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The DLgtS proposes to contribute teacher-designed learning activities to the NSDL. As part of this objective, we have outlined the following activities:

· Based on the existing literature, develop rubrics for assessing teacher-created content.

· Develop a model for engaging a cross-disciplinary review team (to include both resource quality experts and teachers) to assess teacher-created content.

· Understand the context around NSDL resources to include the impact of metadata on pedagogy and quality.

This document collects references and URLs documenting approaches for evaluating online learning resource quality.

1. Educational Digital Library Review Criteria

DLESE: http://www.dlese-project.org/review_criteria.html
Kastens, Kim, Barbara DeFelice, Holly Devaul, Christopher DiLeonardo, Kathryn Ginger, Suzanne Larsen, David Mogk, and Sharon Tahirkheli. (2005). Questions & Challenges Arising in Building the Collection of a Digital Library for Education: Lessons from Five Years of DLESE. D-Lib Magazine, 11(11). http://www.dlib.org/dlib/november05/kastens/11kastens.html
McMartin, Flora. (2004). MERLOT: A Model for User Involvement in Digital Library Design and Implementation. Journal of Digital Information, 5(3). 

http://jodi.tamu.edu/Articles/v05/i03/McMartin/
· Section 3.2.3 - Background for the Criteria below
· See also MERLOT Learning Materials Evaluation Criteria
http://portals.merlot.org/teaching_and_technology/ReviewCriteria.html
Muramatsu, Brandon and Alice Agogino (1999). The National Engineering Education Delivery System: A Digital Library for Engineering Education. D-Lib Magazine, 4(5).

http://dlib.org/dlib/april99/muramatsu/04muramatsu.html
· Section 3.1

· See also criteria for 2006

http://needs.org/needs/public/premier/2006/2006-criteria-prelim.pdf
2. ORC (Ohio Resource Center) Resource Review Rubric

http://ohiorc.org/about/rubric.aspx
3. Published Studies

Barton, Jane and Currier, Sarah and Hey, Jessie M. N. (2003) Building Quality Assurance into Metadata Creation: an Analysis based on the Learning Objects and e-Prints Communities of Practice. In Sutton, S. and Greenberg, J. and Tennis, J., Eds. Proceedings 2003 Dublin Core Conference: Supporting Communities of Discourse and Practice - Metadata Research and Applications, Seattle, Washington (USA).
http://eprints.soton.ac.uk/20/02/201_paper60.pdf
·   Interoperability and metadata standards (content not structure). Challenges 4 assumptions about metadata.

Fitzgerald, Mary Ann, Lovin, Vicki, & Branch, Robert Maribe (2003). A Gateway to Educational Materials: An Evaluation of an Online Resource for Teachers and an Exploration of User Behaviors. Journal of Technology and Teacher Education.  11(1), 21-51. 
http://www.questia.com/PM.qst?a=o&se=gglsc&d=5002536440&er=deny
· Accuracy: 1) The resources I found were accurate; 2) The resources I found were up to date.
· Appropriateness: 1) I was able to find grade-appropriate resources; 2) I was able to find resources focused on the content I needed. 
· Clarity: 1) I was able to find resources created with my instructional goal in mind.  
· Completeness: 1) The resources I found covered the content completely; 2) The resources I found included all the information I needed to use them.
· Motivation: 1) The resources I found were rewarding to learners, 2) The resources I found encourage active participation of the learner.
· Organization: 1) The resources I found clearly indicated what action should be taken; 2) The resources I found flowed in an orderly manner. 

Knox, Deborah, et al (1999). The Peer Review Process of Teaching Materials: Report of the ITiCSE'99 Working Group on Validation of the quality of teaching materials. Annual Joint Conference Integrating Technology into Computer Science Education, Cracow, Poland. 
http://portal.acm.org/citation.cfm?id=571915&coll=GUIDE&dl=portal,ACM&CFID=11111111&CFTOKEN=2222222&ret=1#Fulltext
· Look at the tables in the appendix
Sumner, Tamara, Khoo, Michael, Recker, Mimi, & Marlino, Mary (2003). Understanding Educator Perceptions of “Quality” in Digital Libraries. JCDL proceedings.
http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/xpl/freeabs_all.jsp?arnumber=1204876
· The resources I found were free from bias.

· The resources I found encourage critical thought.

· The resources I found addressed student misconceptions.

Wallace, R. M. (2004). A framework for understanding teaching with the internet. American Educational Research Journal, 41(2), 447-488.
http://www.msu.edu/user/mccrory/pubs/McCroryWallaceAERJ04.pdf
“affordances” are comprised of “use” as well as “features” of technology. Five affordances together constitute a framework for analyzing instructional use of online resources. Among them four affordances can be used as criteria for evaluating online learning resources: 

· Authority: I found resources that are authoritative.

· Stability: I found resources that are stable.

· Pedagogical context: I was able to find resources that support my pedagogical style.

· Disciplinary context: I was able to find resources that match my curriculum. 

4. Automated Methods

Walker, A., Recker, M., Lawless, K., & Wiley, D. (2004). Collaborative information filtering: A review and an educational application. International Journal of Artificial Intelligence and Education, 14, 1-26.
http://www.springerlink.com/content/u114u6248508036j/
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