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A B S T R A C T

In this article, we report a qualitative case study, in which we examined enablers and barriers related to the
development, implementation, and sustainability of a comprehensive school physical activity program (CSPAP)
aligned with the Health Optimizing Physical Education (HOPE) curriculum model at a middle school. Literature
on program-diffusion and school-university partnerships guided data collection and analysis. Data sources in-
cluded semi-structured interviews with the program implementation team (n=9) and the school’s health and
physical education teachers (n=7); a focus group interview with students; documents (e.g., lesson plans), and
observations. Constant comparison techniques were used to code and draw out themes from the data. Findings
revealed the extensive effort needed for program implementation and highlighted the importance of strong
external support mechanisms, conducting needs assessments, and training teachers to market physical activity
programming. Partnerships may provide critical support for schools in their efforts to generate and sustain
CSPAPs.

Physical education (PE) is considered essential for helping children
to develop the knowledge, skills, and dispositions they need to build a
physically active life (Sallis et al., 2012). However, recent reductions in
PE (Sallis et al., 2012), coupled with objective data showing that over
half of America’s youth fail to meet the recommended 60min a day of
moderate-to-vigorous physical activity (PA; Troiano et al., 2008) have
made it vital from a public health perspective to supplement PE with
additional PA opportunities that help children increase their PA levels
(Institute of Medicine (IOM) (2013)). Toward this end, the IOM (2013)
called for a whole-of-school approach to promoting youth PA.

In tandem with the call for a whole-of-school approach to PA pro-
motion, the focus of school- based PA promotion has centered on
comprehensive school physical activity programs (CSPAP; Erwin et al.,
2013). The CSPAP model is conceptualized as five interconnected
components including (a) PE, (b) PA during school, (c) PA before and
after school (d) staff involvement, and (e) family and community en-
gagement (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) (2013)).
These five components can be designed to work synergistically to ex-
pand the PE program and help children achieve the recommended
60min of daily PA (Webster et al., 2016).

In 2011, the American Alliance for Health, Physical Education,
Recreation and Dance (now the Society of Health and Physical
Educators [SHAPE] America) reported that 6% of high schools, 13% of
middle schools, and 16% of elementary schools provided a full CSPAP
(Society of Health and Physical Educators America (2014); American
Alliance for Health, Physical Education, Recreation & Dance (2011)).
One reason schools have not adopted CSPAP may be that teachers are
unsure of how to initiate a CSPAP or integrate it into curricular plans
(Metzler et al., 2013). Metzler et al. (2013) created a curriculum,
Health Optimizing PE (HOPE), based on evidence that public health-
aligned (e.g., increased PA opportunities during the school day) PE
curriculums are needed (Sallis et al., 2012). HOPE is designed to “help
P-12 students acquire knowledge and skills for lifelong participation in
PA for optimal health benefits” (Metzler et al., 2013, pg. 42). The
curriculum has eight strands (i.e., teaching and learning areas) in-
cluding: (a) before, during, and after school extended PA programming,
(b) sports, games, dance, and other movement forms, (c) family and
home education, (d) community-based PA programming, (e) health-
related fitness, (f) diet and nutrition for PA, (g) PA literacy (con-
sumerism, technology, and advocacy), and (h) integration of HOPE
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across all school subjects. Each strand provides targeted learning out-
comes, the intended learners for each part, and several suggestions for
learning activities (Metzler et al., 2013). The HOPE curriculum draws
on the whole-of-school approach and specifically the CSPAP model to
successfully teach and promote PA behaviors (see Table 1; Metzler
et al., 2013).

1. Conceptual framework

HOPE addresses curricular alignment within a CSPAP and provides
guidance for the types of programs (e.g., before and after school PA
programs) that can be implemented via a CSPAP but does not identify
how various stakeholders might work together to implement CSPAPs
that are effective and sustainable. Webster, Beets, Weaver, Vazou, and
Russ, (2015) suggested that universities can provide critical external
support for schools in their efforts to generate and sustain PA promotion
practices. School-university partnerships allow for a two-way flow of
knowledge, resources for planning and implementing health programs,
and are identified as an important element of organizational capacity
(Crisp et al., 2000). Such partnerships show promise for facilitating
changes in PA participation for students, parents, and educators
(Brusseau et al., 2015). Additionally, partners that aid in bridging the
gap between research and practice (i.e., prevention support system) are
key for dissemination and implementation of interventions
(Wandersman et al., 2008).

Based on Wandersman et al. (2008) work, Durlak and DuPre (2008)
outlined a conceptual model of program diffusion for effective im-
plementation of health interventions. The model includes variables in
five categories (community level factors, provider characteristics,
characteristics of the innovation, prevention delivery system, and pre-
vention support system) that, in favorable conditions, interact with
each other and lead to effective implementation and program diffusion.
Specifically, community level factors relate to politics, funding, policy,
theory, and research relevant to the intervention. Provider character-
istics refer to the provider as a non-researcher that implements the
program. Provider characteristics also considers the extent to which the
provider perceives a need and potential benefit for the program and has
the self-efficacy and skill proficiency to implement the program.
Characteristics of the innovation refer to the compatibility of the pro-
gram and the adaptability of the program to meet the needs of the
provider and community. The prevention delivery system (organiza-
tional capacity) refers to general organization factors, specific practices
and processes, and specific staffing considerations of the provider. Fi-
nally, the prevention support system refers to the training and technical
assistance that the prevention support system (e.g., university partner)
provides during the program implementation.

Little CSPAP research has drawn upon diffusions models to examine
program implementation or sustainability. In one study, Glowacki,
Centeio, Van Dongen, Carson, and Castelli, (2016) examined the pro-
cess of CSPAP implementation from a Diffusion of Innovations Theory
perspective, specifically with respect to communication channels that
connect and synergize members of a social system who are viewed as
essential to program implementation. A key finding was that commu-
nication about the program proved to be critical for promoting colla-
boration among key stakeholder groups (e.g., school staff, parents,
other community members).

Reported outcomes for individual CSPAP components are minimal
and the effects of a full five-component CSPAP are unknown (Hunt &
Metzler, 2017). The present study builds upon the nascent knowledge
base on CSPAP implementation and diffusion. Although HOPE is in-
tended to provide a curricular model for aligning PE with a CSPAP, few
studies have investigated schools’ efforts to implement and sustain the
HOPE model, particularly through the use of school-university part-
nerships. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to use Durlak and
DuPre (2008) conceptual model of program implementation/diffusion
to examine key informants’ perceptions related to the development,

implementation, and sustainability of a university-supported HOPE-
based CSPAP that was implemented for two years. Within this per-
spective, key aspects of CSPAP implementation and sustainability were
considered in reference to community level factors, provider char-
acteristics, characteristics of the innovation, the prevention delivery
system, and the prevention support system. The specific research
questions were (a) how was the program implemented, (b) what were
the success stories and what enabled successes, (c) what were the
challenges related to program development and implementation and
how were these challenges addressed/overcome, and (d) what is the
sustainability of the program?

2. Methods

2.1. Backdrop

In Spring 2012, a team of university researchers (hereafter referred
to as the “original research team”) from a state university located in a
large city in the southeastern United States was awarded a Seed Grant
($75,000) from a large funding agency in the same city to implement
and evaluate a two-year (2013–2015) HOPE-based CSPAP at a local
charter middle school (see Table 1). The original research team, in
collaboration with the school’s health and PE (HPE) teachers and the
funding agency, implemented the program and the original research
team evaluated the program’s effects on intended program outcomes
(Metzler, 2015). Following the end of the funding for the program, the
lead researcher from the original research team who helped to imple-
ment the program invited our research team (hereafter referred to as
“the evaluation team”) to conduct a follow-up external evaluation of
the implementation and sustainability of the program.

2.2. Research design

Yin (2014) suggests case study research has more variables of in-
terest than data points, benefits from prior theory development to guide
collection and analysis, and that strong rationale for selecting a single
case study is when the case is longitudinal. Thus, the evaluation team
decided to conduct a qualitative explanatory single case study (Yin,
2014) that both retrospectively investigated the initial two-year im-
plementation of the program and examined the current (post funding
and university support) implementation processes and assess program
sustainability.

2.3. Participants and setting

Before the start of this study, the University Institutional Review
Board (IRB) and the School District IRB approved all study protocols.
The study was conducted at an urban charter middle school (herein
referred to using the pseudonym “Charter”) in the same city as the
funding agency and the original research team. At the original study
(Spring/Fall 2015), Charter served 6th-8th grade students (n=1475)
who were 43% White, 28% Hispanic, 22% African-American, and 7%
Other. Of the students attending Charter, 35% qualified for free and/or
reduced price school meals. Charter students took health or PE as an
elective, and approximately 70% of students elected to take one or
more nine-week terms in health or PE, which were offered daily for
50min (Metzler, 2015).

Charter had seven HPE teachers (4 female), four of whom self-
identified as African American and three of whom self-identified as
Non-Hispanic White. Their teaching experience in HPE ranged from 3
to 30 years (M=15.57), and their teaching experience at Charter
ranged from 2 to 20 years (M=9.85). One of the HPE teachers had a
Ph.D., one had a specialist degree, and four had master’s degrees. The
school is located in a neighborhood near a major interstate, and there is
a large park next to the school that has running and biking trails.
Surrounding the school are sidewalks that lead to the front and sides of
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the school along with bike racks near the front of the school. There is a
school garden (approximately 20 feet by 20 feet) located on the side of
the school that is easily accessible from the school and parking lot. The
gymnasium is centrally located in the school with one regulation size
basketball court and retractable bleachers. There is a small workout
room located across from the gym that contains cardiovascular equip-
ment, weight machines, and free weights. A pathway leads from the
gym to a large field compete with a six-lane asphalt track. Adjacent to
the track is a large softball field and an additional large green space.
Since Charter is a charter school, they are allowed to go beyond state
and local curriculum and involve parents, students, and school per-
sonnel in decision making regarding school governance. The adminis-
tration was open to the implementation of the HOPE-based CSPAP and
the follow up study. However, the administration took a hands off ap-
proach, and only wanted to be notified if something was not going well.
The administration operated largely with a hands off approach allowing
teacher autonomy.

The original research team consisted of six members (1 male). Five
of those members were from the original research team’s university
with two individuals (both faculty members) serving as the co-principal
investigators on the grant-funded project. Also on the original research
team, and from the same university as the two faculty members, were
three doctoral students. The final member of the team was a re-
presentative (female) from the funding agency.

2.4. Data collection

Data sources for this study included documents, interviews, and
field observations (see Table 2).

2.4.1. Documents
In Fall 2015, the first author with assistance from the second author

obtained a total of 192 documents (e.g., field notes, presentations,
meeting minutes, report to funding agency) from the original research
team. The first and second author reviewed the documents to broaden
and deepen their understanding of the intervention and its im-
plementation structures. The information from the documents was used
to refine the conceptual framework and research questions and develop
the interview protocols. In Spring 2016, an additional 41 documents
were collected during field visits (see Field Observations section
below). These documents included pictures, fliers, lesson plans, and
school demographic information.

2.4.2. Interviews
Interviews consisted of individual interviews and a focus group in-

terview. All interviews followed a semi-structured format and were
transcribed verbatim for analysis. The semi-structured format allowed
for additional questions and probes when needed (Glense, 2016). Three
rounds of individual interviews were conducted with key informants.
The purpose of the first round of interviews (n=6, M=48.24min)
was to gain a more in-depth understanding of the implementation
process from the perspective of the five original research team members
and the representative from the funding agency. To develop interview
protocols, the evaluation team used the information from the docu-
ments and the meeting with the original research team, alongside
Durlak and DuPre (2008) model. First round interviews were conducted
over the telephone. The first two authors conducted the interviews. The
first author transcribed and reviewed the transcripts to develop initial
hunches and perspectives regarding the research questions. Insights
gleaned from this process informed the development of questions used
in a second round of interviews.

The second round of interviews (n=5, M=79.8min) was also
conducted with the original research team with the exception of the
representative from the funding agency because during the first round it
was discovered that she had little knowledge about the implementation
and sustainability of the HOPE-based CSPAP. The purpose of these

interviews was to follow-up on hunches and questions developed from
reviewing the transcripts from the first round of interviews, as well as to
further explore participants’ perspectives of the implementation process
over the two-year intervention (Jacob & Furgerson, 2012). As with the
first round interviews, second round interviews were conducted over
the telephone and the transcripts were reviewed and drawn upon to
inform the development of the interview protocols for the next round of
interviews.

The purpose of the third round of interviews (n=7,
M=39.65min) was to explore the implementation process from the
perspective of school professionals at Charter, including the HPE tea-
chers and the principal. During Spring 2016, the first author conducted
individual interviews with each of the HPE teachers; the principal de-
clined to participate in an interview.

During Spring 2016, the first author conducted a focus group in-
terview (i.e., fourth round interview [Glense, 2016; Yin, 2014]) with
8th-grade students at Charter who participated in both years of the
HOPE-based CSPAP implementation during their 6th- and 7th-grade
years. The lead HPE teacher at Charter identified 20 8th graders who
had participated in the implementation of the HOPE program. Of the 20
students, five (n=2 male, M=13.2 years) returned their consent form
and assented to participate in the focus group. The purpose of the focus
group was to explore students’ experiences during program im-
plementation as well as their perceptions about changes to school
programming after HOPE was implemented.

2.4.3. Field observations
The first author observed Health and PE classes, before and after

school programming, and during school activities (e.g., lunch, between
classes) at Charter. A total of 26 observation days were conducted (with
multiple observations embedded within each day). All observations
took place across two different 9-week terms. The PE observations took
place during two PE content units. Two different health teachers were
observed across three units during two 9-week terms. Before and after
school observations along with during school observations also oc-
curred during the two different 9 week terms. For example, an ob-
servation day may have included PE, health, during school activities,
and after school activities all within the same day. Field notes were
taken during all observations and were informed by Durlak and DuPre
(2008) model, the HOPE model, the CSPAP model, and emerging evi-
dence of sustainability reported by the original research team (Metzler,
2015). During the initial observations, the first author first took notes
about the setting, events, participants, and interactions using broad
sweeps to gain a better understanding of the school context (Glense,
2016). After the initial observations, the first author focused on the PE
program, including planned and unplanned aspects and formal and
informal interactions (Glense, 2016) while looking for elements of the
HOPE and CSPAP models (e.g., moderate-to vigorous PA during PE) and
elements of Durlak and DuPre (2008) model (e.g., integration of new
programming, shared vision).

2.5. Data analysis

After the initial coding of documents and interview transcripts to
inform subsequent interviews, the first and fourth author re-analyzed
the documents, transcripts, and field notes (as well as analyzed all
documents, transcripts, and field notes not previously examined) using
explanation building logic (Yin, 2014). Durlak and DuPre (2008)
model, the CSPAP model, and the HOPE model were used as lenses
during the analysis. Specifically, matrices for each data source were
developed using codes that ranged from a short phrase to full sentences,
which represented variables outlined in the above models. These codes
were organized in terms of their alignment with aspects of program
implementation and sustainability. Codes across data sources were then
searched to develop categories, subcategories, and eventual themes
(Yin, 2014). Pattern matching (i.e., predicting patterns in the data to
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patterns empirically observed), explanation building (i.e., a form of
pattern matching that examines links between how and why something
happened), and addressing rival explanations (i.e., plausible alter-
natives for interpreting the data) were used to address threats to in-
ternal validity (Yin, 2014).

2.6. Trustworthiness

Multiple strategies were employed to increase the quality and
trustworthiness of the study. First, the lead author had extended en-
gagement (Yin, 2014) with the original research team, the HPE tea-
chers, and at Charter. Second, data from six different data sources were
used to build convergent evidence and strengthen construct validity
(i.e., data triangulation; Yin, 2014). Third, the lead author established a
chain of evidence and created a database for all pieces of evidence by
keeping analytic memos (i.e., mini- analyses) throughout data collec-
tion (Glense, 2016). Fourth, peer debriefing was employed between the
first and second author during data collection and between the first and
fourth author during data analysis. Fifth, investigator triangulation
(Yin, 2014) was used by having multiple analysists code data and
having the analysts challenge categories, codes, and themes presented
until all disagreements were resolved (Glense, 2016; Yin, 2014). Sixth,
all individual interview transcripts were sent to participants for
member checking. The participants were invited to subtract any con-
tent, clarify, add to, or comment on the transcripts. Furthermore, the
findings were sent to the original research team and the HPE teachers to
check for accuracy of the interpretation of the data (i.e., face validity;
Yin, 2014). Finally, negative cases were explored that did not fit within
the a priori conceptual framework used in this study (Yin, 2014) and
none of the negative cases yielded any themes or salient points.

3. Findings and discussion

The findings are represented in the following four themes: (a) a
proof of concept study, (b) implementing a HOPE-based CSPAP, (c)
sustainability of the program, and (d) moving forward. Additionally,
each theme has several subthemes. The themes and subthemes are
discussed below and concurrently considered in light of the variables
outlined in the conceptual literature used to frame this study.
Pseudonyms are used in place of all participants’ names.

3.1. A proof of concept study

Eric, the lead investigator from the original research team, de-
scribed the study his team conducted as a “proof of concept study,”

I had been working with others on the concepts of the HOPE CSPAP
model and the thought was it would be nice to find a place and test
this out, and sure enough this grant program came to my attention
at the same time, so it was basically an opportunity for a proof of
concept study about this particular version of a CSPAP. (Round 1
Interview)

The idea of a proof of concept study has been applied in the medical
field to describe how a particular drug or treatment is feasible or ef-
fective (Rabinowitz et al., 2013) but has also been used to determine
the effectiveness of teaching methods (Aagaard et al., 2004) and the
feasibility and effectiveness of collaborations between different health
service departments (Lowton et al., 2010). In this case, the study con-
ducted by the original research team was utilized to verify whether the
HOPE model has any practical potential, and the idea of proof of con-
cept was used to frame how the university researchers would approach
implementation.

There were four subthemes as part of the proof of concept theme: (a)
organic approach, (b) existing infrastructure at Charter, (c) Charter’s
HOPE champion, and (d) initial training and designation of roles.

3.1.1. Organic approach
Eric described the implementation as an “organic approach,”
Eric states that

From the beginning, we wanted this to be [the school’s] project and
we wanted to study it as their project. We wanted it to be organic.
We didn’t want them in any way to feel that they were doing
something because they were obligated to us. We wanted to see
what would happen if [Charter] teachers took on a HOPE model
CSPAP for two years, how that would play itself out…We didn’t
want this to be an intervention project; we wanted it to be an im-
plementation project. And so it was very difficult to not say things at
times when we saw some backsliding (Round 1 Interview)

The original research team felt that in order to conduct their proof
of concept study, there was a need to leave most aspects of program
implementation to Charter. However, the team still provided the school
with some support. Julie explained her team’s support as

…obviously, being there, being accessible, responding to any con-
cerns, if they had any questions or emailing us or whatever. But we
didn’t feel it was our responsibility, or [Eric] didn’t want us to, let’s
say, have me supervise the before and after school program. (Round
1 Interview)

According to Durlak and DuPre (2008), the prevention support
system includes technical assistance for the provider. Although the
original research team provided some ideas and support to the HPE
teachers, they did not step in when they saw problems occurring and/or
to offer problem solving strategies when backsliding occurred. Such
technical assistance can help to maintain the provider’s motivation and
commitment to the implementation as well as provide an emotional
support network (Durlak & DuPre, 2008). Additionally, technical as-
sistance in the form of early monitoring of the implementation, fol-
lowed by an immediate retraining can greatly improve implementation
fidelity when providers experience difficulties with implementation
(Dufrene et al., 2005).

3.1.2. Existing infrastructure at charter
In order to implement the proof of concept study and to utilize an

organic approach, the university research team felt they needed to find
a school with ideal resources within the school’s current infrastructure.
Tammy describes why Charter was selected, “…it was very compatible
with it being a charter school… they still have a lot of support from the
district but they also have the opportunity to make a lot of their own
types of big decisions” (Round 1 Interview). In addition to being able to
make decisions (e.g., about implementing programs), the original uni-
versity research team had strong relationships with Charter.
Furthermore, Eric indicated Charter “was already doing some CSPAP
programming [see Table 1] and they already had a large enough staff
and administrative support … which would free us up from a lot of
administrative red tape” (Round 1 Interview).

Durlak and DuPre (2008) identify compatibility (contextual appro-
priateness with missions and goals) and adaptability (flexibility) as
important elements of a new program being implemented. Since
Charter was already implementing various components of a CSPAP, the
addition of the new HOPE-based CSPAP strands fit within Charter’s pre-
existing program and mission. Furthermore, because they were a
charter school they had flexibility and less administrative red tape to
make decisions about programming, research, and funding.

3.1.3. Charter’s HOPE champion
Once Charter was chosen, the original research team contacted the

PE department chair (Deb) and presented the program and the team’s
ideas about how to implement the program. Deb then proceeded to
advocate for the program with her HPE staff. Deb remembered telling
her staff, “this is what has been offered and these are some of the perks
and benefits and these are some of the things we are already doing”
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(Round 3 Interview). According to Deb, having the other HPE teachers
buy-in to the program was essential. She stated, “I was not going to do it
without their approval” (Round 3 Interview). Once the rest of the HPE
teachers agreed to implement the program, Deb approached Charter’s
principal for permission, and he granted permission for the project.
Deb’s role naturally evolved into the role of the “CSPAP champion”
(Carson et al., 2014). Jess described Deb’s role, “She tried to keep the
troops on board, she motivated, [she] was a mediator for communica-
tion, a point of contact. She would lead the show at [Charter] and keep
them [the HPE teachers] in line. She was the point person” (Round 2
Interview). Deb coordinated events for Charter (e.g., the parent health
night, the CV Classic), checked in on others and ensured they were
completing their tasks (e.g., parent newsletter, intermural program-
ming), lead the way for integrating HOPE into the PE curriculum (e.g.,
organized infusion of SPARK curriculum, components for health class,
active warm ups) and handled marketing responsibilities. (Deb, Round
3 Interview; Jess, Round 2 Interview). The only exception to Deb’s role
as a CSPAP Champion is that she did not coordinate the training of
teachers for classroom based movement as the research team had
agreed to lead this (Eric, Round 1 Interview). Also, it is important to
note that while Deb was the lead (i.e., CSPAP Champion) she did des-
ignate others to head up certain areas (e.g., Antwon and Lucas lead
intermural programming) and these leaders would check in with Deb
and provide progress updates (Eric, Round Interview; Antwon, Round 3
Interview).

Durlak and DuPre (2008) identify staff buy-in (i.e., a shared vision)
as an essential element for program implementation and outcomes.
Additionally, shared decision making among the providers and the
prevention support system has been linked to better program im-
plementation (Kegler & Wyatt, 2003). Durlak and DuPre (2008), as well
as the CSPAP literature (Carson, et al., 2014) emphasize the importance
of having clear leadership roles and a program champion. Research has
found that having a trained CSPAP leader can lead to increased PA
opportunities (Carson et al., 2014) and is a sustainable strategy for
implementing CSPAPs (Castelli et al., 2013).

3.1.4. Initial training and designation of roles
Once buy-in occurred with the HPE staff, the HOPE-based CSPAP

and permissions were granted, the original university research team
developed and implemented an initial training for the HPE teachers.
This training (provided during the summer before the first year of im-
plementation) was primarily informational and consistent with the or-
ganic approach described above. For instance, Jess described what
happened in the initial training, “We went through and looked at what
programs were currently existing, what content units they were cur-
rently offering, and then from there looked with the purpose of im-
proving PA – we looked at what units we could replace or improve
upon” (Round 2 Interview). The original research team tried to help the
HPE teachers find what they could add to their existing PE content to
improve PA levels without telling them they had to change their con-
tent. Additionally, Julie described how the initial trainings were based
on the HPE teachers’ scheduling preferences,

We didn’t want to overwhelm [the HPE teachers] so we started
gradually by giving them choices of what they thought they could
feasibly start doing in Year 1 versus Year 2. We did this to fit their
different schedules and to try and make it gradual (Round 2 Interview)

The HPE teachers collectively decided which strands they would
implement and in what order they would implement the strands. Each
teacher identified one or more strands and CSPAP components to focus
on (e.g., before and after school PA, parent involvement) and a member
of the original university research team was assigned to be the point of
reference for each strand. This approach set the groundwork for how
the HOPE-based CSPAP would be implemented through Year 1 and
what would be the focus in Year 2.

According to Durlak and DuPre (2008), provider trainings should
give the provider the skills necessary to deliver the program, aid in the

development of the provider’s motivation for implementation, and
foster self-efficacy. Designing the training for Charter’s HPE teachers as
more focused on providing information than on providing PA promo-
tional skills (Carson et al., 2014). This might have limited the effec-
tiveness of the training. However, Durlak and DuPre (2008) also
identify shared decision-making, the formulation of workgroups, and
communication as elements of the provider’s capacity to implement the
program. The initial training supported these aspects of capacity
building by allowing the HPE teachers to determine what HOPE strands
would be implemented and in what order and creating work groups to
address the implementation of each strand.

In summary, the proof of concept study came to life through the use
of the organic approach, which likely hindered program implementa-
tion in certain ways while enabling it in others. The organic approach
may have limited the technical assistance the university felt they could
provide the HPE teachers, but it nevertheless allowed for a self-desig-
nated and naturally emerging program champion. The subsequent in-
formational training did not align with Durlak and DuPre (2008) notion
of a competency-based training, and the teachers were not provided
with PA promotion skills important to delivering the program. Yet,
certain aspects of the training were consistent with what Durlak and
DuPre (2008) do recommend (i.e., shared decision making, the for-
mulation of work groups, and communication).

3.2. Implementing a HOPE-Based CSPAP

After the initial summer training, the start of the school year marked
the start of the official implementation of the HOPE-based CSPAP. The
implementation of the program served as the second theme, within
which there were three subthemes: (a) resources, (b) successes, and (c)
challenges.

3.2.1. Resources
The overarching goal of the program was to focus on quality PE, so

most of the resources (e.g., SPARK curriculum, IPADS) were focused on
higher moderate-to-vigorous PA lesson content and reducing the time it
took to call roll by using active warmups (instant activities). Gracie
described the support given, “We just gave them ideas on high mod-
erate-to-vigorous PA content and gave some instant activity ideas”
(Round 2 Interview).

One of the preexisting parts (prior to program implementation) of
the PE program was cardiovascular (CV) day. On CV day, the students
were required to run two miles during their PE time (Field Notes). In
order to boost student participation, the original university researchers
provided the HPE teachers with IPads to help teachers manage the
timed runs. According to Antwon, “[the IPads] allowed us to be mobile
away from the computer. We could take pictures; it helped us move
with the students, keep track of time, keep track of heart rates” (Round
3 Interview). The researchers also provided the teachers with ideas on
how to motivate their students. Michelle told us how they adapted the
resources provided for CV day, “We had a chart the kids would fill out
that had their goals and they would write their times down each week,
how they felt, and they would go home and talk to their parents about.”
(Round 3 Interview). Additionally, Rachel discussed using “weekly
newsletters where we [the HPE teachers] put in information about what
was going on and coming up and also a community board with local
parks, activities, and programs” (Round 3 Interview). The newsletter
served as a new way for the HPE teachers to communicate with parents
about the annual CV Classic, which is a five-kilometer annual fun run
that the HPE teachers organize. The CV Classic was already in place
prior to the start of the HOPE-based CSPAP, but because of its con-
tinued success the HPE teachers, in collaboration with the original re-
search team, implemented a parent health night in the spring to com-
pliment the fall CV Classic. Angela described the funding agency’s role
in the parent health night, “We were able to play a role of actually being
involved…speaking, sharing some guidance related to physical activity,
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and helping parents be active, kids being motivated and things of that
nature” (Round 1 Interview).

Feedback from the university research team served as a particularly
valuable resource for the HPE teachers. Rachel explained what it was
like receiving feedback about her students’ moderate-to-vigorous PA in
PE: “…at first it was like, wow, I didn’t realize how much they weren’t
active, and then it was like wow we are really doing good things now”
(Round 3 Interview). It seems that continued feedback from the uni-
versity research team initially served as an important motivator for the
HPE teachers to buy-in to the program and later served as a motivator
for them to keep pushing and trying to implement various components
of HOPE. Because of the successes with the feedback and the initial
resources provided, the HPE teachers added a non-traditional in-
tramural program offered both before and after school. While in-
tramural programs are often competitive and team-based, Charter’s
program was an “inclusive, not competitive program aimed at reaching
out to more kids that wouldn’t participate in a PE setting or inter-
scholastic sports” (Jess, Round 2 Interview). The original research team
provided funding support by paying the leaders of the intramural pro-
gram (Documents-Meeting Minutes).

None of the HPE teachers had ever been specifically trained for PA
promotion, but all of them reported that they felt prepared to imple-
ment a PA program. Rachel stated, “[I’ve had] no official training but I
feel like my whole career has led up to this. I mean, we are in the
business of getting students active (Round 3 Interview).” Because of
their collective experience, the HPE teachers did not seem to perceive a
need for training and the original research team agreed and described
the teachers as “seasoned and already running a strong program” (Eric,
Round 2 Interview). From this perspective, it seemed the support pro-
vided by the original research team, specifically providing additional
resources, ideas, and being available for questions, was appropriate for
the HPE teachers during the HOPE implementation. However, the lit-
erature suggests targeted PA training (Carson et al., 2014) creates
marked increases in teachers’ ability to promote and create moderate-
to-vigorous PA opportunities for students, which (the training) did not
occur during the HOPE-based CSPAP.

The feedback the original research team provided the HPE teachers
served as motivation to continue and try new things, which fits with
Durlak and DuPre (2008) notion of technical assistance and diffusion of
innovations theory applied to CSPAP communication (i.e., linking all
necessary facilitators of the innovation). Previously, we discussed the
lack of technical assistance related to early monitoring and retraining as
a potential barrier to program implementation. However, continual
feedback from the original research team appeared to be an enabling
factor for successful implementation and this may have negated some of
the limitations with the initial training. The HPE teachers and the ori-
ginal research team felt that the HPE teachers had the skills necessary
for PA implementation, but backsliding may have also been reduced by
targeted PA training.

3.2.2. Successes
The most commonly reported success stories was the strength of the

relationships and the shared vison that both the original research team
and the HPE teachers experienced during the implementation of the
HOPE-based CSPAP. Deb stated,

As a department we talk all the time. I send out different emails
sporadically, making sure we are all doing what we are supposed to
be doing, but as a group we all had the same focus…everybody
wants our program to be an awesome program … we have had a
pretty good reputation. We wanted to make it better. (Round 3
Interview)

The university research team cited their comradery as one of their
biggest successes and reasons that they were able to continue working
well together during program implementation Eric describes,

I think the biggest success story was having really dedicated and
hardworking people on the team. I basically hired really good
people, so any direct success of the project really came out of this
collective hard work and application and follow through that ev-
erybody on [the original research team] demonstrated. (Round 2
Interview)

The unity and shared vision within each implementation team aided
in program development. Additionally, a strong relationship was
maintained between the university and Charter during program im-
plementation. Rachel describes this relationship, “The [university]
people were wonderful, so much fun to be around, still friends of mine”
(Round 3 Interview). The positive relationships reflect the positive
work climate and communication structures (both enabling factors in
Durlak & DuPre, 2008 model) that were established during the pro-
gramming, which promoted successful implementation.

Perhaps the biggest success story of the implementation was the
intramural program (started slowly as part of the design), and through
student word of mouth advertising (also part of the design) grew into a
highly popular and attended program (Documents-Rosters of in-
tramural Attendance). The leader of the intramural program states,
“[Students] live for it…All of this happened unknowingly. I didn’t know
that this would be the outcome but…you know, kids live for in-
tramurals” (Antwon, Round 3 Interview). Antwon and Lucas were the
primary leaders of the intramural program, but Rachel also ran a run-
ning program for students and a before school yoga class for teachers.
Furthermore, the weight room was open to any teacher or staff member
at the school and it is not uncommon to see teachers/staff using this
facility either before or after school (Field Notes).

Another success related to implementation was timing of the
trainings (offered over two consecutive summers). Deb said, “A lot of
times [the HPE teachers] do not see each other in the summer. It was
fun. We got paid, actually. That brought people in, and the financial
backing with our sponsors was a real incentive to do the best you can”
(Round 3 Interview). These trainings also served as a catalyst for the
HPE teachers to want to improve their program. Brooke stated,

The [HOPE] program really strengthened our program. I think it
took [our] program to another level…you think you are where you
should be but in hindsight, actually, you can take it up another level.
How can you take it up another level unless you go out and find the
research, you go out and find a program, you go out and implement
it? But luckily [the original research team] did all that and brought
it to us. (Round 3 Interview)

Overall, the successes of the implementation can be linked to vari-
ables within Durlak and DuPre (2008) model, specifically the positive
work climate, organizational norms regarding change the integration of
new programming and perceived benefits of the program. Providers
who feel the program will benefit them are more likely to implement
the program at higher rates of fidelity (Durlak & DuPre, 2008). The
integration of new programming, as shown through the success of In-
tramurals, further suggests that the HOPE-based CSPAP was compatible
with Charter and the HPE teachers’ willingness to try a new approach
(Durlak & DuPre, 2008).

3.2.3. Challenges
Despite the successes experienced with program implementation,

there were also several challenges. For example, after the initial pro-
gram implementation communication structure (e.g., assigning original
research team members and HPE teachers to specific strands) commu-
nication became an obstacle for the HPE teachers, despite the open lines
of communication. Rachel said, “[The original research team members]
were always saying ‘we are here to help you, let us know’ but we didn’t
know what to ask [them]” (Round 3 Interview). While the teachers
valued aspects of the organic approach, such as the opportunity to have
autonomy in what and how they implemented aspects of the program,

C.A. Egan et al. Evaluation and Program Planning 72 (2019) 106–117

113



they often did not know what to do, how to do it, or even how to ask
about what to do.

For the original research team, the organic approach meant that
they should avoid stepping in even when they saw backsliding. Eric
stated, “It was very difficult not to say things at times when we saw
some backsliding, but at the same time we wanted to see how this
would play out naturally” (Round 1 Interview). The tension between
offering support and not stepping in was difficult for the original re-
search team. When asked about how the organic approach affected
backsliding, Jess responded, “It definitely impacted the project…but I
don’t know how much more we could be involved without actually
doing it for them” (Round 2 Interview). One of the early instances of
backsliding was during the instant activities for PE. By the middle of the
first year of implementation, the instant activities had stopped. Haley
said, “[The instant activities] just took too much time and planning, so
we attempted to speed up roll call instead of [doing the] activities”
(Round 3 Interview). Nevertheless, students expressed an interest in
having the HPE teachers bring back the instant activities, especially
since they had to run CV day without warming up first. Taylor said, “We
started these warmups, and then they stopped. I don’t know why, but I
wish we had them. It is hard to run the CV day with no warmup” (Focus
Group Interview). Perhaps during this period of program implementa-
tion, better communication between the HPE teachers and the students
or providing the HPE teachers with helpful time saving strategies to
implement the instant activities could have prevented backsliding from
occurring.

Another challenge was the integration of HOPE programming into
classroom PA programming, which never got off the ground. Classroom
PA was the only program component the HPE teachers did not initiate
(Tammy and Eric, Round 1 Interview). Rather, the principal in-
vestigators of the original research team attempted to initiate the pro-
gram but the timing and resources were concerns. Tammy explained
that the Classroom PA component was introduced “at the end of Year 2
and then we really couldn’t find PA with academic content at the
middle school [so] the interest [from classroom teachers] was not that
strong” (Round 1 Interview). There were also problems communicating
with the classroom teachers (Tammy, Round 2 Interview). For example,
the principal was made aware of the effort to train classroom teachers
in PA strategies, and the original research time was given a slot during a
professional development day to run their training (Tammy, Round 2
Interview). However, the principal did not clearly communicate with
classroom teachers that the training could count as professional de-
velopment, so there was only a handful of teachers that showed up
(Eric, Round 2 Interview). The communication struggle exposed that
while the principal was supportive of the HOPE program, and was made
aware of PA policies related to schools supporting classroom PA (Eric,
Round 2 Interview), he was not an active participant in the program
(e.g., he did not communicate with classroom teachers about the pro-
gram, only wanted to be notified if something went wrong, [Eric and
Tammy, Round 2 Interview]). Eric said, “[The principal] was hands off.
He wanted to be kept in the loop and he would approve or disapprove
but that was really the extent of it” (Round 2 Interview).

The level of extra work involved with implementing HOPE was also
a challenge. Eric stated that HOPE was “really labor intensive and re-
quired lots of extra hours and [the HPE teachers] got tired, we got
tired” (Round 2 Interview). The additional time and planning began to
take its toll on the HPE teachers. Aspects of programming, such as the
instant activities and the running club, stopped because “it took so
much time and planning and there is so much going on” (Rachel, Round
3 Interview). Additionally, Deb states, “I know it sounds like a little
thing (writing the newsletter) but it comes up so fast and it’s 10min
here and there and it all adds up” (Round 3 Interview). Compounding
the time problem, during the second year of the program the funding
ran out, so the intramural leaders (who were being paid) no longer got
paid. However, through problem solving, the HPE teachers approached
the principal and asked to use funds raised through the CV Classic to

fund the intramural program. This allowed the intramural program to
continue throughout the second year of implementing HOPE
(Documents- Meeting Minutes). Finally, in the first year of im-
plementation, the parent health night was well attended but the stu-
dents were required to attend with their parents so it created “a social
hour for the students and it was loud and nobody really knew what was
going on” (Haley, Round 3 Interview). In Year 2, the HPE teachers at-
tempted to improve the event by not allowing students to attend but
this reduced attendance from 40 to less than 30 (Documents- atten-
dance sheet). Deb suggested that in the future, “parent health nights
should really be attached to things already happening in the school like
open houses or something else” (Round 3 Interview).

The major challenges included backsliding, a breakdown in com-
munication structure, the inability to get classroom teachers involved in
integrating the HOPE program, running out of funding, and im-
plementing the parent health night. With respect to backsliding and the
lack of communication,

Durlak and DuPre (2008) suggest training and technical assistance
are important enabling factors that the prevention support system
should provide. As mentioned earlier, it is recommended that provider
trainings give providers the skills necessary to implement the program
and that retraining be offered when needed. In the case of Charter’s
implementation of the HOPE-based CSPAP, such training could have
prevented backsliding from occurring and also improved communica-
tion between the HPE teachers and the original research team. In this
case, timing and resources were challenges (e.g., not being able to train
classroom teachers, not having PA infused academic content). How-
ever, as previously mentioned, timing and resources enabled success for
the HPE teachers (i.e., offering HPE trainings during summer, providing
IPADs). In a during school CSPAP study, classroom teachers found
classroom PA promotion resources helpful, but because they were given
these resources during the school year instead of during the summer
(when they have time for in-depth planning), they were unable to fully
use (or in some cases, use at all) the resources (Egan et al., 2018). Thus,
the types of resources provided coupled with the timing of trainings
offered, should be carefully considered as part of CSPAP implementa-
tion so that potential enablers do not end up becoming barriers.

Furthermore, while Charter’s principal was aware of PA policy (Eric,
Round 2 Interview), it is unclear whether he shared this information
with classroom teachers. It has been shown that when classroom tea-
chers are more aware of school PA policies, they are more likely to
report implementing PA opportunities in their classrooms (Webster
et al., 2013). Durlak and DuPre (2008) recommend that the provider
and the provider’s community be made aware of policy related to the
program being implemented. The principal’s lack of involvement with
the HOPE program can be further examined in relation to Durlak and
DuPre (2008) administrative support variable. More direct support
from the principal could have served as a source of encouragement and
motivation for the HPE teachers and the classroom teachers, and may
have helped to integrate HOPE across the school. Finally, Durlak and
DuPre (2008) suggest that funding is not necessary for programs.
However, funding often becomes an issue for programs because pre-
vention support teams fail to provide sufficient monetary support (e.g.,
sustainability support, budgeting) for implementation (Durlak & DuPre,
2008), which was the case in the present study. Despite the challenges
presented, there were still several implementation successes, including
intramurals, the positive work climate, the initial communication
structure, and the resources the HPE teachers were provided.

3.3. Sustainability of HOPE

The third theme was the sustainability of the program. There were
two subthemes: (a) continuation of HOPE programming, and (b) re-
sources needed for better sustainability.
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3.3.1. Continuation of HOPE programming
One of the HOPE programs that sustained after implementation is

the intramural program (Field Notes). Yet, despite its popularity, late in
the Fall of 2016 “the principal cancelled the program because he
couldn’t afford to keep paying us to run the program, and the funding
from the CV Classic was being used to fund the school nurse” (Antwon,
Round 3 Interview). A couple of months later, however, the principal
reinstated the program. Antwon explained,

The principal said, ‘well coach, I really need to start this back up.’
[He] saw the benefit, and the kids that used to come were standing
around the school before and after school…and the parents, they
supported it. So they found money to compensate us for our time.
(Round 3 Interviews)

The principal’s vacillating support of the HOPE program demon-
strates how integral administrative support is to program im-
plementation, consistent with Durlak and DuPre (2008) model (e.g.,
direct administrative support).

Despite the non-continuance of most aspects of the HOPE program
following the second year of implementation, traces of the program’s
influence on Charter were observed in the aftermath of the initial two
years. In some cases, higher moderate-to-vigorous PA content units
were observed in PE. For example, soccer and Ultimate Frisbee were
observed being taught (Field Notes). In addition, the teachers are still
using the I-Pads to track the CV day times, take pictures, and keep track
of heart rates (Field Notes). The CV Classic, which was in place before
the implementation of the HOPE program, is still going strong and
continues to be an annual event for Charter (Field Notes, Documents-
Picture).

Other pre-intervention aspects of a CSPAP have also continued at
Charter, including before and after school programming, staff in-
volvement (but only HPE teachers), PE, and community and parent
engagement (through the CV classic). The only CSPAP component
missing from the school’s approach to PA promotion is PA during school
(i.e., beyond PE). If classroom teachers were more involved in the PA
programming or were more aware of the program, perhaps they would
be more inclined to integrate more PA opportunities in their class-
rooms. The components of the HOPE model that continued are before
and after school PA, sports games and other movement forms (offered
during PE and intramurals), community-based PA programming (CV
classic, was already a part of the school before HOPE), health-related
fitness (taught in health and PE), and diet/nutrition for PA (taught
during health). The components missing are PA literacy, family home
education, during school PA, and integration of HOPE programming
across all schools subjects.

Linking sustainability with Durlak and DuPre (2008) model, the one
issue that stands out is funding for the intramural program. Securing
funding for the duration of the intervention may have led to unin-
terrupted programming and a clearer sustainability path. However,
even though Charter’s principal maintained distance from the program
implementation process and cancelled the intramurals program, he
later reinstated the program when he saw the support it was receiving
from students. Doolittle and Rukavina (2014) found that administration
was supportive of CSPAP programming when the programming bene-
fited all children positively (i.e., the intramural program was designed
to be inclusive for all students). In the same study, support for pro-
gramming was garnered and sustained from parents, classroom tea-
chers, and administrators which in turn helped to maintain the CSPAP
programming (Doolittle & Rukavina, 2014). Teacher and student sa-
tisfaction with programming builds organizational capacity (e.g., po-
sitive work climate, organizational norms regarding change) (Durlak &
DuPre, 2008). Integrating HOPE programming beyond PE so that tea-
chers could see the positive benefits may have helped garner more
support and help with programming.

3.3.2. Resources needed for better sustainability
When asked about any support or sustainability plans that were

offered for the continuation of HOPE, Eric states, “We left [the school]
with some resources (the ones we gave and some resources about or-
ganizations that might offer funding) but nothing more than that”
(Round 2 Interview). Deb described an issue she had with the sustain-
ability of the funding of the intramural programming,

Just a little bit like it turned out to be a lot of money, you know that
they offered [grant funding], and then to continue that, to sustain
that, has been kind of an issue, not really a big issue, but just like
they offered almost an hourly rate, and the school cannot keep that
up (Round 3 Interview)

The money for running the intramural program was an incentive,
and it seems that the grant offered more money than the school could
provide to sustain the program. This played out in the cancellation of
the intramural program after HOPE implementation. During the im-
plementation, better alignment with payment for intramurals and what
the school would be willing to pay after the funding ran out may have
prevented the disruption of the intramural programming. There was
also a lack of continued communication from the original research team
after the two-year intervention period.

Durlak and DuPre (2008) identify shared decision-making, co-
ordination with other agencies, communication, and the formulation of
workgroups as important enablers to program sustainability. The
findings presented earlier in this paper that related to program im-
plementation suggested that shared decision-making, the formulation
of work groups, and positive communication existed among the HPE
teachers and within the original research team. However, these attri-
butes, communication amongst school personnel and students’ families,
as well as coordination with outside agencies, were lacking from a
sustainability perspective. The original research team suggested that
helping the HPE teachers connect with outside agencies might have
helped with funding and sustainability of the HOPE programming.
Community engagement is also identified as a key part of a CSPAP
(CDC, 2013). The findings from this study suggest that partnerships
with other agencies/organizations beyond the school are necessary for
sustainable CSPAP programming. Additionally, in this case, there was a
mismatch between the funding the prevention support team offered and
what the school could sustain when the money ran out. Perhaps a
budget could have been part of the sustainability plan and/or one of the
resources sought in a partnership with outside agencies. It seems that a
clearer sustainability plan, partnerships with other agencies, checks ups
and additional communication from the original research team may
have helped the teachers sustain the program following the two-year
intervention.

3.4. Moving forward

The final theme that emerged was moving forward with two sub-
themes: (a) partnerships and (b) a business approach.

3.4.1. Partnerships
Professional partners should have a clear understanding of their

respective roles, a clear commitment to the partnership, and a shared
plan for how the funding structure for the partnership will work. In the
implementation of the HOPE-based CSPAP, there were three distinct
partnerships, each defined by a unique relationship. Partnerships ex-
isted between Charter and the original research team, Charter and the
funding agency, and the funding agency and the original research team.
As discussed earlier, the relationship between Charter and the original
research team was strong and the relationship between the Charter and
the funding agency was distant. The relationship between the funding
agency and the university-based members of the original research team
was challenging. Eric explained, “They had perceived authority with no
real partnership commitment on their side. We met monthly but
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whenever we had questions about funding they could never answer and
had to get back to us” (Round 1 Interview). There were several docu-
mented struggles with how funding resources could be used. Angela
described how, after the completion of the project, she learned some
important lessons,

This was the first project where we were collaborating externally
with an organization, particularly…where we had funds to give
another agency, in terms of my role just being more knowledgeable
of the various mechanisms (for example like securing IRB approval,
and understanding various ways to allow funding to leave the
[funding agency] and go to another agency. (Round 1 Interview)

Beyond the struggles with funding and perceived authority all three
partners agreed that they saw partnerships as an ideal and important
way to continue school PA programming. Jess states “I think partner-
ships go a long way in improving what we did, and helping them find
other partnerships like ones with facilities right around the school
might help with sustainability” (Round 2 Interview). Tammy suggested
student teachers could help with sustainability and partnerships “cause
the student teacher supervisors can check in on them” (Round 2
Interview). Finally, Eric suggested, “Particularly for the assessment part
of the project, it was pretty clear that the teachers and Charter didn’t
have the ability to assess the effectiveness…so that’s where we come in”
(Round 2 Interview).

Durlak and DuPre (2008) do not address having a sustainability
plan as part of their model. However, within the CSPAP literature,
Webster et al. (2015) recommend having university students add to the
support structure for school professionals to implement and sustain
CSPAPs, particularly through service learning. Service learning has
great potential as a flexible component of classwork and has shown
great promise in public health and preventive medicine fields
(Rosenkranz, 2012)

3.4.2. Business approach
After the completion of the project Eric stated,

We learned with this[the HOPE-based CSPAP implementation] is
that in takes a huge amount of resources – time, personnel, mate-
rials, funding, support – to get a HOPE CSPAP in place, and that, if it
is going to work at all, the conditions have to be just right. I think for
me in particular, the biggest thing that I learned about HOPE and a
CSPAP is that it is not realistic…or not very sustainable in all but for
a very few schools. (Round 2 Interview)

Even though Eric felt that HOPE and a CSPAP were not very rea-
listic, he did offer some insight into how the CSPAP and HOPE models
could be approached as a business model for training and sustainability.
Eric described this approach as follows,

You have to know how to get kids up and moving and how to access
that, but in terms of implementing all of the components to the
CSPAP or the HOPE model, it really is a start-up business analogy,
and maybe that is what the training needs to be based on, not the
physical activity model … do one thing well and then when you are
comfortable and able to sustain that one thing well, then pick an-
other one, then when you can sustain that, pick another component.
The reality is that for most teachers, especially if you look at the
predominance of one PE teacher in elementary schools, trying to do
more than have a quality PE program and perhaps an after school
program is…that might be the best that can happen in a one teacher
school. (Round 2 Interview)

Furthermore, Eric went on to suggest that “They [HPE teachers]
don’t know how to market, they don’t know how to brand, they don’t
know how to initiate their social marketing, and they don’t know how
to find potential partners. We need to teach them how to start a pro-
gram with these components, like a business model” (Round 2
Interview).

Recently, SHAPE America (2014) announced its partnership with
Active Schools (https://www.activeschoolsus.org) and developed a
Physical Activity Learning system, which includes training that is cen-
tered on content knowledge, leadership, communications, and colla-
boration. The findings from this study support the need for in-depth
training related to CSPAP promotion, which mirrors results from Carson
et al. (2014). Additionally, a needs assessment might have helped the
university research team and the HPE teachers’ better target areas that
need improvement. Conducting a needs assessment is Step 2 of SHAPE
America’s and the CDC’s (2013) step-by-step guide for implementing a
CSPAP. A needs assessment may have strengthened the presence of
Durlak and DuPre (2008) characteristics of the innovation, specifically
related to adaptability.

4. Lessons learned

The use of Durlak and DuPre (2008) model proved to be a valuable
tool for describing the study design, implementation, and sustainability
of an ecologically valid CSPAP in this study. The framework helps to
explain why some parts of the program were sustained while others
were not. For example, early monitoring and training could have pre-
vented some of the backsliding that occurred and is a strategy that
future interventions should include. Furthermore, the school-university
partnership showed promise because university personnel were able to
provide specific resources (e.g., measurement, evaluation) and motivate
the HPE teachers, which are forms of technical assistance in Durlak &
DuPre’s (2008) model. The two-year duration of the implementation
allowed for the HPE teachers to see positive changes occur in their
school. Teachers need time to see positive changes in outcomes, which
in turn promote changes in teaching practices (Guskey, 2002). Finally,
administrative support was central in this successful program im-
plementation, consistent with other research on CSPAP implementa-
tions (Deslatte & Carson, 2014; Durlak & DuPre, 2008; Webster et al.,
2013). Expanding the HOPE-based CSPAP beyond PE may have gar-
nered more support from administration earlier and helped foster
support from other teachers in the school.

5. Conclusion

A limitation of this study was that interviews with stakeholders
were conducted between six and ten months after the end of program
implementation. Furthermore, we were unable to interview the prin-
cipal, which would have added strength to this study. Finally, the au-
thors acknowledge their role of knowledge making and producing in
the study (i.e., reflexivity; Macdonald et al., 2002). To the best of the
authors’ knowledge, this is the first study to examine implementation
and sustainability of a fully implemented HOPE-based CSPAP. Con-
tinued research is needed on the implementation and sustainability of
full CSPAPs, and the processes and effectiveness of CSPAP staff train-
ings. Additionally, research on the types of resources needed in tandem
with the timing of the delivery of these resources is warranted. This will
help us to better understand how staff can be adequately trained in the
skills they need, and how to design CSPAPs that have the best chance at
being adopted and sustained.
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