (check all that apply):
Item 40.In what region(s) of thecountry do you do most of your environmental education work? Che
all that apply.
Gl;ieatRI;\f;l:;ess Mountain- Northeast (CT, Pacific (AK, Southeast (AL, AR
Answer (IA? ILIN Prairie (CO, ID DE, ME, MD, MA, CA, OR, Southwest  FL, GA, KY, LA, M{
_ » I, IN, P NH, NINY, PA, WA, HI, (AZ, NM, NC, Puerto
Options MI, MN, KS, MT, ND, NE o . D
RI, VA, VT, WV, Pacific OK, TX) Rico/Virgin Islands,
MO, OH, NV, SD, UT, WY
Wi DC) Islands) SC, TN)
Summer 14 26 20 11 17 16
Fall 15 18 13 13 11 11
Winter 22 23 26 18 13 13
Spring 12 15 6 6 8 7
No preference 16 19 21 21 13 18
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Delivery preferencegitem 36) Nearly all respondents selected professil development that
includesan experientialor handson component(94%) especially in combination witlace to face
(64%)options. However,22 and 28 percent of the responderdtso wished to have professional
developmentthat included online, lecture and sedirectedcomponents There was little difference
based on respndentcharacteristics(See Item 36 iappendicesTable 40)

Likelihood of Participatior(ltem 37: See Tables 23 and 24 belpwRespondents rated four options
above 2.5 on this 3 point scale:

e Workshopg live, single meeting, multiple hours on speci@pic

e Local or regional Single or limited tpic meeting or seminar

e Local or regional Concurrent EE conference sessions with themes/strands

e Field work with natural scientists and/or social scientists
Lowest ratings were given to professional developtrteat occurs as pre- or post-conference
sessions and courses for inservice cre#indings are similar when responses are analyzed by region.
Respondents in the Southeast favor courses for inservice credit more than those in other regions.
Those in the Southeast and Pacific regions seem less likely than those in other regions to participate in
Teleconference/video conferencing and interactolassrooms.

Table23. Likelihood of Participating in Delivery Options (Item 37)

Iltem 37. How likely are you to participate in professional development opportunities
delivered in the following ways? Please rate the likelihotidt you would participate
by placing one check in each rowfN=288)

Most likely | Somewhat Not likely |

. would likely 1 would would Rating

Answer Options - : - . o :

participate in participate in  participate in Average

this format this format this format
Workshop¢ I|V(_az smgl_e meeting, multiple 202 73 9 268
hours on specific topic
Local_ or reglonaﬂ Single or limited topic 190 84 11 263
meeting or seminar
Loca_l or reglona4 Concurrent EE conferenc 178 89 17 257
sessions with themes/strands
F|el_dwor!< W|_th natural scientists and/or 176 78 33 250
social scientists
Field trip 135 115 31 2.37
Workshop series, live, multiple day 132 117 35 2.34
Workshop series or course, online (multiple
hour meetings on specific topics), available 91 126 68 2.08
at any time,ongoing, open enrollment basis
Laboratory_ work Wlt.h natural scientists 103 93 88 205
and/or social scientists
Mentoring or peer coaching 90 119 75 2.05
Selfdirected learning via book, audio, videc 87 124 76 2.04
Web.s-emmgrs 1-2 hOL.II’.SG.SSIonS on 92 106 88 201
specific topics at specific times
Selfdirected online learning (adaptive to
new technologies: twitter,blogs; web-
based activities: webinars, EE social 78 129 78 2.00
networking, list serves, websites and links,
etc.)
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National or international- Concurrent EE

conference sessions with themes/strands

EE strand at national or international nen

EE conferences that attracts formal, 77 118
informal & nonformal practitioners

Study Groups/ CriticalFriends Groups/

Communities of Practice/ Social Learning 69 127
Systems/ Collegial circle

Workshop series or course, online (multiple

74 132

hour meetings on specific topics) at specifit 63 125
times

Teleconference/video conferencing,

. . 60 121
interactive classroom

National or international- Discussion

groups on specific topics during EE 61 114
conference

Course for college credit 71 90
Pre or Posttonference sessions 45 125
Course for inserviceredit 62 73

Other (please specify)

80

88

90

99

106

109

124

116
146

1.98

1.96

1.93

1.87

1.84

1.83

1.81

1.75
1.70

13

Table24. Cross tabulation: DeliverPreferences by Region

Iltem 37. How likely are you to participate in professional development opportunities delivered in the following ways? s®lea

rate the likelihood that you would participate by placing one check in each row.

Item 40. In what region(s) of the countrgio you do most of your
environmental education work? Check all that apply.

Great Mountain- Northeast
Lakes Prairie (CT, DE,
Big ME, MD,
. (CO, ID,
Answer Options RUYETS KS, MT, LA Nt
(1A, IL, ND. NE NJ, NY,
IN, MI, NV, SD, PA, RIVA,
MN, MO, uT ,WY; VT, WV,
OH, WI) ' DC)
Local or regional Single or limited topic meeting or seminar
Most likely | would participate in this format 38 42 36
Somewhat likely | would participate in this forma 12 18 16
Not likely | would participate in this format 1 2 3
2.73 2.65 2.60
Local or regional Concurrent EE conference sessions with themes/strands
Most likely | would participate in this format 32 33 32
Somewhat likely | would participate in this formar 16 23 22
Not likely I would participate in this format 3 5 2
2.57 2.46 2.54
National or internationat Concurrent EE conference sessions with themes/strands
Most likely | would participate in this format 17 13 18
Somewhat likely | would participate in this forma 25 24 24
Not likely | would participate in thiermat 10 24 14
2.13 1.82 2.07
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Pacific
(AK, CA,
OR, WA,
HI, Pacific
Islands)

28
15

2.54

29
15

2.59

10

26

10
2.00

Southeast
(AL, AR,

FL, GA, KY

LA, MS,
NC,
Puerto
Rico/Virgin
Islands,
SC, TN)

26
18
0
2.59

30
10

2.63

15

19

10
2.11

Southwest
(AZ, NM,
OK, TX)

22
14

2.57

25
10

2.62
18

11
1.92




National or internationat Discussion groups on specific topics during EE conference

Most likely | would participate in this format 13 12 18 9 9
Somewhat likely Would participate in this format 20 26 18 21 19
Not likely | would participate in this format 18 23 20 16 15
1.90 1.82 1.96 1.85 1.86
Pre or Postonference sessions
Most likely | would participate in this format 8 9 11 7 2
Somewhat likely | would participate in this forma 22 27 25 19 24
Not likely | would participate in this format 21 26 20 20 18
1.75 1.73 1.84 1.72 1.64
EE strand at national or international n&E conferences thatttracts formal, informal & nonformal practitioners
Most likely | would participate in this format 14 14 20 14 14
Somewhat likely | would participate in this forma 26 26 18 21 14
Not likely I would participate in this format 10 22 18 11 15
2.08 1.87 2.04 2.07 1.98
Course for college credit
Most likely | would participate in this format 10 17 12 9 15
Somewhat likely | would participate in this forma 19 17 19 13 11
Not likely | would participate in this format 22 28 23 24 18
1.76 1.82 1.80 1.67 1.93
Course for inservice credit
Most likely | would participate in this format 10 14 7 8 15
Somewhat likely | would participate in this forma 15 20 15 7 12
Not likely | would participate in this format 26 27 32 31 17
1.69 1.79 1.54 1.50 1.95
Field trip
Most likely | would participate in this format 28 35 28 15 19
Somewhat likely | would participate in this forma 17 21 20 21 22
Not likely I would participate in this format 6 5 7 9 2
2.43 2.49 2.38 2.13 2.40
Field work with natural scientists and/or social scientists
Most likely | would participate in this format 36 43 34 19 25
Somewhat likely | would participate in this forma 12 16 17 18 11
Not likely I would participate in this format 4 3 5 9 8
2.62 2.65 2.52 2.22 2.39
Laboratory work with natural scientists and/or social scientists
Most likely | would participate in this format 19 23 20 14 19
Somewhat likely | would participate in this forma 14 25 18 14 14
Not likely lwould participate in this format 18 14 17 18 10
2.02 2.15 2.05 1.91 2.21
Mentoring or peer coaching
Most likely | would participate in this format 19 20 15 11 13
Somewhat likely | would participate in this forma 19 26 26 19 19
Not likely I would participate in this format 13 15 15 15 12
2.12 2.08 2.00 1.91 2.02
Selfdirected learning via book, audio, video
Most likely | would participate in this format 14 16 20 11 18
Somewhat likely Would participate in this format 25 26 20 23 13
Not likely I would participate in this format 13 20 16 12 13
2.02 1.94 2.07 1.98 2.11

35

13
17
1.73

12
16
1.81

15
12
1.92

13
16
1.82
10

19
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2.47
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12
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2.05
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11
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Selfdirected online learning (adaptive to new technologies: twitter, bjogeb-based activities: webinars, EE social networking,
serves, websites and links, etc.)

Most likely | would participate in this format 12 11 20 13 13 11
Somewhat likely | would participate in this forma 24 32 22 19 17 16
Not likely I would participate in this format 16 19 12 14 14 10
1.92 1.87 2.15 1.98 1.98 2.03
Study Groups/ Critical Friends Groups/ Communities of Practice/ Social Learning Systems/ Collegial circle
Most likely | would participate in this format 15 10 14 8 15 10
Somewhat likely | wouldarticipate in this format 23 31 25 21 15 14
Not likely I would participate in this format 14 21 17 16 14 13
2.02 1.82 1.95 1.82 2.02 1.92
Teleconference/video conferencing, interactive classroom
Most likely | would participate in this format 15 9 17 5 10 5
Somewhat likely | would participate in this forma 23 29 20 20 22 14
Not likely I would participate in this format 14 24 19 21 12 18
2.02 1.76 1.96 1.65 1.95 1.65
Web seminars 1-2 hour sessions on specific topics at specific times
Most likely | would participate in this format 21 18 21 8 20 12
Somewhat likely | would participate in this forma 19 23 20 20 12 12
Not likely | would participate in this format 11 21 15 18 12 13
2.20 1.95 211 1.78 2.18 1.97
Workshopg live, single meeting, multiple hours on specific topic
Most likely | would participate in this format 42 44 39 29 29 27
Somewhat likely | would participate in this forma 9 16 11 15 14 10
Not likely | would participate in this format 0 2 5 2 0 0
2.82 2.68 2.62 2.59 2.67 2.73
Workshop series, live, multiple day
Most likely | would participate in this format 21 25 30 20 21 19
Somewhat likely | would participate in this forma 26 26 20 19 18 14
Not likely | would participate in thi®rmat 5 9 6 6 5 4
2.31 2.27 2.43 2.31 2.36 241

Workshop series or course, online (multiple hour meetings on specific topics), available at any time, ongoing, open énrollm
basis

Most likely | would participate in this format 15 17 Zil 10 17 13
Somewhat likely | would participate in this forma 22 27 25 20 17 16
Not likely | would participate in this format 15 17 10 15 9 9
2.00 2.00 2.20 1.89 2.19 211
Workshop series orourse, online (multiple hour meetings on specific topics) at specific times
Most likely | would participate in this format 10 13 15 6 14 8
Somewhat likely | would participate in this forma 23 26 25 18 18 14
Not likely | would participate in this format 19 23 16 22 12 15
1.83 1.84 1.98 1.65 2.05 1.81

Content analysis of thetler responseso this item and otheitemsreflect deterrents to professional
development participation arereated bythe aurrent economylackof time andlimited or notravel
money.
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