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EBSTIACT .-
Tre Rural Zducatiod ?:og:an (22e) of thé=Nor hyest
g-cual ducauzonalqiaboxa*ory {¥W2Z1) zs‘cevelonzng a strategy for
- =nvolv;ng rural ccomanities and school syszois in .a«systematic’
pzobler solving process. This Rdral rutures Developnent (2£D)
Stzategy is based oa the theoretical workxs of such people as
. Havelock, 1ippit, Bales, Willizamsop, Schiuck and Zabkel ard on -,
. WHREL1= f£iec1d based devaolcpment efforis. This -paper presents: (1) an
‘overview of +thes EFD Sirategy ani its related proauc;-, (z) 2 -
i s »discussion of thke thres phasses of the evaiuation of the. strategy and
(3) an examination cfi*he dinteractive p;oceaures tetween devalop=ars
_and evaloators 11,;he‘fo;na:17e evaluation cf products which are
1ntegza1 te st zazeg3 installation. Zssentially, the strategy comzsists
of (1) the trzdining and fi=23 1nvo1vemenu of process facilitatoers
(outside change agents) .4ho iniroduce the strategy and share nrqblsm
o solving and decisior making skills with local people, (2) the °
_developpment of a fcprccentat1vu local school-comaunity-group, and (3) i
#:he collaborative invcivezent of the school sysiem and .
. school-comaunij;y group in identifying and solvzng local educational
h . p;.oblens. (a hcz.’/BC) s .-
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AT CEVELGPERS AND EVALUATORS ENGAGED IN

- FORMATIVE PROCUCT SEVELOPMENT -

Abstract = - .
- * This paper presents (13 2n cverview of a strategy for :mro!wng )
rural cemmurnities 2rd schoo! systems in solving local educaticnzl problems,

*{2) adiscussicn of the evaluation ghases cf the strategy, and {3). an -,

exeminaticn of the interactive procedures between developers and evaluators
in the formative evaluation of products integrat to the strategy. Development r
P | eva!uauon roles are discussed in relatién to the exc!orawry test . .
pmc~dures for identifying and selecting reviewers, develeping test
schedules, cons;rucbng iastruments, conducting the ‘iest end reporting
the results. : . .

. ’ r ) .

-
- - . - -

Introddction ’ ' -

' The Rural a:ducauon Program {(REPJ of the North,vest Reglona!
Educati nal Laboratory (NWREL) is developing 2 strategy for involving
rural comitunities and school systems in a systematic probfem solving . _°
_process. Fhis Rural Futures Development {RFD) Strategy s based on
the theoretical works of such people as Havelock, Lippit, Bales, Williamscn,
Schmuck and Runkel and dn ocur own field based development efforts. .
This.paper presents. (i) gn overview of the RFD Strategy and its related .
products, (2) a discussicn of the three phases of the evaiuation of the - .
strategy and {3) an em:mmatmn of the interactive procedures befween
developers and evaluators in the formative eva!uatlon of products which

* are integral to strategy instaliation.- ~ ) .

- - - - .

An Overv:ew of the RFD S'tra;egy . .- )
- Essentially, the strategy consists of {1) the training and field * .

involvement of process facilitators {outside change agents) who introduce

_the strategy and share prob‘lem solvmg and decision mzking skills with

local people, (2) the devolopment of a representative local school-community

group, and (3) the coﬂal;oratwe involvement of the scHool system and

schooi-community group in identifying and solving local educational -

problems. - LI v ’

»
.
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‘ mte‘graiwn of the RFD Strategy: and related RFD proddcts.

AN GVERVIEW oF EVALUATION CF THE STRATEGY

During the past few years, the product and process pieces of the
RFD Strategy have been in varicus stages of ¢evelopment. The producis ,
-:urrenﬂy reflect varying Cegress of relience on theoreticel concepts and
cn field based development znd testing. Since the sufmer of 1974 the
prm-ary thrust of the Progrzni has been on the instzllaticn and, evaluation”
" of an integrated RFD S:rateqy. To this end the Progrem began the first )
trial of the integrated strategy m September 1974, in_ wna‘ is designated
as Site A. Cun:ent!y a second installaticn——designated as Site B-ris under-

- -
.

: way« - . - . .
o

Site A serves as the setting for the first tryou.. orn,the
In this site, evaluators are chiefly concerged

" Site A.
mtegrat..d RFD Strategy .-

_ with providing data i facilitate the refinement and delireation of the

RFD Strategy definifion prior 1 its insi2ilation in Site B. .

- —

Site B._ Site B involves a test of the importzncé, efficacy, and

in Site B,
" evaluators are concerned with (1) _the degree to which the Strategy was
implemented {as reflected in its process objectives) and {2) the exient
to which’ the Strategy's outcome objectives are met. Unenticipated conse-
" quences of RFD adoption w»glso be.noted.’ ~ . .

- “\ .

.. The exploratory fests. The exploratory “tests pr;ovnde the deveIOpment
staif with information that they can use in revising specific prcducts
. preparatory %o their use when the integrated strategy is installed ina
site. . ) - R -

: Thus, the strategy evaluation includes three major phases: (1)
‘the exploratory-test of. individual praducts (2) the evaluation of the fi rst
installation of the strategy which is intended to identify the .gaps, redum
danc:es and major weaknesses in the strategy leading to its refi nement’
and (3) the ewaluation of 2 second instaliation which is to bé comparative
and thus a more rigorous examination of the effects of the RFD Strategy.
The paper will focus on the interaction between developers and. evaluators

. in"the exgloratory test of products within the context of .the ovérall evalua-

" tion of the strategy.




The 'oﬂcwirg procucts,. deve!oped ior ‘use with.the strategy.
were included iF the exoloratoi'{ tes’s. Under each procuct title a ;
shert descriptienl is provided cf the contents ant! gurpgse cf the product.

i. RFD Magua! for_Schocol-Cormunity Proeess Faciﬁtators

- P * -t - , P
a2 - - B
’ The prccess facilitetor manual is designed to help teams

- of process facilitatorsg {PF teams) work with the school
staif, the school board school leaders, and the school-
community group {S(;G in tne local School-Community
Proccess of the RFD Strategy. Its primary purpose is

- to provide these tears with & structure for their cgnsulta-
tion and 2 set of procedures ant rescufrces for adapting
the process {o meet individua! schicol 2nd ‘community needs.
A secondary-purpose is to help process facilitators to main-

- t2in positive team relationships, as well.as to strengfhen.

) théir relationship to their hiring agency. -
2.- RFD Guide for‘Training School-Community Process Facilitators

» s - .
- -

This training. guide is designéd to enable trainers to provide

. . appropriate training activities forprocess facilitators..
’ Such. ,trammg will enable them to’ ga‘in a2nd exhlblt a wide.
- “range of skills essential to their-work. - {
3.  RFD Guide for Schools ‘ E '

-
- - ® - .

¥

Tne school guide is directed at school staff members and is
desgneo‘to suppo:’t and guide their participation. The guide
‘containg background information, step—by-step gundelmes
and resources. .

P K .
-
- A
. L ]

I RFD Notebook for Schéol-Community Groups-

-~ organizations. it, too, contains materials that are designed
to*support and guide the group's’ participation. A .

-
”,

.
- . . : 3
. -
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-, * 5. RFD Guide for Sctool. Boards o ‘ -

-

rd
-

|
- - - - R 1
The school boerd guide is desigred o provide school toard ‘
members with materials and precedures for recording, organi- )
zing, and retrieving information necessary for their participa- ‘ ]

- - _ fien in the RFD Strategy. In the guide a systematic approach
. - tof problem solving is also outlingd, afong with 2 discussion
7 . of the leadership styles and functlons tha? are companble
with the RFD Strategy. . . - . . :
_ Evaluative Questions _ U \ . ’ - ]

- -
-
-

, The explorafory tests afe formative préduct evaluations desi"gned

° to provide develcpers with valid and reliabie data for use in product *

. A revisién. ‘-ﬂ}nse tests focuised on questions, identified by 'dev'elopers, .
. in regard fo the oroduct’s objectives, content, format and’ interided .
use. The major questsons for the exploratory tests are as follows:

- -~
»

N A.  Goais ard Objectives . .0 . - . - .
. i.  Are the goals and objectwes of?se product appropnate £
and well defined? .. - R
o . 2. ° Are there goals-and objectives whlch should be added I
. » eliminated, or révised? | .t . . R
~ .+ . ¥B. Content of the Product - = ’ :
.. - 3. Does the product content match with the specified goals Lo .
: ] : and objectives? ’ . T .
. - . 8. Is the content of.sufﬁc:ent scope and detall to serve . -
F 4 s the needs .of intended users? .. :
s, > - 5. . Are the content and writing 'style approprlate for the -
Ph _ prospective audiences? . T
hd 6. ‘Should any matenal be added t6 or deleted from the -. : .
., product content? ] .
. '7.. Aré there any ct;mcal compet:tors for the product" . "
o . ." 8. s the content compatible with the RFD Strategy? “ ».
. C. Intended, Uses of the Product - 7
9. Does the product consider the lmportanv(bi{zc'teristics e .
fd of its prospectlve'audlences7 . . - - .
. 10. Is this product piece essential~to the'RFD Strategy?
1i.  Are the reference and resaurce materials apprcprlate'
. i and adequate to mest the needs of intended users of - , .
. , - 7 the prdduct? *. - .
. ’ . — i - - L
- R4 L} * * 4+




- 4//;7 - )

:-” D. Format and Graphics - ’ . -
- ) 12. Is the m=t..r:a1 sequerz..d eppropriately?  ~ : .
L . 13.-_  Does the {zble of contents provide ease of referem.e <
- . to the produc? | .
13, - Is the graphic Jayout appropnate for a rura! ed:_.ca ional * .
’ setting? . - 4 ]
.. - 15. Are,,tbe/ charts and grcphs .asy- t0 read and upderstand?
- ' . 16. Do the visual aids promote.better understcndl g of . ..
‘ the product content? : R
_- E. General Questions . . .
. < 17.  What positive or negatwe side ef‘ects are iikely’to .
' restilt from the use of this product? RN -
is. Vhat are “the reviewer's general overall lmpressmns

e ) . of »the preduct? . .

[
»
.

[
.

- - -

P

The: Design of the Explo‘rator‘} Test <
- ‘,’ . = .
To answer the above quesnons the REP -employed panelists to - . -
read and-review each product. The panel review cpproach’ was sélected '
for two reasons. Fg_rst- it is a relatively efficient and inéxpensive .
] way to <ollect data concernmg needed revisions. Second, it provndes . .
- ar\opportumty to acquire lnformatlon from multiple-sources. , - -
In the Exploratory Tests reviewer annotations and comments about
= - the product as well as their questionnaire responses were summarlzed
. and provided™ to the development team. The interactive procedures
besveen developers and evaluators in these tests are discussed below. .
. ‘A preliminary meeting was held betweerl’ develcpers. and evaluaters
to specify the procedures foréhe expioratory tésts. -~ At this meeting
four reviewer populations. were identified as.approprxate participants
for the exploratory test. :
- - 1. Experts in the product's substantlve areas L.
2 Potenttal users of thesproduct » - .
t .. 3. . REP colleagues who had deve!oped'rre!ated materials - p
4.} NWREL . personnel with expertise related to the product ) L
" (optional) ] ) ’
Two additional qualifications were estabhshed. First, some-of ~ - ",
the ‘reviewers had to be able to prov:de information aboput the existence ‘ .
of critical competltlve products. ‘Second, no réviewer/was to have . ]
‘been dlrectly involved-.in det}&éeVelopment of the product. This last
qualific ication dxd not excludé those who had prey:ously been employed
exclusively for the purpose of critiquing the px‘oduct .
. Procedures were also outlined for identifying and selecting reviewers,
7 developing schedules, constructing instruments, conductmg the test

. and reporting results. ~ - - ) k
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- The mmutes of this preljminary meetmg were prepared in cutline .
rm and presented to the Admamsiratwe team. a three-man team composed
oi the coordmators of management deve!dpment and evaluation units.
The .Adn‘m:stratxve team then approved {with minor modifications) the - .
procedures -fiir the conduct of thé exploratory tests. . - :
_~ To help insure selectién of a representative and qualifi ed group .
of reviewers, development team leaders. preoared a list of qualifications
and suggested neames, in each of the four categorles, of peopte who
mlght review their products. These lists were provnded to the Admihi-
strative team who identified a pool of prospective reviewers meeting
the specified qualifications and selected an eight to ten member review
panel for the product.” With one exception a separate review panel
. was séfected for each product: due to the interrelated and complemen-.
tary natare of the process facilitator, manual and training- guide, only
~.one panel was. selected to review both thesé products. Lists of the
review panelists for each product are presented .in Appendix A. "
Each panelist_was asked to,  Sign an_agreement stating his or
her wdlmgness to serve as a reviewer untll the completion of the explor-
) . atory test. -Ech externaj reviewer received an initial stipend w:th ) .
ce the understanding that complete renmiuneration would awalt recelpt of ]
) 8li data. . . ’ .
. ~ Because of the development schedules and product tength,
. was agreed that each product could be divided and tested in up to
six distinct pieces. This agreement also permitted reviewers to, examine
portions .of. the products.sequentially rather, than to review the complete
produ t at one time. In accordance with this decision, the Develop-
mental Schedule of Product Pitces for Exploratory, Testing was developed. -
- °  See Appendix B, Based on it, an Exploratory Test Schedule was alsq .
. developed, esl:ablishiriqM as a miniimum, eight working days for production, .
. _one calendar week for review, and six days for mailing each ,prodUct i
(three days to and three days from the reviewers). The on!y exception .
" to this schedule was that two weeks were allowed for review of Piece
1 of the training guide. Appendix C presents the Exploratory Test
Schedule: ] e s . .o
. ¢ - - o ¢

. Jnstrument Construction . .

- ~ - -
- -y, . -
~

The explorato‘Fy test was desig'ﬁed to answer quesfions related

to a product's objectives, content, format, and intended use. ,Questions
approprlate to all RFD products were identified in meetlngs with develop-
ment team- leaders and the Visual Commumcatlons Unit. coordmator

f

'

- - - -

6. .. . e




-

-~
. 3 -

‘Additionally, questions relating to specifi¢ products were identified
by the evaluator and development team leader for those products.
A few questions specifically addressed to REP colleagues or NWREL
expert reviewers were also identified.

Based.oh these questions, items were constructed and a question-
naire for each.RFD product was déveloped. (See Appendix D for a
semple Exploratory Test Questionnaire.) Before each test quéstionnaire
wag, actually used, lt‘was reviewed by members or representatives.
of the following groups:. | .- - . <>

1. The Product Devélopment Unit

-

T« 2, The Rese‘arch and Evaluation Unit

y T .

FIEN

3. NWREL's Office of Research and Evaluation Servicés,

4. . -The REP representative for the Protection of'Hurnan Subjects

»

Conducting .the Exploratory Test

At the initiation of each exploratory test; an orientation -meeting

' was held (Apr:l 8 and 9, 1975), attended by the’ reviewers sélected

. ing of their task. _At the meeting each reviewer recelved (1) a statement »

and product development and evaluation teams. 2- The purpose of the
orientation was to ensure that the reviewers shared a common understand-

of RFD goals and o'bjectlves, (2) a statement of the product s goals
and objectives, :(3) an exploratory test schedule* that indicated the
dates when product pieces would be mailed to reviewers, the review
“time for each, and the dates when rewew annot|ons and questlonnalres
should; be returned. . -
The first review packet was presented to reviewers at the orienta-

tion meeting, with successjve packets malled (with minor modifications)
acdording to the Exploratory Test Schedule. Each review .packet consjsted
of a questionnaire ang. two copies of the product piece (one for the ;
reviewer to keep for %ference dyring review of ,subsequent p!eces
and one to annotate a return) Reviewers were dsked’ to' annotate-
the materials, respond fo ‘the product questsonnalre, and return both
annotations and questlonnalres for analysis. Follow-up procedures
weré developed to guard against late return of review materials. -

. The dates of major exploratory test events are presented in lable
1. - 3

-

k4

\
2 . ) . -
--One reviewer was unable to attend the orientation meeting. Another *
, reviewer having expertlse in the 'same area was, thus, asked to assume

the original revlewer s task. ' .

[
N

0
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g SCHEDULE/OF MAJOR. EVENTS FQR
L. - /(PLORATORY TESTS .
4 . - "y

Event

[
-

.. Specific Development Schedules for RFD Products
Awand Procedures for Exploratory Tests Approved *
by the Admlmstratsve Team - .

Quallf’catlons for’ Parelts;s Prepared by Develop-

7~
ment Team Leaders .

a -
Exploratory Test Revxew Paneélists’ Selected by -
the Admlmstratlve Teéam . .

~t . »

-

- 'Exploratory Test Sched’ule liin'alizeq

L 3

Exploratory Test Questionnaires Prepared =~

Review of Questionnaire Completed by
De;\//elopers Evaluators ‘NWREL's Office of .~ ..
Research and? Evaluation Sérvicés, and.

the Party Responsible for Protection’ &f Human £
Subjects LY

-
. B .
s S s ~

(')rientatio;ﬁ Meetiig of Review Paneljsts for the
A. PF Manual and Training Guide
B

School Guidé, School Board }6uide,’ pe .

SCG NotebooL ; A

Informal Exploratory Test ‘Rep/o;ts""repared

for the - —~ N

Ay PF Manual, Elece{l -6 -
. B= Trammg’Guude, Pieces, 1-3

C. /School Guide, Pieces 1-4 »
D+ Schoof Board Guide, Pieces 1< -l )
E. . SCG otebook Pieces 1-4 .
: os o
Formal Exploratory TeSt Reports ~‘- .

A PF Manual ., P -
B. ~Training Guide, ~ . '
c. School Guide
D
E

School Board Guide
SCG Notebook

¢

" Date .

[
N

-

March 3, 1975

"March 12, 1975 .

e s <" .

March 17, 1975
. g

March 26, 1975-

March 27, 1975 -

. . -t

_ Match 28, 1975
_April 8, 1975

. .April-9, 1975

, April 8 to

. June-30, 3875 .

’ July 1 to -
October 1975
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Lzta Analysis ard Reporting

For each product piece, 2n informal report was prepared by
e.2luelors end provided to Cdevelcpers within @ two-week period followin
receipt ¢f data. These informal reports consisted of four types of data.

" 1. Tztulation of types of reviewer annotaJons in thro~ categories.
positive ccmments, negative comments ard sugges .a alterations.

2. Summary of freguently suggested alterati.ns from zanotaticns

3. Freguency tebulations for forced choice questionnaire items

; Summary of frequent comments to cpen-2wed questiornaire

items

Reviewer ccmmenis and annotations of frequency three or greater
were always included in the informal reports, aleng with comments
erd ennstaticns that occured fess frequently when these promised to
te useful in improving the product. This decision was made so that
the reporis would be more concise and helpful to development team
tezders who were revising ihe product. -

After the nreparation of each informal report the developer and ?‘Ca‘-

 welor met to discuss the report including any comments and implications
of the data. Following this meeting the developer and evaiuator interaced
~henever necessary to clarify information and issues from the reperis.

An zgreement®was reached by the development and evaluation
snits that tne development team leader weould assume the responsibility
‘or making decisiorn.. 2bout product revisions. However, these decisions
aere subject o approval of the development coordinator and program

direcior. -
Developers used the following criteria to determine which test
data would be used as the basis for revisicns: T~

-
.

* Consistency with RFD assumptions, research base, and field
experience base.

- Strength and frequency of comment made by reviewers.
Importance or significance of comment.
Usefulness to the development of the prototype product.
Helpfulness with correcting unintentional errors or omissions.
Contribution to internal and cross-product consistency.
Likelihood of developers completing chszges within their timelines
and rescurces. :

* ¥ X X R

3 .
For samples of these forms see pages V-2 t¢-V-6 and VIi-4 of the Exploratory
Test Report. BFD Guide for Training Schod]-Community Process Facilitators.
Rural Education Pregram, Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory,

1975. )
. 9
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ses, and the developers' recommendations for revision.

»

For each product, a fin2] exploratory test report was prepared

_jcintly by the cdevelopment 2nd evaluaticn teams. This report icentified

the major exploratory testresulis a2rc recommended revisicns based cn
these resulis. Mgzjor results were Cefined as preduct strengths znd weak-
nesses idenfified by forty percent or more of the reviewers.

For the final report evaluators prepared chapters on the *Desigr
of the Exploratory Tezis® anru "Major Exploratory Test Resuilts.” The
results frcm the compiled informal reporis were included as appendices
in the final repori.

Developers prepared a chapter on the *Conclusions and Recommen-
dations® which cdocumented the most significant revisions based cn the
major exploratory test results. In no cases were high frequency explora-
tory test data (%0 percent or more) ignorad; if the data were not used
as the basis of revisicns, rationale statements were prepared to decument
the cmissions. A complete list of all proposed revisions frem the explora-
tory test data, REP colleague review, consultant advice, literature search
and the developers own mszghzs was aiso included as an appendix in
the iinal exploratory test report. - .

Results of the Exploratory Tests
¥ -

This section presents the major exploratory test results from the
Training Guide, one of the five RFD preducts. Although these results
are specific to one product we feel they are fairly. representative of the
type and content of the results from the other RFD products.

In presenting the results under each of the questionnaire sections

we will indicate the questions posed to reviewers, the rev%ewers respon-
g

[

L - .

For Additional inform-tion regarding expforatory test results and developers
revisions based or; these results, see Appendices Vi, Vil, and Vill in the
E:&p!oraton} Test Report. RFD Guide for Training School-Community Process
Facilitators. Rural Education Pregram, Northwest Regional Educational °
Laboratory,.1975-.

5 -
Develgper's recommendations for revision were prepared by Hans Johnson
and Greg Druian of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory.

i0.
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. ) .
N Geals ard Objectivess ’
= A. Qusstions posed. In the area cf goals and cbjectives,
. reviewers were asked -
. . ° t ’
. ) d if they perceived discrepzncies between the product’s .
] P goals and cbjectives and the perticular seclion being +
reviewed ) v
* it the goals and ‘cbjecgives were stated clearly encugh
* if 2ny should be eliminated, added, or revised .
. - ~ :
- {See questicns 1-% of the questicnnaire, Agpendix D.} . .-
» - } - - .
; L4,
. "B. Reviewers' responses.” .The reviewers indicated that the S
. . goals and cbjectives were generally comprehensive and
well-stated.
- - *
; C. Deve!eper,ss recommendation. No revisichs in goais or )
i objectives are planned for this product. . .
- - . R - T4
i. Content . . -, * . ~
- ’_ - v s
A. Questions posed. Reviewers were asked : .
* to assess the scope and detail-of the product, pgy_ring
particular attention to the guidelines for organizing
and conducting training sessicns
- * if materials need to be added to or eliminated from
the product ’ ’
- N - g
- ) * if thg product was appropriate for a rural audience .
! - ) -“ - ) =
*. if the product content matched.its goals and objectives . 3
4 J
* if it was similar to other.materials with‘}uhich the ‘
L . reviewér was familiar  _ . .
- 7 . ; h " i - .
’L ’ (See questions 5-11 and 25-39 of the guestionnaire.) ’ ’ . *




b4 -
- *

B. ~Reviewers' respcnses Four reviewers felt that additicnal . _

) detz2il was neeced in Piece 3. They feit that thé*guice - ‘
presented encugh informaticn for crgenizing and conducting
“training sessiops and for selecting apprcpnate raining -.
activities for the spssions. - T . .

Reviewers also indicated that there were materials which
should be zcdded to or. eliminatec ftom the product. The
- following zre some of thHe cn==nges which wére suggested ;’J
. for a2 given product piece. . e
. _ -

Piece 1:

-

* Reviewers feli that trainers would nead a work:shop to teach them -
their roles and resoons:b:htzes- They alsv indicated that procedures
~ should be specified fof penodzc assessment, quality control, .
and updating of trainers in crmcal professicnal areas--knowledge,
skills, and attitudes., For the first piece, reviewers 2lso indicated

* »

that mere examples were nacessary. ] . . -

Piece 2: .

The situation activities- in this piece wére seen as very helpful.
They were useful, relevant, and likely to achieve the goals set
for.them. ) . -

Piece 3:

Reviewers felt that repetition of the core acti%ities for each phase
R/ nniecessary and that more informaticn was, needed 2bout
mg PF teams. Activity F of the Orientatich phase was seen
* as wezk and in need of improvement.

. ; ] ) .
The sample training activities were generally seef as usefui, relevant, )
and likely to achieve their goa!s ‘though half the reviewers felt that some ) y
acfivities would fall'short of their goals. -
. In summary, the content was viewed as apprepriate for use in 2
rural educational setting. The materials were génerally easy to read and
~understand, and the content was well matched with stated goals and
cbjectives. In addition, few critical compettive products were identified
that could be used in place.of this product or its parts..

-

12 -
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Develcper's Recommendation. Severzal content revisicns, mostly
in the samp!e tram:ra =cfwmes, are plenned cn the basis of

test resulis. . - J
. A

concepts, and ebstractions. These will occur as narrative examples
in the text and 2lso as sample forms and guicelines in the various
resgurce sections: - . -

-
™ » -

Cne misconceplion shared by several-reviewers was that the
. guide would zlso be used to train PF trainers. Since this is_not the.
case, several suggestions for procedures,ctools, and resources that
relate to°PF trainer training will not be incorporzated in the gu:de-
However, \the iniroducticn will ke rewritijen to darlfy the scope of
_ the guide.” -0 - ) . .
. : : - *
R in the sample Htraining activi,ﬁes} several samf:;e_s will te added
\.\ _« to forus on PF work in problem-solving applicaticns and group fecilita-
tion with the school staff,” school leaders, and the school beard.

The core activities will be presented only conce, early in the -
samp!e training activities, rather than attached to each training phase.
Also, one page of Core Acuvxty F was mzspiaced !eadmg revies/ers

version, and scme acdltwnai information on PF feam building will 2lso

be added. 4
Additionally, the goals of all activities wiil be revised to focus

can reliably be expected to acccmiplish the-goals.

. ) 111. Intended Uses

A. Questions posed. Reviewers were asked to consider
3 4 E

charac‘terisﬁcs_ of its intended users

: * if it was necessary to include the product in the
RFD Strategy ) .
* the adequacy of the resource materials inc!uded or

- referenced in the product

|
i
|
-

13

E 17

In the guide itself, examples will be provided to illustrate ideas,

=

»

-

to comment that enough information was not provided on PF team bdilding,
‘the subject of the activity. This page will be restered in the prototype

on realistic PF outcomes rather than trainer outcomes, so that the activities

<7 * - how wefl the product piece accounted for the important




L*. the acdeguacy cf the informaticn concerning additional ’ .

réscurces -
. (See guesticns 12-i156 c¢f the questicnnaire.) - i
B. Reviewers' respcnses. Reviewers were ambivalent in their .

remarks concerning the charactenstus cr intended user
pcpulations. In Pieces 1 and 3, -reviewers felt that the .
characteristics of intended users needed more attenticn.

However, they -felt that Piece 2 adequately ccnsicered the

important{characteristics of its intended users. _ . ‘ -
k
All reviewers censicered the product 2n essential element
in the RFD Strztegy. They felt that the resource materials . “-
. were z2deguate and that there was enough information o ~
assist users in localing additional matérials.
— . <

- C. Develcpers' recommendaticn. No single revision is planned
to address the issue of the product's match with its intended
user population. Rather, the entire narrative and all -.rammg
T a2ctivities wm be revised with aud:en"e charcctensucs in .
mind. - .

Althecugh resources appeared to be adequate and reviewers .
found them helpful, they suggested other resources, which

will be included.in the prototype product. In addition,

more frequent cross-referéncing to resources in the guide

and the FF manual will be added. : -
Also cn the basis of reviewer  comment, 2 more comprehensive

discussion of adapting training activities will be included N

in the guide, and 3l] time estimates on sample trammg ’
activities will be reviewed 2nd, if necessary, modified.

1IV. Format and Graghics

3

-
- -

A.  Questions po’se&. In regard to the product’'s format and
graphics, reviewers yvere asked to pay particular attentxcn

to - - .
’ ‘ * the secjuencc; of material ir; the preduct piece S ‘

* *  the table of contents, headlines, and ti_;!é g
' . 14 . )

- ’ i3 ’ -




e - - y = N * -
- - - > -
- - - - ”
v T - - ' 1
. * {he uszbility of the charts and grephics .
s 4 »
3 = - 4‘ - »
*, the general grdphic layout, paper color, drawings, -

symbols, and cther visual aids
'{See questicns 17-23 of the q’-uesgicnnaire.}
B. Reviewers' responses. Reviewers generaily Zgreed that
. the material was cpprepriatnly sequenced within the product
~ .and that the teble of contents headlines, and titles were
. B satisfactory. They noted, however, that the indexing system
- for resources sheuld bg improved to allow easier cross-
: referencing. The charts and graphs within the product -
were generzally easy to read and understand, but half of )
.- . the reviewers indicated that the charts in Piece 1 s‘aould .
° . be en!a!:ged Reviewers also indicated that the format - ‘

. of the notehook was satisfactory.

in Pieces 1 and 2-at least 30 percent of the reviewers felt

that the graphic laycut was zppropriate for use in a rural

educational setting. Reviewers indicated for Piece 3 that

- the visuals should be more artistic and creative. For Pieces

) 1'and 2, half of the Reviewers indicated that changes were i
needed in the graphic Iayout. While they thought that ’
the visual aids premoted understanding of the material,
two-thirds of them noted that the drawings in Piece 1 should .
relate more closely to the contenpmateriai.

¥ -

C. -Developer's Recommendation. The complexity of the labeling
system for{the szmple training activities will be greatly -
reduced and the system ciearly described on a sample page.

This revisicn and the inclusicn of only. one descrlption .
_of core activities will result in greater ease in cross-referencmg
. the activities. - 3

. VWhere chal:ts are used,, the type face will be at Jeast 6 )
> point for legibility, and the layout will Le simplified. .

-

/e The guide will be .illustrated with a continuous graphic
“design, flowing throughout the test,- to add visual mterest
. and to break up long narrative passages.

. 15

v - : 19 :

-




|
|
1
- Y .

V. Summary Ccricerns

Al Questicns _posed. Rewe' vers were as.ced

-
- -

* to indicate the positive and hegative aspects of the
preduct .

-

ol _whether the changes they suggesied were relatwe!y

.hinor or : .- . -
. ) : -
-* if they were major ones requiri'ng si.gniﬁcar%t revision,
.= if they feit that development of‘tbe product shoujd e ’1‘ T
, ceaSe . -
N ‘e - : -
. {See questions 32’-35”6?’ihe guestionnaire.)’ - ) : -

-
s “ -

é. Reviewers®' responses. One-half of the reviewers felt that -
only minor changes in the preduct were needed, while
.o four reviewers suggested that major changes were needed
- for the product. None of th? reviewers reccmmended that
development of the produc. should cease. :
L 4 - ) ) i
C. Developers’ recommendation. Although several reviewers

- suggested major revisions to the guide, these revisions.

were generally unique for a given reviewer. Most suggestions ~
. - have been addressed in preparing the above recommendaticns
for revision.

)\

hg Conclusion T 2 g
F 4 - = -

T his paper has axtnmpted to show that developers and evaluators~

. can work icgether quite effectively in the formative evaluation process.

. +Such interaction should lead both to the development of high quality - i
educational products and to more cooperative relationships bgtween S

developers and evaluators. The exploratory test plan and procedures
presented in this paper may be of some value for other davelopers )

- . and evaluators who are engaged in a similar enterprise.

Y A
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-+ . APRENDIX A. i T
. EXPLORATORY TEST PANELS ' _ - .
: . 5. . % - ]
Manual/Training Pane! - ,; i .
s : / ) )
Reviewer : " - - ’ . . - .
1: -William Lassey - 6.  Martha Harris | N .
Department of Rural Soctology Curricuium Specialist .
. Washington Stite University ) Eugene Public Schobls, Oregon
Pullman, V/ashington ~ )
. . 7. Jane Actends— !
2. -Charles DeRitter‘\ T ,",____dGenf‘r for Educatior Policy
Regicnal Training Officer . and Management t
U. S. Forest Service * - University of Oregon -
. v ‘ formerly REP staff member™ .-
3.  Mark Milliman N . : ’ '
School Board Chairman and 8. Warren Adams
Instructor, Division of REP.gtaff -member
Continuing Education e ot
. Oregon State ; Systenf of . . 9. Ruth Emory |
ngher Educatlon Improving Teaching Compentencues
- Program
g, David Curry p . Northwest Regional Educational
Secondary Educatlon and . Laboratory - .
.Admlmstratlon Spec:ahst N . oo
Oregon State Department of . 10. ©  Rene Pino T .
Education N -, lmprovmg Teaching Competencxes-
.. Program .
. 5. Vx{i!fiam Ferguson _ ‘* + ~ Northwest Reg:onal Educat:onal
/  English Consuitant , Laboratory ' L
Office’ of the Supenntenéb\ t\ - -
- of Instruction )
Helena, Montana
i/ '! - » i
>f , - .
S ’ i
. " Lt 0 ’c
. 18 )
. ’ 5 . 22




i1.

Scheol C side Penel-

" ’ : Reviewer
1. Margaret Nelsen
. Intermediate Education District . -
- Washington\County, Oregen - -

2. Mark Milliman
© School Board. C+airman and
Instructor, Division of
P ‘Contmunng Education . f
Oregon State System of . - . 2
Higher .Education . <3 -

"y
h—
-

[

3. Ric'har.d Withycombe ' . ; - .
Portland Public Schools/ . -
. Orggon §tate University : 2

(24

4.  Darrell Ciukey N .

-

Oregon? Episcopal Schoo!s S . ) *

EY

t

Marilyn Curry . ‘ - . .
_ former school teacher )
{} Oregon Public Schoo}s
© 6. . Garry Fendell !
) Principal of Zillah ngh 'School .
» Zi{la, Washington

w

’ a

- -,

. 7.  Bertha"Mansker N _ .
School T&acher ( -~ . .
Colton, Oregon

/ 8.~ Ray Jongéward 1’ , i - - %
/- - REP Staff Member ,
. SRS Y » -/ . .
. 9. Samellyn"Wood | . - - e o r N
Freelance Developer and : ’ R
"Evaluator _ .
L formerly REP Staff Member d A

e B .
’ - * »
- . -
) . L.
.
‘v
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- .

Scheol Community ‘Group Notebook

L ]
. Reviewer i ) .

1. Lawrence Horyna .
College of Education e 4
University of Oregon ¥~ . . t.;

2.  A. D.-Luke . . . A .
State Deparitment of Educatlcn . . )
Bonse, Idaho - . -

3.  Richard Withycombe ’ .
Portland Public Schools/ : - T -
Oregon State University  *- - - . - .

I * -
» - # > -

4, Giibert Anzaldua - - . ¢

. Director of Compensatory

N / Education Programs -
2" Oregon State Department®f

Education* . - B

*

5.. William Monroe :
School teagher L - _ 4
Sheridan, Oregon . .. . |

Lo -~ Fed

6. Pét Tift R " -‘ B - 7 ) - : - ¢
former member of School’ LA - AR
Community <Group ‘ - - .
Brewster, Washington” ) . ’ ,

7. - Jane Arends L ‘ .
*  Center for Educatignal Policy : R .
and Management Z
Uniwersity of OreYon -
formafly REP staff member B -
£ 8 Keats Garman - -
) * REP staff-member . . ’

L1
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School Board Guide Pznel

-

Reviewer

-~ 1. Clyde Brown
School Superintendent
Brewster, V/ashington
2. ~ Ray Talbert
" Educational Coordinates
° Northwest
Eugene, Oregon
4
3. - Max Abbott :
Director of the Center for the
Advanced Study-of Educational
. Administration
. University of Oregon

4, Alta Fosback
. School Superintendent .
Carlton, Oregon -
5. .Mark Milliman
,‘:xSchdoI‘Board Chairman and
Instructqr, Division of
ad Continuing. Education
- Oregon State System of
, Higher Education
° 4
6. Raghor Anderson
Sc¢hool Board Member”
- Coltén, Oregon

7. Ray-Haag .

. Assistant Superintendent
- * Intermediate Education District
- Washingtor, County, Oregon

-
I

~
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Jane Arends * .
Center for Educational Policy . .
and Management- . - )
University of Oregen - - il e
formerly REP &taff member ‘

Roger Bishop ) ’ .
Freelance curriculum developer - L
and consultant o

formerly REP staff member *

-
-
-
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- APPENDIX C
£x§isratcry Test Schednie

Assunpticns

1. A packet sent to reviewers will inciude the foliowing:

» = -
2. A copy ofi the goals and objectives of the *
. product
b. Two copies of tke preduct piece -
" €. A questionnzire for the product )
- d. "Any integral resource materizl referenced in . oo
‘ . the product piece: “_‘ . ’

- 22 Eight workifnig days are zilotted For editing and
production tine. ;

3. OCne calendar week is allotsed for review of eich

= .
. product piece. ; )
. . . Exceptions=: -
. . . — e a e o‘_.' -
: a. Piece 1 of the Training Guide and Materials is

allotted two caleandar weeks for review tine.

o b. Piece 2 9f the Process Facilitator Manuzl will
- be maiied to reviewers during the time allotted - .
for review of Piece 1 of the Training Guide and
Materials. Due to this® these two piéces. should
. .be reviewed concurrently during that time.

. - 4. Six czlendar days have been 2lotted for mailing time
to and from reviewers. . " -

27 ) -

re
- l d -
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APPENDIX D
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EXPLORATORY TEST QUESTIONNAIRE
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Dear Reviewer:- .

Enclosed you will find _ :
. of the RFD product: 7 .

Your annotations and review of this product pigce Will prov1de
- inportant information for reV1szon of the product.

This packet includes: L ;
- » . - . l_
1. Two copies of the product piece v

- - 2. A 1ist of the goals and objectives of this product

piece

. . e

3. A questionnaire about the product piece

.. .

. 4. Any integral’ resource material referencgd in the

’ . product plece - .

-

You should have received this packet “by ! - We request
. that you return your annotations and the questionnaire in the
self-addressed stamped envelope by . If problems
arlse, please contac; us by phone (5 637224 3650)

As you begin your review it watld be helpful if you would
» read (reread) the following: - .

-

* 1. The goals and objectives of the comalete,product

-

T 2. The goals and objectives of the pr&&uct piece

3. The questionnaire for the product piece

»
-

As you review the materials piease annotate ore copy of.the
product piece as completely as possible. PleaSe write your .
comments adjacent to the appropriate section. 1In particular
ywe would 1like you to point out strengths and weaknesses in,
relation to: |

T .
- -

™ > 1.. Theoreticalrunderpinnings .
£ =

>

2. Organization - ‘ : ’
’ 4 33 .

rs E 4

!;Bik; ] . ,’ | 7 ; £ < . \\

“ . i

[ . v o




. : v Voo

s _ ] \ ~
5. Relevance v
4. Clarity - . . . -~

Y . ) * \\ ’
5. Practical uses - Tl
6. Iilustration/graphics . ’\\\\
7. Examples i ’ ]
. 8. Coﬂtinuity.\ ’
! -' ‘ - .

9. .langudge level i - . )

: . - -4 . 2 -
Feel free to use the space on the back of the sheets, .should
you desire, and to be as pointed and expressive as you wish!

] .
The second copy of the product piece is for you to keep so
that you can gain an increasing sense of the_total product
as individual pieces are sent to you. - ‘
After annotating the one copy of the materials please fill out
the questionnaire for the product piece. The questicnnaire
will focus on'questions regarding the objectives, content, _
production and intended uses of the product piece. We feel
that a combination of your open-ended comments on the product
piece itself, and the more focused datd from the questiorinaire
will give us a-balanced and extensive set of suggestions from
which we will wTite new product drafts. .

*

When you have completed your review please mail:’

1. The annotzted product piece, - .
2. The completed questionnaire for the product piece

. F 3 i -
5. Any comments on this review procedure _ .
-
Thank you for your input and help in the development of a
potentially useful educational product.” .

r'd

g

Sincerely," .. , L.
L2 .‘
. . - ] ..
Team Leader ' ~ 7/
Rural Education Program ’ . )
314_
338 -
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4 < - -
. . ‘
) Rural Education Program, NWREL
¢ .Product Test Questionnaire* . .
- P ’
Product Piece, .
) - =
Date Reviewer's signature -
Eod . ‘ - .
INSTRUCTIONS « 3
The~purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain
. your opinion on several different aspects of
s the product in a way-which we can summarize >\g\\\‘\

relatively easily and then use in revising the
product. Your responses will be used by RE

-

SR staff as they revise the product. :
L3

Piease look through the entire questionnaire before responding. Most
of the questions ask you to express your opinion on some aspect of the
product by checking (X) a "yes" or "no" category. In some cases you
will be asked to further explain your response.. .
The questionnaire'accompanyino each product piece will be -essentially
the same each time. There magibe, however, a few questions.toward .
the end which deal with some.special concerns we have about “the par-
ticular product* piece’ you are reviewing.

7 . . - ) 3 - "
1f in your view a particular question is not applicable to the product -
, y _par q 1 K. e p
piece you are reviewing, please write "NA" next to.the question number.

If you fesl you lack sufficient information to answer the question,
write "LSIV beside the question number. ] , -

We feel your critical comments.and responses to, the questions below,
. in addition to those made on the product piece, will be very helpful
to us in revising our products. -

-

If you neeé gdditional\Spécé for your comments for any
question, please use the back side of the page.

»~

»

*This questipnnaite is designed for use during the Exploratory
Testing phase of the RFD Strategy. - . ® ' ’

l: l{l{c - - : 3 5 3
Narthwest Regional Educanonal Laboratory “# Thisinstrument meers NWREL guidetines .-
| 710 5W. SecondRvenue Portand.Orzgon . for the Protection of Human Stg:bjccts. 39

| , 97704 Telephdne(503)224-3€50 ~ -




A

Goals And Objectives 0f The Product

1. You received a set of the goals and objectives -
for the total RFD Product {in the Product
Specification Document presented at the orien-
tation meeting) and a set-of the geals and
objectives for this product piece {included in
this current review_ packet). Do you perceive
any important discrepancies between these two
sets of objectives? (Check either "yes"™ or "no") YES

( 1.

B

"If YES, explain the discrepancies:,

“
L]

b4

2. "Are the goalsqznd objectives of the product -
piecc stated clearly and with sufficient?
detail so it is possible to determine success
or failure of the product-in meeting its

‘objectives?
—_—

If-NO, explain which goals and objectives
should be stated more clearly:

4




w !

—

3. Are there goals or objectives which shouid be
elininated, added, or revised?

YES 2O
- . . 3.
1f YES, 1list the goals or objectives under the '
- gppropriate category: T
~ M )
To 3e Added To B2 Eliminated To Be Revised
. . i, ‘ )

. *

4. Please nmake any further comments about the )
- goals and objectives of she product piece - -
- - here: - ’

\ . . t




8. Content 0f The Product

S. Does the contenc possess sufficient scope and
destail to serve the purposes and the meeds of
intended usSers?

If NO, explain the deficiencies as specifically

. as possiple: v

-

>

6. Do vou feel. that prospective users of this
product would find the materials easy to read
and understand (e.g.,.are the vecabulary and

* writing style appropriate for the prospective
. audiences)?

If NO, explain the difficulties you perceive:

I

-

-

7. Does the content of the product piece match
* ; up with its goals and objectives?

" . . N S
If NO, explain the inconsistencies:

38
s/ - 4%

YES XNO N




9.

i0.

is there any material which shoulid be added
or elininated in this product piece?
» }

If YES, explain what naterials shouid be
added or elininated:

Material To Be Added Material To Be Elininated

4

=
-

Is the content of this product piece appro-
priate .for a vural education setting? ®

. . 9.

"If NO expla’n what is._inappropriate: .
“ ) ~

Do you know of any similar product(s) which .

we could use in lieu of this product piece?

Id

If YES, what are those similar products?




r

11. Pilease n@ke

LY
"content af t

‘ , l

Y

ERIC .

|

&£

a
h

ny further comnents about the
e product piece here:

)




C.

14.

“Inten ded Uses Of The Product

12,

Does the product piece zdequately consider
the important characteristics of those people-
with whon it will be used? YES

if %0, what characteristics are not adeguately
considerad? . .
= 4 ) ) (

Based on your uqdersgandlng o_ the REFD. Strategy,
would you consider the use of this piece essen~"
tial to the RFD Strategy?

>

- 13. -
- P ’J‘
If NO, why not? -
- - ) ~
.it ~
P -
Do you think that the resource materlal .
tTeferenced in the product piece and sent to ,
- you, is adequate to meet the needs of
intended users?
. i 14.

£ NO, what additional materials do you view

" as essential Tesources?

o

41
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Has enough information been provided for . :
intended users to identify 2nd use addi- -
ticnal resources (e.g., people, agencies,

iiterature, etc.) besides those included ) L
in the mDaterials? '’ES . NG

if NO, what suggestioans do you have for
additionai inifornation? -

-

- -
- P

Please make a2ny further ccaments about the
product’s intended uses here: T -




. F
D. Format And Graphics Of The Product

7.

18.

i9.

Is the material appropriately segquenced within
i app

this product piece?

if N0, explzin inappropriate sequences:

- - -
Does the table of ‘centents as shown in the
product specifications provide a detailed
and easy reference to sections of this

3 -
product piece?

if NO, suggest ways to improve it:

-
-

If NO, specify what changes would impfove

’

Are the charts and graphs for this product
piece easy to reagd and understand?

-

thelr clarity:

—

i8.




-

20. Are changes needed in the general graphic
iayout of this product piece, the paper color,
- ot drawings and syobols to mzke then appro-
. priate for a rural education setting?- - YES XNO -

) .. * ' . 20.

——— —
. -

he J

»

» 21. Do the 'visual aids of the product piece
promote better uaderstanding of_ the coantent

|

J

|

|

- If YES, what chaages would you suggest?
. material? - .

-

- 21.

If NO, what chdnges could improve under-
standing of the coatent materiai?

- =

-
« - *
L] <

22. Are .the headlines and titles satisfactory for -

helping to é6rganize and reference the content
sections? : -

. L]

’ -

If NO, what would improve the headlines and g
titles? B




25. Does format of the product faciiitate .
modifying, removing or adding materials? YES XNO -
’ -
- 23.

4 .
If XO, what changes should be-made? ’

% ¢

- -

24. " Please make any further comments about the .
product format and graphics here:

>




E.

Specific Concerns About The Process Facilitator Manuals

25.° Is enough inforpation prov1ded in this product

piece about the role of each of the following

. YES

groups in the RFD Strategy?
(1) State Education Agency 25. (1)
(2)4[Regignal Educational Agency (2)
- '} )
(3) Loczal School Administrators (3) .
(45 Process Facilitators (4)
(5) School Staff v (5
e -
(6) §clico1 Board (6)
(?) échoo{-Communicy Group (7)
- 1f you gave a NO response to any of the above,
what acdditional iniormation do you think is s
needed? ] _
" 26. ﬁﬂs enough information provxded in this product
piece about the relationship of the process ‘.
facilitator to each of the following groups?
T hd ‘
(1) State Education Agency 26. (1)
(2) Regional Educational Agency - (2)
(3) Local SEhodl A@ministrafﬁré 3) =«
(4) School Staff (4)
(5) Sghool Board (5)
(6) School-Community Group (63
igg}ou gave a NO response to any of the above,
- what additional, information do you think.is p

needed?




Are the self-assesszent tools, if any, : _
included in tnis product pzece appropriate
in nuober znd Xind? o "YES XN

»

o~ ”, - L) - i
. - If NO, how could they be improved? -

28. Does the product piece provzde enough
information ‘about soiitrces of support and -
resources needed to carry out proce$s

. facilitator tasks?

* ot ) N
If NO; wnat additional information is needed? . ?

PLEASE GO TO ITEM 32 WHICH BEGINS THE SUMMARY CONCERNS ABOUT
THE PRODUCT




F.

Suomary Concerns About The Product

4

32. Does this material "turn you on" (i.e., if
you were noi a reviewer, would you read this

—

material)? YES XNO
P - . / 2 32‘ -
If NO, what would make it more interesting? )
\ X - N
: .. - . . - \ ~~ -
. 33. ’nat‘ positive or negative side effects might T
4

ou expect from the use of 'this product -piece?

Positive Negative

-

e (a)

(b)

What is your overall recommenéation concerning this
product piece-(check one)? .

—

I consider the changes 1 have suggested
relatively minor and- would recommend that
this product piece be included in the total-

product pretty much as it is. o 4

. \
I consider that some of the changes I have
suggested are rather major and would recommend -
that this piece be sigpnificantly revised (as

- indicated in 'my preceding comments and/or on
_the annotated copy) before inclusion in the

total product.

I recommend that the development of this
entire product cease. - ’

T ug

* 1

52
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w

. for the product piece.

< -

Summarize below your general impressions of this product
piece. If you selected alternative (b) in question 34
above, please specify the major changes you would suggest

&




G. -Specific Questions For NWREL Employees

36. 1s this product consistent with the values
and standards of the Northwest Regional
Educational Laboratory?

YES

Y r——

36.
If NO, what changes are needed to meet these
‘values and standards?

- B
37. (To be answered only by REP staff) ‘

Is this product consistent and compatible
with other products in regard to the
following criteria?” _ .
(1) Values ‘ 37. (1)
(2) Style ) “(2)
(3) Terminology’ - (3).
(4) Format (4)

I1f you gavé a NO response to ény of the above,

what changes would make the product more
-compatible with other RFD products?’ i

NO

e
-




