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Survey of State Procedures for the Validation
" of Educational Programs

" INTRODUCTION . ¢

A

The Research andiDevelopment Exchange (RDx) is aA/etwork of regional

educationaﬂ\ﬂaboratories and university-based research and development centers
working to support state and local school‘improvement efforts Initiated by*
the National. Institute of Education (NIE)" in 1976 ,.the RDx is cOnposed of -
eight Regional Exchanges (Rx) and four central .Sup irt serv1ces \\ '

In 1979. members of the RDx agreed to collaborate in the development of a
resource base on the identification and validation of promising programs, .
practices, and products It had become apparen§ to several of the Exchanges

. that the identification ‘of high quality educatiohal programs was a matter of

: considerable concern to many of the states in their regions\ a concern wh\ih

\

surfaced at the same time that the U.S. Office of Education was 1ntroducing a .,

revised version of the Identification, Validation, Dissemination (IVD)

process. Three Exchanges have, at the,request of their client% conducted
conférences on validation, and a fourth Exchange is plannin ¢h a _' b
conference The collaborative effort it wds decided wbuld include

development of a'central file of resource materials with=anf’ccompanying

annotated bibli0graphy, development of a synthesis of‘the-itehature-on

LR A\‘ t.."

validation a’survey of state activities in validation of ed‘"itional

"ﬁ

programs, practices, and products, and development of a list of state-based

" concerns and recommendations about validation

2

Our goals for the collaborative effort were

1. f% create'a centralized informatian baseXto which the Regional.

-

Exchanges and their clients would haveaccess, to be housed at CEMREL

> \\- '
- \ ' - ‘N
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. ‘validatien activities. - ",. ' L A

.- ¢

A and managed by the Research and Déveiopment:Interpretation Service |
(RDIS). . < - ‘

'2., To asslét where appropriate, state p]anning, efinement and/or

impiementation of vaiidation ‘brocedures by creating a(pooi of

&

. information about 'states’ activities, inciuding management systems, '
’ . ]

training procedures criteria used by vaiidation teams, and

vprocedures for supporting and disseminatingfinformation about |

vaiidated programs and practices. ; “ o

‘ 3. To attempt to inf1uence the future agenda of the Department of .
Education with regard to the va1idation of educationai programs and -

L3 . ~'

practices.

— N4 * . ’ . F 2R
. . .
R ,.“ -
. . » . - ~

Th1S voiume constitutes the- rebort on state activities in'vaiidation and
on their concerns about and recommendations with respect to current nationaiiy
used processes. The survey study was designed to dentify 1)) the extent to-
which procedures to va]idate exempiaxy programs ara being used by state i .
departments of education in the fifty states; (8) the nature of the vaiidation ) //
process in use, (3) state. implementation.procedunes for vaiidation and~the |
scope of state vaiidation efforts*to date; (4) state organizationai J"? |
arrangements«for vaiidation and the nature of state’ support for the, ’
dissemination of vaJidated programs andl15) the extent of state coiiaborative 3

The study was conducted in 1980 1981 by the Regionai gxchanges and RDIS. '

kDIS staff were primariiy responsibie for the design and overail management of .

the survey. Each of the Regionai Exchanges assisted with the collection of * .-
. , <’ ® s . ' -

< . é\.j \_.’_“ ¢
. ~‘ " L] ‘
- 1.~ . :
LA N ! v
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/ data ftbm state staff in their respective regions and also served as a member
of the RDx Task“Férce on.Va11Qation.' . ’ ,.'

To the best of ourhﬁnowledge, thishsurVéyris'the second study which has
obtained &etai)ed information about state activities in validatién. A similar
survey was conducted.in August‘1977 by Ray E. Foster of thexE&ucational -
Innovations Section of‘the~F1dFi&a Departmeﬁt of Education.* The RDx survey,
designed to offer information about staiz activities in more detai3 than the
Florida report,_shows that the state of affairs has not changed a great dealt

since 1977. | o .

“

! -*Ray E. Féster, Survey of Certifiéation Methods Applied to Innovative Public B

School Programs (Tallahassee, Florida: 'Educational Innovations Section,
.Florida Department of Education, 1978). . -
.. ) , - . *,



‘ g . o . DESCRIPTIVE STUDY

This section of the report will present the purpose and method relevant to

o

the "Questionnaire to Identifnytate Procedures for the Validation of

Educationai Programs, Practices, and Products“ empioyed in the’ descriptive

~

"+ study of,state validation activities. ' -
o, , . _ .
_ Purpose ) . ~ | o '.' .

v The descriptive study was designed to identify (1) the extent to which

[

>
L

procedures -to vaiidate exempiary’programs are being used by state departments@
of education in the fifty. states, (2) the‘nature of the procedures used for
vaiidation (whether nationally or state developed), (3) how state staff

typicaiiy organize(thgmseives to 1mpiement validation policies and/procedures, 7

(41,the extent and nature of state support of pre- and post-vaiidation )
‘ N

e 5 activities, and (5) the extent to which states coiiaborate with one another.

- 7
- ~ . -
N {ﬁi o N / -
.
B

P

P
' - . iy

)

i The Questionaire

- The "Questionnaire to Identify State Procedures for the Validation of
Educationai Programs, Practices, and Products" (see Appendix D) was- divided '
into several sections. The first asked for specific information about the
‘person cdnpieting the questionnaire This information was considered
important because the group conducting the survey felt that these people would
be called upon for additional information as the results of the survey were

compiled. A§uch was -indeed the case--contact;peopie were_cailedfupon several

times to supply additional information and to review materiai—specjfic to

their state cgée Appendix B for a complete list of state contacts). . . .




LS .

i " Theyfir°st ques_tion’on the questionnaire asked respondents'whether the’
state has a formal method for. vaiidating, or certifying the effectiveness of,
educationai programs and practices. Respondents who answered "no" were asked . ,
to compiete answers 2- 10. Questions 2-4 were designed tm determine whether ’

. _J) the\siate had ever had a formai procedure, when it had been in effect and why
e it had been discontinued Question 5 asked whether the-state- has a promising
praétices file. Respondents answering "yes" were asked to compiete questions . _ -

-10 which eligited information about the state 3 procedure for identifjﬁng

-

{ promising practices and managing the promising practices file.

« P . Vi
. Questions 11-22 on the questionnaire.asked respondents to describe in

detail the vaiidation procedure used by the state, the criterla/upon which
appiications for vaiidation were judged the composition of validation teams,
’ training procedures for yaiidators, responsibiiities of the state and local . -
. education.agencx for support and dissemination of validation programs and v
projeqts; state mechanisms for assisting programs which are not approved for
N\ CC validation, and state poiicies concerning re-vaiidation.‘; “ | 4
- The purpose of-the questions was to elicit detajled information about '
state policies and procedures so that an across-state comparison could be ‘
. .made. Respondents were éhcouraged to attach state-deveidped procedure
- manuals, application forms, criteria, and so on, so that the information could
be as complete as.possjbie and so that they might,save time in completion of

—

the guestionnaire. ﬂ ' ' i ¢

S ' Questions 23-26 asked for information about the nimber of professional

/ e -
/
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validatiqn activities, -the number of appljcations for validation submitted on
a yearly basis, the number of programs and projeqts“vali:?ted, on the average,

per year, and the‘schedule for conpletion of“the process ng,cycle. The

purpose of these  questions was. to identify the\overall level of effort, by. .
'region and nationally, that states are devoting to vaiidation’a;tivities and

the number of validated programs that result from the effort.

Question 27 asked respondents to identify the ways in which the state g
collaborates°with other states in the area of vaiidation of educational
programs and practices. The question was designed to. identify. the extent to
which states supportfinterstate adoption of'validated programs, use interstate
teams of va]idators, or use a szared validation procedure. : ;

Questions 28 and 29, the last two questions-on the survey form, asked

respondents to*indicate thkir level of satisfaction with the procedure used by

their state and to identify concerns and issues about.validation which they , |

| would 1ike to see brought to- fhe attention of federal government officials

involved in the development and impiementation of federally sponsored
validation proce ures. The purpose of these.questions was to determine the
extent to which(the collective attitude of the?espondents was favor‘at/)jle or-
unfavorable with respectjto‘thésstatus of validation<;;_educational programs ,

and practiEes in the United States. In addition, the group conducting the

survey was jnterested in identifying oommon concerns and issues which should

be hrought to the attention of federal officials.

This section of the report will describe the sample, propedure, and data’

% N

analysis process involved in the survey study.




‘

~ The collaborative team and their responsibilities. In May 1979, severa]

Regional Exchanges (Rx) within the Research and Development Exchange (RDx)
agreed to collaborate -in the development of a resource base cohsisting of both

theoretical documents on-validation and up-to-date descriptions of current

-’

, practices- in the identification and validation of exemplary programs and

practices. A major part of this effort, they agreed, would be an analysis of

state activities in the area of validation of exemplary programs and

'practices. The Research and Development Interpretatidn Service (RDIS) agreed

to coordinate the coiiaborative effort, and each cdoperating Rx identified a

staff member who would represent the Exchange and its region in the eff‘rt.
RDIS was responsibie for the deveiopment of the "Questionnaire to Identify

State Procedures for the Vaiidation of Educational Programs, Practices, and

Products. _Rx staff were responsibJe for identifying appropriate state

education ‘agency personnei in their region "who \could be asked to complete the

questionnaire, for corpiling the results of the survey for their region, for .
making follow-up contacts with the\respondents as necessary to acquire -
ditional information—or clarification and to have them review materials -

relevant to their.state, and for reviewing the various drafts of the state -~

ana]ysis. . ' , //’

i
. ’aggie. Cooperating Exchange staff were responsible for 3dentifying the

sample for the descriptive study. Each Rx staff member identified the pérson

in each state in the region who was most knowledgeable about validation

’ poiicies and procedures in that state.- The majority of respondents were in

SRS

state department units or divisions responsible for and in iarge part

supported by ESEA Title IVZE‘money. The titled of those divisions ranged from

\

s

10




‘ . Title IV.-G"to office Qf'Pia;min.g and Evaiuation to‘Office of Program . (
Improvement to Div1sion for Deveiopment. Most of the respondents are involved
in validation activities for oniy a smaii portion of their time.
) Procedqre.‘ In Fehruary 1980, each Exchange received a packet of materials
. fromlRDIS which iditiated the‘qoiiabdrative effort on vaiidation. The packet
included a eopy of the survey for each aof the states served by the Rx. Rx
staff were to decide how'hest to acquire the \Q\ormation necessary to complete

the questionnaires. Following is a summary of how the information was -

gathered. ] ‘ ] _ -
{ . . ~ ‘ .
Appaiachia Educational Laboratory Mailed out the surveys; foiiowed
(AEL) : with a letter and personal -

contact by. state consultants;
: : confirmed the information by
’ ‘ i sending out completed
. ' e o questionnaires and following up
. with a phone call.

CEMREL, Inc. . Anaiysis of state procedures
from file information was
- followed by a phone call .
. interview; confirmed the \“\
' information by sending the . -
oL completed questionnaires and ______—
A . following up with a phone call. /
Mid-Continent Regional Educational -« Phone call interview; confirmed
Laboratory \(McREL) AN the.information via a phone call. {V.
Northeast Regional Exchange Phone call interview; confirmed
(NEREX) the information by personal
' visit and by phone. . .

Northwest Regional Educational . Phone call to state contacts;
Laboratory (NWREL) g mailed out surveys; ciarification
" by phone calls.
Research’fbr Bettter Schoois Inc. : Maiied out the surveys and <
=T discussed the task with state
T ) - staff-via the phone; followed v
/./ ) up with an in-depth telephone
interview upon Yeceiving the
initial response to obtain L -
elaboration on the responses.

ERIC S o 17




Mailed out the surveys to
designated persons in’ the state .
departments of educatio?
Follow-up telephone calls were -
made where_ necessary ‘in order

to elaborate on or verify
information returned. . :

Southwest Educational Development
Laboratory (SEDL)

Mailed out surveys to state

SWRL Research and Development
: contacts.

" The survey questionnaireS‘wére comgleted between March 1980 and Febfuary

1981. A1l 1nformation on the questionnaires was confirmed during the months

Table 1 shows the number of states, by region,
\

of January and February 1981.

'which were §§YQeyed and the responses received.

P
] {
.

. Table 1.

P

Number of states surviyed by region. and the number Yf states with validation procedures

%nmm No. of States . No. of States No. of States mummNonmm ,
- - Responding With Plamning A With No,
lReqion in Region \ Surveyed Responding _validation Procedure Procedure _ Procedurs
AEL 9 9 9 B - ’ Y
e 8 8 8 8 - ’
MCREL 5 6 6 g‘% ,
NEREX 7. 7. 7 7
NWREL 6 6. 7 "6 . 5 1
R8S ] S 4 ] 4
A J -
SEDL 6" 6 6 . 4 2
S 4 4 4 3 1 =

4

Data ana1ysis process. After initial completion of the survey

questionnaire, Rx ‘'staff compiled the 1nformation from the states in their

“region. In Octqper‘1980, the RDx Task Force on Validation of Educaﬁiona{
Programs and Practices met in Boulder, Cplorado, to compile the data from

those Rxs which had.completed the survey of their states, to identify areas

A ' L2

18




‘ where the data Yieeded further clarification, %nd to identify additional steps
- in the process. A subgroup of the Task Force was identified and given the_
' responsibility of writing the first draft of the state anaiysis
In early March 1981, the Task Force subgroup met in Charleston, West
Virginia, to continue the compilation of the data from the state surveys and
'.to draft the following sections of. the state analysis: Introduct/pn, Survey i
Study, Results, and:State Summari s. The group identified areas where
additional data clarification was needed and returned_the surveys and first
‘draft of the analysis to Rx staff for further clarification and review. Rx
staff sent each state contact the summarjlfor their state for review, and if
necessary, completion or clarification (see Appendix K for the state
summaries). State contacts also re;ZiVed a copy of the first draft of- the
analysis and were asked to make suggestions for revision. Rx staff were also
: asked to fill in,rand'confirm with their states, an overyiew chart of state
activities (pages 15-23). _ -
In July 1981, the complete first draft was sent.to a panel of external

i\4

reviewers selected by the Region%' Exchanges The responses of the\reviewers
E 3

were studied by the members oe\the Validation Task Force and, where
appropriate, incorporated in the final draft.

13 .

&
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'1nto two parts '

. Chart 1
. "\

:: OVERVIEW OF CURRENT STATEBVALIDATION PRACTICES

The survey results are summan\zed in Chart 1, an 0x\rv1ew of Current

) Sfate Val1d§fTon Practices, on the pages that follow. The chaft is broken

Part 1 ident fies the validation process used by each

state and state 1mp1ementation procedures and validation efforts to date,

'Part»z identifies state organizational arrangements and support for -

dissemination of yafidated programs. To facilitate a”BEEZEF understanding
of ~the-charts, brief descriptions -of the Identification, Validation,
Disséminétion (IVD) process, the Joint Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP)

process, and the Sharing Business Success process can be“found in Append1x4;r

3
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Chart 1. OVERVIEW OF CURRENT STATE VALIDATiON PRACTICES.
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N Chart 1. OVERVIEW OF CURRENT STATE VALIDATION PRACTICES - SF = State Facilitator
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, Part 2 sl
- STATE ORGANIZATIONAL ARRANGEMENTS AND SUPPORT FOR DISSEMINATION DF VAUDATEDG PROGRAMS .
. AMOUNT OF STAT‘E 0/D RESPONSIBILITIES g DISSENINATION PR@CESSES
STATE STAFF FINANCIAL SUPPORT Operate ot Least | Yer \ Fatrs
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STATE ORGANIZATIONAL ARRANGEMENTS AND SUPPORT FOR DISSEMINATION OF VALIDATED PROGRAMS
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»+ Chart 1. OVERVIEW OF CURRENT STATE VALIDATION PRACTICES

Part 2 (continued')

C = Combination

V = Variable

0 = Optional
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RESULTS OF SURVEY:

TABLES AND DESCRIPTIONS

hY

The following. pages represent'the results of the survey, organized by

region,

:'_ - ‘ )
Appalachia Educatjonal‘Laboratory\}AEL)

Y
5

N
©\ CEMREL} Inc.

L4

Mid-Continent Regional Educational
Laboratory (McREL) . .-

-Northeast-Regional Exchange (NEREX)
\ . , \ ‘
AN .

. Northwest Regiona1 Educational
ummmw(wwu

.,Researchvfor‘Better Schools, Inc.

Southwest Educational Development
Laboratory {SEDL) .

SWRL Research and Development

.

PP / )
The Regional Exchanges and the states they seirve are as follows:

¢

Alabama, Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, North'Carolina,
South Carolina, Tennessee,
Virginia, West-Virginia

I114nods, Indiana, lowa,
M§chigan, Minnesota,
Missouri,‘Ohio,_wisconsin

Colorado, jkansas, Nebraska,
North Dakota ‘South Dakota,
Nyoming

Connect1cut Ma1ne
Mass chusetts, New Hampsh1re,
rk, Rhode Istand, Vermont

K T

Aldska., Hawaii {daho,
ntana Oregon Nashington

Delaware, ﬁgry1and, New Jersey,
Pennsylvania 5 -

Mississippi New Mexico, ™ - .
0k1ahoma.,‘exas '

" Arkansas - Louigiana,

Arizona, California,

. Nevada, Utah R
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© *Sharing Business Success

° 7

.. “%*For. ‘each ar"éspnnse‘, it was possible for-a-state to respond in .a way that ‘would

f

: | o
place t,h/e §t§te in more than one

Y . ol ) °
- i - Table 2, Number of States Us1_ng Various Validation Practices -
I 4 R . S
| '- \ .
AV
. ' 7 N
: . None/ State Variation State Variation®  State
Region. % Planning Stage IvD of IVD ‘ _ of JORP Developed .
T AEL (9) 1 (AL) - 5 (FL,8A,NC,SC,VA) 1 (TN) ~ 1% (kywr) 2 (KY**,Wv)
CEMREL (8) ‘6 (iL;IN,[A,MN,MO;NI) : | 2 (MI,0H) f
McREL (6)- - 6 (C0,KS,NB,ND,SD,WY) . 1% (KS) o
NEREX (7) L 1(RI) , 2 (MA,ME) 1) 3 (CT,NY,VT) .~
. NWREL (6)  ~ 1 (HI) | - "2 (ID,MT) ' / 3 (AK,OR,WA)
-2 pes (4) - 2 (DE,NJ) — U 1 (PA) /; * 1 (MD)
™~ . . .
SEDL (6) ° 2 (LA,MS) 2 (AK,0K) — / 2 (NM,TX)
o ’ ; . i P )
| SWRL(4) 1 (W) ™ (1) - 1 (uf) . L e,
- - — ' ‘ i “ - _ // B 1‘ -
National J : - C » . \ r o .
. Totals % 5 - 23 A 6. 4 | 15
“ . ? . 7o - ~ - \v, v o
- Percentage T - . . ‘ : - . | 3
A of Total 10 46." . 12 8 | 30
s (Nsso) . - ) ' . . / /
. A L L
t 4 ~ A Y / :"
1

“'category. In all cases, the res;&rfses of the states were interpreted literal ly. .
o N M @ Y . * R i
138 ’ - A s . [ . - ’ / R .
Tow S ’ Tm ‘!/' B 39
‘\-. Y, : e SRS %, . , | s




TABLE 2 .. .

- Number of States Using Various .Validation Practices
\ 6 . s ' & T o o

) In summary, the data in Table 2 indicate ‘that the great majority of
states are presently involved in validating educational programs®and )
.practicés.\\%gproximately 46 percent (N=23) of the states use the USOE - ~
recommended Identification, ¥alidation, Dissemination (IVD) procedure. .
Another 12 percent of the states (N=6) reportedly use a state variation of the
IVD process. Thus, over half of the states surveyed are involved in the IVD
“~process or some yariation thereof. C : :

' Interestingly enough, 30 percent (N=15) of the stafes use state developed
processes for valddating educational programs and practices. Overall, less
than 10 percent of the states (N=4) use exclusively vartations of the Joint

iN-SL are either not involved in validating educational: programs at this time

Alabama ‘and .Nevada) or are in the planning stages for implementing @

validation program (Hawaii. uisiana, and Mississippi).. Alabama_does
maintain a resource file of promising programs and practices, and Nevada has a
procedure for identifying#educational projects and programs as exemplary.
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Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP) ‘process. Finally, 10 percent of the,states . .
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"Table 3. Number of S»atates Using IVD/or Other Criteria

J
o : “1VD Variation of IVD Criteria
_ Region . Criteria " or State-Developed
AEL (8) o 5 (FL,GA,NG,SC, VA) 3 (KY,TN,WV)
CEMREL (8) 6 (IL,IN, IA,MN,MO,NI) . 2 (MI,OH) -— -— -
WEREL (6) _6 (C0,KS,NB, ND, SD, WY) }
- NEREX (7) " . 3 (MA,ME,RI) .4 (CT,NH,NY,VT) -
NWREL (5) 2 (ID;MT) : 3 (AK,O0R,WA)
RBS (3) 2 (DE,NJ) / 2 (MD,PA) .
" SEDL (4) 2. (AR, (K) 2 (\W,TX)
— SWRL—{3) - +-um) 3HUT;CAAZ—— -
. Nati.ional f'otals : 27 7 3 19
b .:Pd:i‘cent;ge - .
/‘: ~ -of-TotaT (N=45) 60 42
/ e




. . TABLE 3

Number of States Using IVD or Other Criteria

The ‘IVD process validates programs by two primary criteria. Programs are
validated which are educationally effective and which are exportable. Evidence
of effectiveness is not prescribed but typically may include gains on
standardized achievement tests or other quantitative data collected on
reliable and valid instruments. :

. Exportability is somewhs? more subjective. Evidence from replication
sites- is used if available. The expertise and experience of the site review

~—team s often used to meet this criterion, put programs submit information

concerning population served,-resources required, and special conditions which
affect the implementation of the program.
in addition 0 these criteria, the program seeking vﬁ???%tion must
provide resource specifications: how much and what kinds of resources must be
Eect for start-up, training of staff, materials, facilities,

, and travel. Table 3 confirms that the IVD criteria are

committed to a pro
contracted service

" used by over half (N=27 or 60%) of the 4§ﬁstates reporting that they have

validation pnocess?s. .

evidénce of-educational effect iveness.

TheuJDRP-restg primarily on one criterion: evidence of educational
effectiveness. Although some ¢onsideration is.given to the transportability
of an innovation, the primary consideration is an objective analysis of the

Nineteen of the states (42%) report that state-developed criteria must be
met. in order for the program to be validated. While these criteria frequently
include the IVD criteria, other evidence might include ability to maintain a
demonstration site (Texas); existence of training materials (Tennessee); or
evidence that the program is cost-effective (Kentucky). See the state
‘summaries for other\examples of state-developed criteria.

-
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o

.
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Table 4.

Number of Stefes Using Various Training Procedures
|
Lo USOE Training - |
USOE, Regional Office Replicated . Teams Trained ~-
Colorado Springs , Training in State State Designed and Exclusively
Region (IVD) - (1IVD) (IVQ} Conducted Training by Other States
N * M . S = [
" AEL (8) . 2 (FL*,NC) 1 (GA) 5°(KY**,NC,SC,TN,WV) 1 (VA)
CEMREL (8) , 2 (1A,M0) & (IL,IN,MN,WI) - 2 (ME{OH) -
McREL (6) 1 (C0) 1 (D) 4(C0,KS,NB,WY) 1 (ND)
NEREX (7) 2 (ME,RI) 5 (CT,MA,NY,NH,VT) . | \
« NWREL (5) . 2 (ID,MT) 3 (AK,OR,HA) .. oot
RBS (4) } 2 (DE,MD). - 1(N) 2 (MD,PA)
SEDL (4) Q 2 (AR,(K) "2 (WM, TX) .
TSWE (3) T(UTy - 2 (AZ,CA)
National - ) :
e Totals 4 7 - 14 22 I
- Percentage- ‘ \ . - - ,
of Total 9 ! 16 31 49 . . 2
~ (N=45) '

X

* Second-level training, rep]icating ROEP training, is provided in-state.

**Trainers trained by the U S. foice of Education have created in-state training for state-developed va]idhtion

) procedure.,

-/ L 44
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coa " TABLE 4 \

-~ \)

Number of States Using Various Training Procedires

. Twenty-five states (56%) of the states which use a validation progedure .
train their validators in the Identification, Validation, Dissemination (IVD) °

Process developed as a national validation process by the (then) U.S. Office
of Education. Three (3) states which recently started the process took
advantage of direct USOE training, which occurred most recently in 1979 in
Colorado Springs, Colorado. That two-day conference was held to introduce and

- offer training in the use of the newest edition of Sharing Educational
EMccess: A Handbook for Validation of Educational Practices, the procedural

randbook~—for—t| esss

The USOE training consisted of an orientation by ice of Education
staff; presentations on differences between the new and’old IVD procedures; a
case study exercise in which teams reviewed an application for validation and
prepared an opinfon regarding validation of the project; discussion of the °
project with actual staff from the project; reports by the teams; and meetings
by regions to discuss possibilities for collaboration. '
=~

the national (USOE, 1979) training seminars conducted by Regional Offices of '

~ their own state.

In 1980-81, seven/stdtes (16%) had validators trained via replications of - -

way in which these training sessions differ from.national training is in-the
use of panel simulations instead of actual’validated-project staff. In .
addition, fourteen states have replicateq national training seminars within

. ( , .
Twenty-two states (49%) design and conduct their own trainisig sesSions

Educational Prong:;éKIII, IV) of the U.S. Department of Education. The one °

- for validators. These sessions range from a one-hour orientation session for ,

a review panel (West Virginia) to a one-day workshop conducted by the State .
Department of Education %Arizona), to an on-site briefing for validation teams
prior to every.site visit (New Mexico). Most training sessions are. one-half
day in length. <

" One state, Virginia, uses teams trained exclusively by other stajes.

.\J
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*Hhen we encountered a rangé (3-4. 6-8, etoé) we used the high‘:;‘ number.

**Site visits are optional.

L \ Table 5. MNumber pf‘States Using 1, 2, 3, 4 or 5 Member Validation Teams*
\ S ' . Number on Team ’ .
Region C ! 3 Y 3 4 5 Other
~ SC,VA) )
~ %
cmq[ (8) 1 (M) 2 (IL,MN) .5 (IA,IN,NO,
. OH, W1} -
. McREL (6) : _ - 5 (KS,NB,ND “ 1 (co) _
S | N
NEREX (7) o2 (CTRHY) ™ 3 (MANY,VT) 2 (ME,RI) _ 2 (CT,NH)
! - ‘,?' L 4
@ NWREL. (5) ‘ " 2 (10,HA) 1(MT) 2 (AK,OR)

RBS (4) 2 (DE,NJ) 1 (MD) —_— 1 {(PA--

¢ ) panel, 33

_ members
SEDL (4)° ' 4 (AR, MW, 0K, TX) .
SWRL (3). . . e /o 1(R) 1 (CA--
. i oo . . panel, 7

wembers
National . : * . Y
Totals 1 S | 2 7 4 "5 —
Percentage .. L o
of Tatal 2 C 9 - 58 © 16 9 . n
(N=45) \ -
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TABLE 5

Number of States Using 1, 2, 3,4, or 5 ,
. Member Validation Teams

—

S

When the IVD process was first initiated—in-1972, USOE encouraged state
staff to use three-person validation teams composed of staff withcévalyation,
administrative, and content area/curriculum expertise.. These staff diyided
responsibilities for assessing project effectiveness, resource specifications,
and project exportability, respectively. Data collected in the present survey

"\ (Table 5) indicate that the majority of the states (26 or 58%) still-use
three-person validation teams and attempt to staff these teams with personnel

site visits with either one or two panel members and another elevev states
(25%) use teams composed of four or five members. In the former case
university staff with-evaliation and/or administrative experti,s,e\‘are usually
employed. In the latter case teams are bolstered with state staff, state IV-C
_Advisory Committee staff, or LEA regionally based validators lo§ated near the
project being validated. ) : ..
Five states (11%) use validatioh panels to render final judgment on
project validation. For a more complete explanation Qf th? state panel

L]

‘ _procedures, see the state summaries (Appgnddx'A).
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& Table 6. Numb} of States Using Ir:-State or Out-of-State &Validatiori Team§ and Chairs .
B . > . } - ‘ ,
‘ AN ) . A ‘ Chair ' -
Region In-State : - Out-of-State - Out-of -State - Combination‘ ¢
. - . . . o
AEL (8) - 3 (KY,TN,WV) 0 3.(8A, KY®, VARY), "1 (s¢) ‘ . ‘%(FL._,NC)
CEMREL (8) 4 (IN,MI,OH,NI) ° 2 (IL,M) — - . 2 (IAM)
MCHEL (6) : ' 2 {NB,ND) 3 1c0,SB W — xS} S
* NEREX (7) 5 (CT,MA,ME,NH,RT) R | "2 (NY,VT)
“FNAREL (5) 4 (AK,ID,0R,WA) ‘ ; 17 (MT)
. W - _ '
T RES (4) . 2 (MD,PA) (M) / 1 (DE) “
SEDL (4) T 3 (MM, 0K,TX) : 1(R) -
SWRL (3) 2 (A, CA) | o e
o ‘ i - _ < _ — — ' ‘ 7 :
7 . . . - a
Nat ional - - v e L ‘ v , /- -
. dotals 23 : 9 - - 6 - \ 8 . .
‘ . Percentage .. . N ' o o .‘ ‘ S ' _ , -
. - of Total 51 . 20 - T — 13 - 18
£ (N=45) - ‘ : ' *” N\ ’ s :
*Sharing Business Success. o
. : L Iy ’ * ‘
‘ **Virginia will use a combination as o\f 1981.. - . ~ _ ' a 5 0
i’ ’ o .. - . ’ - Lo N . ".,. '
‘,7 49 K ' N ~ Jpp— ( . - “““%~ g . ) B
{ - - T . . -
” N . .
s ° /




a TABLE6 .- ey .‘

“ l / ) ) %ﬁ%‘m,‘ ' . .‘, .
- Number gf- States:Using In-State or Out-of-State el
Valfdation Teams and Chairs L

A1l of.the states which reported having a validation procedure (45 or
90%) use validation teams te review the applications for validation, conduct *
. on-site visits, write reports which contain their recommendations regarding
validation, and in some states, make the final decision. -
, A 3 . R
Befors the 1979 rewvision of Sharing Educational Success, the IVD process ;
required the use of out-of-state validators. The revision, which ugsnggsﬁgggg ;
" to be more flexible, encourages the use of out-of-state validators but does- o
permit the use of validators from within the state.” This increased : 1
flexibility has led a number of States which had used out-of-state validators ;
to discontinue that practice. They cite as primary reasons for the use of i
in-state validators the increasing costs 1"V°7V§S in interstate travel.and the .
greater accessibility of the'people involved. ,

A toé%l of 23 states of the 45 states which have validation procedures U
(51%) report using in-state validation teams. This includes 13 of the 15 g

y states which have developed their own validation process. Nine states (20%) __)/// 3
. -use out»of-state"va14da%%on—teams;wsﬁxhstates‘$&3%- toy an out-of-state  —
R validation team thairperson, and seven states (18%) use a combination of
. ~ in-state and out+4of-state people. - . '
o . . ) - . _
'\( v N ‘ ¢ . ‘ K \
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- - . Table 7. On-Site Visits by Validation Teams

) N .
Region - Yes - Number of Days*: . : Number of People*
.5 1" .2 2.5 3 1T - 2 3 4 5
AEL (8) 8 W . kY SC,TN,VA' FL- . GA,NC gu.,xv,«uc, GA,TN WV
. L C,VA | A
__CEMREL (8) 8 MI IAILINMN, [ ( MI.  ILMN _ TAINMO, W
7 L MO, OH, W1 ] OH,WI
. McREL (6) 5 " KS,NB, SD ND}X us,nn,sn, KS
- ', . Y
8 NEREX (7) 7 - CT,MANH  ME,NY,VT** BT CNHNVT  CT,MANY  ME,RI
| NWREL (5) ‘5 WA AK, ID, OR*+ /m IDWA MT AK,OR
RBS (4) 3. M IE N ! NJ DE _MD
Y v = T 7 -
SEDL (4) 4 NM, 0K, TX « i AR AR, NM, 0K,
> * .
/ . TX
SWRL: (3) 3 Alg *  oauT ./ CA ur Az
— \- ST _ - 7
<« National ' -~ .
Totals 43 2 n - 22 3 5 2 5 25 8 3
) B . - Aot .. .
\ - . v o R ° . *
*When we encountered a range (e.g., 1.1/2-2, 3-5), we used the higher number.
**\fermont and Oregon have 2 one-day v‘is‘its. Q . 59
Y b u. ‘ . -
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» A significant difference between the JDRRRand the IVD validation
{ processes is that JDRP does not permit visits to the site of the program being
considered for validation while IVD mandates such a visit, .

Of 45 states reporting that validation procedures are uséd, 45 (96%) .
require that site visits be conducted by a validation team.. .Colorado and
Pennsylvania do not make use of site visits. - - - = °

——

Of those states using on-site visits (N=43), most (25 or 58%) use-teams
of three people, although Michigan and California use single- person teams, -
while West Virginia, Alaska, and.Oregon send teams of five on site yisits. STt
Five (12%) states use two-person -teams and the.other eight states {19%) have o

. four-person teams. - N - : ' - o . |
. - - < . - 1
Site visits, for the most part, require two days. Twenty-two States :
(51%) of the 43 using site visits make two-day visits. Two states (5%) make ° - - ¢+ |
half-day site visits, and five states (12%) devote three days to this ' l
activity. Validation teams from eleven states (26%) make one-day visits to. |

-

he site and three states™ teams (7%) spend & and 1/27days on-site. T T
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A
N Table g.' Number of Staff at SEA Responsible.for Validation
, No Staff
Region Assigned {1 2 3 . 4 5 6 Other
AEL (8) FL,NC,SC VAWV KY,TN GA ‘
cemep'(e) IA*, W1 OH MN*, MO IN __ IL*MI*
McREL (6) \ ¢ C0,KS;ND, SD, WY - NB
NEREX (%) - NH ME,RI | T et VT T MA*
* NWREL (5)° AK, WA OR” ‘ M 0.
RBS (4) . DE* MD,NJ,PA
SEDL (4) . oK AR NM TX*
SHRL (3) UT,AZ* ‘ CA*
.. o ﬁ —
-National e ] .
. Totals 3 15 . 8 7 - 2 3 3 4
Percenfagé . . :
| ?I‘:mﬂ ,7’ 33 18 16 4 / 7 %

i 3

: 7
IA - one part-time‘person
IL - 1 FTE, 20-25 part-time
MA - 6 program, 3 evaluation

a 4

*A7 - stilf developing, no staff yet
. CA - 1FTE, 8 part-time (5-10%) ’
DE - 15-20&% of one person

MI - 1 FTE, 20 part-time
_—MN - 3 FTE, 2 part-time.
TX - 5 peop]e, 2 are actively 1nvolved

LY

\ 56




TABLE 8

" Number of Staff at SEA Respoﬁsib]e for Validation

In 15 state departments (33% of the states with a validation process),_
one person has primary responsibility for-validation activities.. Eight states
18%; have two people who are responsible for walidation,, and--seven states
16%) have three. Several states--California, I11inois, Michigan--assign.
responsibility for validation to a full-time staff member and use large
numbers of other staff on a part-time or percent of FTE basis.
\ : R : _
" Two states (4%) identify four people as responsible for validation, three
states (7%) use five people, and in three states (7%) six people are
. assigned. Massachusetts has nine staff members.assigned to validation.

T T S T T Y
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‘Table 9. " Number of States that on the Average Consider 1-4, 5-10

=25 or e an rojects for Validation Each Year
: More, Than
Region .. 1-4 5-10 \ 11-25 25
AEL (8) 2 (NC,SC) 6" (FL,GA,KY,

TN, VA WV) “
CEMREL (8) 3 (MO,INSIA) « 2 (MN,WI)™

~

3 (IL, M), 08

MCREL (6) 3 (KS,SD,WY)" 3 (CO,NB,ND) ‘
NEREX (7) 2 (RI,ME 2 (NH,VT) 3 (CT,MANY) . -
. ]

NWREL (5) . 3 (ID{MT,0R)" 2 (AK,WA) .
RBS (4) 1 (MD) . 1(0) 2 (NJ,PA)
SEDL (4) + . T(AR) 2 (WM,0K) ' “1o(TX)
SWRL (3)* 1(UT) 1 (CA)
National . ..

Totals 15 19 8 \ 2°
Percentage ’

of Total, 33 42 - 18 4

(N=45) .

*AZ - it's too soon to tell.

42
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TABLE 9

,

Number of States'That on the Average Consider
1-4, 5-10, 11-25 or More than 25 Projects
v For Validation Each Year

L

Table 9 reveals that there is a fair amount of variation among states in
the average number of programs considered per year for validation. Of the 45
- states that have validation programs, one' third (33%) consider 1-4 programs
_per year, 42% (N=19) consider 5-10 programs per year for validation, and 18%
. (N=8) consider -11-25 programs. Only two states, California and Texas,
consider 25 or more ‘programs per year-fqr validation; ‘both of these states
consider between 80 and 100 programs each year. :

{ . i
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- _ ]
(\/7
: Not -
Region ' - Available  1-4 5-10 11-25 +
(8) . 6 (GANC,SC, 1 (FL) 1 (KY)
TN, VA, V)
CEMREL (8) ) 6 (mémg) 1 (IL) 1 (MI)
McREL (6) -6 .(CO,KS,NB)
. \ R ND.SD, WY
NEREX (7) 3 (ME,RILVT) 2 (MANH) 2 (CT,N)
NWREL (5) 3 (ID,MT,0R) 2 (AK,WA) o ,
RBS (4) . 2A4BEMD) 1 (M) 1 (PA)
SEDL (4) - 1(AR) . 2 (WM,0K) 1 (TX-50)
SWRL (3) V(A7) Tt T 1A
National -~ - " . ,
Totals . L1 28 < g 6 1
Percentage S L :
“of Total \ 2 62 20 13 2 U
(N=45) ) . ' , '
- ) o =
~ s 7
\> "“
- t
e
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\ T o TABLE ‘10

-
-
~

Number. of Programs and Practices .
Validated Agnually [Average)
Y [y ) ' ) - - . .

Twenty-eight states (62% of ;he 45 which have a validétioq process) . ﬁ
validate between one and four programs/processes each year. Only one
state--Texas--validates more than 25 programs each year. *

T

Nine states (20%)'va11date‘between five and ten programs each year. Of

the six states (13%) which validate datween 11 and 25 programs annually, four
r .

average 12 programs, one- state-~Califo lidates 25, and one -

state--Kentucky--reports that the range is between 10 and 20.
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Table 11. Mumber of States.Using Specific Dissemination Procedures ,

— ! AN

- ‘© , - ® Mvareness On-Site
- , Brochures/ ' Resource “* - Conferences .Facilitators _ Open
Region Catalog News letters File - . (Educ. Fairs) (Linkers) House Other
AEL (8) FL,SC, FL,GA, TN,  6A,KY GANC, TN, WV  FL,NC NC,SCLVA . FLKY,NC,
VA W , SC,TH,VA
CEMREL (8) . ILIN, mi,mw, IA,IL, IN, IAILINMI, . IA,MO
- MI,MN, MIMN.H0, ) NI,MN, MO, NN, MO, OH, K1
MO0, OH OH, I © M MI .
McREL -(6) ND, D €0, N8, ND, W - €0,KS, WY N - SO, WY
* w I . .
NEREX (7) ©  MA,ME, CT.ME,NH,  MA,NH,NY CT,ME, NH, CT,MA,NY,RI
. NH,NY, NY,RIVT . < NNT
VT ,
WREL (5)  _ OR © AKEDMT, AR AKHT.MA o AK,MT,
. N .uA . . -— oR,uA
RBS (4) .\ DE,MD,  OE,MD,NJ,  DE,MD,NJ,PA  DE,NJ,PA DE,MD,NJ,PA  PA . o
PA PA" )
[ ' . & -
SEDL- (4) AR, AR, MMLOK,  NM,TX AR, MM, TX ' T
) L, TX
SWRL (3) * uT, AZ A - . CA B P ’ AZ,CA,UT
. - ; N - \ N . N
L . - \ L 4 N . N 0
-National - ' R §
Totals —" 2 36 "o 28 23 - 7 16
] ‘ .
. v ) N ‘ . .
NOTE: &@ers total more than number of states because states do more than one thing. ‘
. : \
. AN
o ‘ . J
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TABLE 11

. N .
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* L
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»
N

Number of States Using Specific
Uissemination Procedures __

o

“» Generally speaking, states disseminate information about validated
programs through print media and through "face-to-face" interactions. "Print
media® includes brochures, catalogues, and newsletters which provide

. descriptions ‘of validated projects to other educators who may find the program
to be of interest. Twenty-six states (58% of those reporting they have '
validation procedures) publish such catalogs and 36 (80%) prepare and
disseminate byochures and newsletters. - :

— ';.
Resource files are maintained by 14 states-(31%). - Iﬁteresting1y, two

states which do not-have program validation procedures have established

"promising practices"” files. Resource files typically provide program

.abstracts and may include instructional materials developed by validated .
programs as well as human resource listings.

"Face-to-face" interactions through which_the states disseminate \
B information about validated programs include awarBness conferences, education -
fairs, presentations at-professional conferences and workshops, and on-stte
- "open housggé“ In addition, state departments of education in 23 states (51%
of those states which validate programs) use staff or facilitators as .
. “linkers." These people bring together educators with a partigular need with
other educators who have developed a validated program to addréss a similar

need. ’
\ . : T N : : \
Other dissemination procedures include publishing artictes in educational
journdls, use of the media (radio, television, and newspapers), and traveling

"~ seminars. K

Because many'states employ more than one dissemination s%rategy, numbers
on this table.total more than the 45 states responding to this question.

«




Table 12.

g

—

H

—~r

Responsibilities of thé velopers of
Validated Programs and cts -

’ . ”»
1 ® 3
- I3 1 a
Lo 2 2 ’ 'g “© P S,
. 3 e $ e | . L s
— o~ ™ - L.} L4 Q.
* > L a. -]
81 818\|rs 51 2 ®
= = - [Z] > L] = ~
7] 7] 7] < g — 2 g
[ = = @ © “n R
21212 8 g S| 2| 3 .
. b o~ o~ [ ﬂ“ = S 8.
e g s e £1 8 5| 9 ,
o~ o~ -~ - 5 a [ L] -
" 7] 7 x
= = = -] "] & 3
g g % = 3 - S = o
b n <~ - S
© b g «a < | % ] -
(7] (%] 7. B - g’ = . Q “>
< o, - g g o = % Q\
g1 8181 % 5 S| 3 g ] . ¢
‘ s s 2| % 2| 9| 3 2| = 3 '
21 21815 2 2 2 4 s | S
Regigp o =) o o < 2l.a o éE o B
7: - ~ \ &‘
... AEL. (8) sC,TN KY,NC sc.wJ 5L,Nc FL,VA
. Wo{Wv {a s
“ q
CEMREL (8) il biaer m an OH* x .
IN,MI MI,WI}~ IN,MI
MN, MO “MN,MO|.
Wl 4
McREL (6) NB,KS co.ks{ng  |ks,uvl ks,ne{np, sl co,ks
SD NB,ND ND,SD{ - | NB,ND
% SD,WY WY SD,WY .
\ - f
NEREX (7)  ~CT,MA CT.MAINH  fCT  [MAME| —<
ME, NH / ME,RI . RI,VT >
r\g’.m y VT ‘ PRI NG y
NWREL (5) 1 — |ak,mMT|ak, 10| Ak M) Ak Mr MT,OR .
WA {MT,OR{OR,WA|OR,WA
\ i
N \ »
RBS (4) DE,MD DE,MD |DE, MD |DE ,MD | DE ,MD ) -
NJ,PA NJ,PA |NJ,PA [NJ;PA|NJ,PA
) ] )
SEDL_ (4) AR  |OK,NM AR, 0K JAR,0KAR, 0K |AR, 0K
. TX NN, TX [NM,TX [NM,TX {NM,TX ,
SWRL (3) ut CA |CA,UT{AZ  [CA,UT )
N N Y
- Na . . ’ -
" Totals 17 2 T 20 2—30—2— 0.1
’ . R Y . ’ ~ .

»

*Responsibilities of Ohio projects are. self-determined. They:
are encouraged by SEA staff to seek JDRP approval. .

NS N
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© ~______ Table 12 .
- ‘ = L

. Responsibilities of the Developers of s ;;,*
Balidatea Programs_and Pro}%éts —

~ -

Almost all of the ‘states which have validation procédures reqiire that —
developers of validated programs and proj¥cts actively participa}e P lt'*a
disseminating’ theiy’programs. (The only exception is Ohio, where vah ated‘%z
programs have no mandatory responsibilities. However, they are encouraged byij//
SEA staff to seek JDRP approval.) 4

o

States that use the IVD process require “that the school superintendent
« certify that, if state or other funds are available, the validated project
will serve as a gqtate or national demonstration site for a period of at least
one calendar yeaiégﬂbm the-date of notification (Sharing Eductional Success,
page 45). Sevent&®n of the states.require that developers of validated
projects continue to operate as a demonstration site for one year, twelve
states for two years, and one state for three years.

o

Twenty-eight states require developerd\gf validated projects to -
participate in awareness activities, twenty states require projects to respond
to written requests for information, and twenty-one reqliire projects to
‘develop and disseminate materials that describe the project.

A majority of the’ states (30) also require developers of validated
‘projects to provide technical assistance to school districts which decide to
adopt or adapt the project. Ten of those states require continuing .
contact--the developer must monitor the progress of the adoptef/adapter and

. .must evaluate the effectiveness of the adoption/adaptation. Michigan .
Erojects, for example, assist adopters in the preparation of grant
ubmissions, help them with budgeting, and assist them in the selection and
training of staff. “

)

TWo states,,North Dakota and South Dakota, require developers of
validated projects to submit their projects to JDRP for approval. .

» . ' -
. .
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“Table 13. Mumber of States Which Support the Activities of Developers of Validated Programs. . -
' Additional - \ C® - Source of Funds
Funding to be a - ‘ . State
5 z - Technical . Demonstrat ion JDRP Title . Dissenfination
. Begion __None _. ... ASsistance - Preject  Assisted  IV-C - 6rgnts | Range ' \
“.: - : R L. L
CAEL(8) v 1(6A) 7 (FLLKY,NC,SC, .. - 3 (TN,VAWV) up to" 25,000 . !
TH, VA, WV} S a
_ CEMREL (8) C o2 (M0  B*(IAIL;INMI - B*(IAIL,IN, 6-70,000 B
. . ” .« MN,MO,OH, WI " \MH, MO, OH,
, i
MREL (6) ° 1 (KS)- - -2 (ND,WY) 4 (CO,ND,SD,WY) 1 (SD) . 3 (CO,NB,MY) 4 (cos}ia.so., 5-100,000
- . “Y
- ‘\ .
- Nerex () 7 (CT,MA;ME, 6 (CT,MA,ME,NH, .6 (CT,MAME, 5-80,000
S NH,NY,RI,  NY.RI) . * NH,NY.RI)
vij . - : .
MWREL (5) 1 ¢ID) . .4 (AK,MT,0R,WA) 4 (AK;HT.OR, 2 (MT,0R) 10-100,000
- . - - . ¢ "A N .
RS (4) 2 (WO,PA) 2 (DE,NJ) 2 (DE,NJ) - 1(K) 1 (W) 1 5-30,000
. SEDL (4) 1(TX) -3 (m : 3 (AR,M,K) up to 10,000
Sl (3) © 1 (AZ) .1 (uP) 2 (UT,CA) 2 (UT,CA) - " up to 70,000
- National é . ) : :
. Totals 15 36 2 30 . 6
' Percentage - ) N
of Total 13 33 : 80 . 3 " 67 13 *
| (N=45) ' )
| v . Y, p,
" . * [

¢ ¥

*Being funded to do awareness and/or training activities is included in the defl’ﬁifion of “demonstration pro}ect.' Not
all D/Ds actually operate visitation sites as part of their funding agreement. :
L. . , ° . ~

' ' ) .
Q ’ ' " N '.\ . . " o | ) 67 .
A - : . v ' T ,




- . . . TABLE 13 ' { |

Number of States Which Support the Activ?ties
. . . of, Developers of Validated Programs _ - %

-

A Once a program has been validated it may be eligible for additional
funding as a demonstration site, to develop training materials and strategies
to heTp adopters install the program, or to disseminate information in ot

. ways.. Six states (13% of the 45 states which have a va]idation process)

- not support~developers of validated programs. ’ -

In 36 states (80%), D/Ds are-gﬂ%gible for additionaﬁ funding to operate
~ as a demonstration project, disseminating information about the program to
other educators, conducting training, amd assisting educators who adopt/adapt
the validated prfogram for replication. Typically,. these grants range from
$5,000 to $30,000 for two years. In 30 of these states-(67%), ESEA Title IV~C
money is used for~this purpose. Other states use state dissemination grant '
funds or special categorical- funds.

In addition to direct monies ‘for D/Ds, state adopter projects often
contract. for services with the D/D. It shéuld be noted that validation does
- not automatically entail continuation funding.

Technical assistance, often -in the’ form of workshops focusing on

. ‘ dissemination strategies, is_offered D/Ds by 15 states (33%)
l& v ' ' - . “
, . y' ( \
“ / ' : -
“ ' ~
N ? .

.
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. s T e ‘ Table 14, States Supporting Adoption/Adaptation Activities ’
\ ‘ ) . oo an re of Support :
i, « T K © brants )
o ‘ Region State Given? _ Source Quration Amount ‘
AEL (8) © GA TA only * ) .
N ‘e KY Yes Iv-C : h
. ! " FL Yes IV-C =~ Tl-year . $5,000 )
- NG Yes . Iveg ‘ °
. - J sC Yes Iv-C .
© e ) ™ Yes Iv-C . X
. , VA . Yes ' IV-C 1 year $10,000
v, W Yes Iv-C 18 mopths $ 5,000
.. ) CEMREL (8) . IA" VYes IV-C. . up to $5,000
) ) I Yes Iv-C * 1-1.5 FTE for
. . LEA training
. . C o activities: .
, ~IN Yes IV-C up to $5,000 \
' ‘ MI Yes IveC up to $5,000 ‘
: : ) . MN Yes~ IV=( up to $10,000
& . . MO . Yes IV-C ) up to $5,000
- OH Yes IV-C varies
. Wl Yes Iv-C © $3-25,000
: . McREL (6) . €0 . Yes o INC - approx. 35,000 ,
” ) . KS Yes . . up to X
‘ N ] Yes. Iv-C . " - approx. $2,500 ' ’
E . “ND . Yes Iv-C approx. $6,000- . .
. * - SD Yes . T, $547,500 .
. LWy No . . S
. LN « ,*;’ , ) N o . ’ ) .
. ’ NEREX (7) cT Yes - MVeC 1 year approx. $5,000 ]
. - . MA" Yes . IV-C 1 year . approx. $3,000
) R . ME Yes IV-C  ° 1} year approx.’ $7,000 p
, NH Yes Iv-C - 1 year approx.$3-6,000
- .. NY Yes Iv-C approx. $7,500
i . RI. Yes IV-C « 1 year $6-10,000
L VT Yes Iv-C 1 year _ approx.$5-6,000
. . NWREL (5) AKX » Mo Data ’ ,
. D 7 Yes ©  IVC "$800-7,500 - -
. ‘MT Yes . IV=C . . .
O0R Yes Iv-C $5,000..
") -~ ~ WA Yes * IVeC, State, , IV=C, L
: Career Ed. . $5,000,000;
“ - , . . , Sstate, $1.2
) L o _ 1v-8 v SSamillion ‘
. . RBS (4) - DE " Yes >~ State - 1year $5-6,000 ,
- : : . Staff . - ‘
. A NJ Yes IV-C 1 year up to $10,000 .
v . . . - . . {avg.$7-8,000)
. ) . MD - Yes - . Planning stage
PA Yes Iv-C 1 year - avg. $5-6,000
- - SEOL (4) ‘ AR Yes " Iv-C varies
e T : . N No - ! :
. LT \ . 0K “Yes g Iv-C . .. varies
- . . N 1 - Yes . IveC total of $1.5 °
. ' Lo . , . ' ‘ « .7 milYon in * ~
T . 1980-81
o . . N . b
SWRL'(3) | .. AZ TA only x
. . CA Yes & 1v-C 1 year approx. $10,000
e v <F . (some NON
.’ h ‘ " T funds§ ‘ .
) - .2 ur Yes , w-¢ - “ varfes °
. ; . N
Q : C .52 '




) o : . TABLE 14 | ) o
o

Number of .States Supporting Adoption/Adaptation
Activities an% Nature o# Support

The large majority of the states involved in the validation of exemplary
" programs.provide support for. adoption/adaptation (A/A) activities.
Thirty-five of the states reported that they award IV-C A/A grants ranging
" from %500 to $20,000, with the average being about $5,000 to $8,000, to assist
districts with the 1mp1ementation of, validated projects In most cases the
grants are for the first:year. Most states also stipulate that the monies are

. to be spent on purchasing project materials and for staff development. The
monies are not intended to support new staff. In the majority of states the Z7
grants are awarded on a competitive basis. In recent years, however, »

sufficient funding has been available to meet the needs of most A/A applicants.

%

2\

. - 70 L
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- : Table 15. MNumber of States That Provide Some Form of
. < Assistance for Non-Validated Programs
REGION YES . DESCRIPTION ~ ' -
AEL (8) © 7 . FL - TAProvided by state education agency

GA - TA Prgvided by state education agency ‘
- KY - TA Prqvided by state education agency ‘ ‘
' ' . !C - TA Provided to projects with potential - |
C - TA Provided for projects with potential . . |
TN - TA Provided by state education agency ¢
VA - TA Provided by state education agency’ . |

CEMREL (8) . - 4 IA - Helped one project in the last 3 years
P IL - Provides TA for projects prior to
validation consideration
. MO - Provides informal assistance
* * ‘ -WI - Helps on data reporting ~
! 5 X

]

|

1

1

McREL (6) 3 KS - TA, validation team offers suggestions ]
: NB - TA Provided by state education agency X

. ND - TA Provided by SDE on request ‘

-

NEREX (7) - 7 CT - TA Provided through State Facilitator
3 MA - TA.Provided by state education agency
A : ME - TA Provided by state education agency
NH - TA Provided by state education agency and
. ' ‘ : State Facilitator
) : NY - TA Provided 5y state education agency ’
. . . Rl = TA Provided state education agency
. VT - TA Provided by state education agency .

"NWREL (5). .3 AX - Mini-grants, TA provided by state gucat'lon
. ' . agency @ . ’ "
hd : > 1D.- TA Provided by state‘on request
MT - TA Provided by state& on request

. \R&; (4) : 4 OE - TA Provided by state on request
) . . o " MD -.TA Provided by state on request - ‘ -
N 0, NJ - TA Provided by state on request . - w
o e PA - TA Provided by state on requést -

SEDL (4). 4 AR - TA Provided by state; projects can'-also .
. oo - . e apply for a grant ® <
- OK - TA Provided by state education agency -
S . NM - TA Provided by state education agency A
' ’ ‘ ) - TX = TA Provided by state education agency v

SWRL (3) . 3 AZ - TA Provided by state education agency
. . CA - TA Provided by state educatton agency on i
‘ ¢ request , ) '
. UF. - TA for projects with Provisional

t . Endorsement

> - ' National Total } - 35 ' . ) ,
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TABLE 15

v

Number of States that Provide Some Form of Assistance
for Non-Validated -Programs

. Most of the states (35 or 78%) offer assistance to projects that are not

-approved for validation, but they do.so oﬁly if assistance is requested.

Formal feedback to the developers about the weaknesses in the application for
validation'and suggestions for correcting those weaknesses is standard
procedure. In some cases, this is done during the pre-screening process; it
may also be done by the on-site validation teams. Projects which.are not
validated but which have high potential for validation may be given intensive -
assistance_in resubmission of their application. In two states (North

Carolina dnd South Carolina) technical assistance is given only to projects - -~ —

with high potential; in two states (Arizona and Colorado) projects which have
potential can apply for additional funding; and in one state (Utah) projects
which are given provisional endorsement may apply for- funds to further develop
and to demonstrate the project. " '

~
L]
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Table 16. "umber of States‘That Regquire Revalidation of

‘c Vaiidation Programs - .
Region Yes No Has Re-validation Been Considered? -
- § . .
AEL (8) T 2k 6 o (4)

Yes being considered (1)
. Yes, but rejected (1)

CEMREL (8) ° 8 - - No, 5-year limitation on funding the

0 projects means they all run out before
v o “"they would need to be re-validated
' anyway -
'MCREL (6) 6 o (3); in 1 state, team has to bég‘

ava11able for revisit
Yes (3); 1 state will re-validate after
v ~ 5 2 years

NEREX (7) 7 Yes (2) .
. - RI - Education amendments of 1978 place a
restriction on funding of demonstration
activities beyond 5 years
NY - Developers are required to v#lidate
‘ . . . - new components and new target groups for
: previously validated projects hefore ,
they can demonstrate them.

NWREL (5) " WA - Considering re-validation every
y 4 / . 3 years ]
RBS (4) = - # 4 NJ - will start re-validating in 1981

PA - surveys programs each year

SEDL (4) 2* 1 NM - considering remov1ng validated
programs from the file after 2 years;
‘ 7 programs could then apply for
a ‘ ¢ . re-validation

AZ - 2-year life on validations
. - ‘UT - Endorsément is for“a specified
v CT : period~of time.

w

SWRL (3):

eorgi -each year each validated project is re-visited by SEA staff to
" assure that the_ program is still effective and that resources for awareness,
FA, .and-staff develapment‘are adequate, and to determine that people are
observiqg and then adopting.

* Kentucky--after 3 years K
‘ Ok Tahoma L e
Texas--after 2 years - ’ .

#
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PY | | TABLE 16 : , ' @

’ . o ~ of Validated Projects S S

-

Number of States that Require Revalidation -, . >

4

Table 16 reveals that revalidation procedures have been established by
- only four states: Georgia, Kentucky, Oklahoma, and Texas. Revalidation
procedures are being considered by six other states, particularly to validate— —— —=
new components of validated projects and potential applications to new target
groyps. Overall, given the fact that there is generally a five-year limit on
" IV-C project funding, the projects expire before revalidation is necessary.

[3 -
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Table 17. Participation in Cooperative Activities with Nearby States .
Region No Yes Description
AEL (8) 8 (FL,BA,KY, --Regional training of .validators
— — Nc,sc,IN, . --Use people fronbother states as
* VALWY) — — —validators —® -
. --3 share catalogues and/or iiterature
CEMREL (8) 4 (IN,MI, 4 (IA,IL.MN, -=lse people from other states as )
. OH,NWI) MO) validators
- --Regional training of validators
McREL (6) 1 (C0) 5 (KS,N8,ND, --Use people from other states as team
LWY) leaders
--Use people from other states as .
vaiidators
-3Regional training of validators"
i NEREX (7) 7 (CT,MA,ME, --Participation in USOE catalog.and
) NH,NY,RI, information exchange
. vTj --Use people from other states as
4 . ke validators
) . ' NWREL (5) 4 (AK,ID, 1 (MT) -~Planning exchange with adjoining
- . 0R,WA) state
' . --Use people from other states as
. validators
-~Considering exchange plan with USOE
. Regional Office
RBS (4)° 4 (DE,MD,NJ,”  --Partictpated in conference to share
B PA) information on validation and to
, discuss issues .
SEDL (4) 1 (TX) 3 (AR,NM,0K) --Exchange of vaii;\zibn team
--Exchange of directories
\ »-Technical assistance from validation
coordinator (NM) to other states in
the process of deveioping a state
validation plan
SRL (3) =% 2 (AZ,CA) 1 (uT) --Exchange of validation team members
National Totals - 12 33
Percentage ,
of Tota 27 73 \ 1
(N=45)

58




TABLE 17 o y

5 b Participation in Cooperative Activities .
. - With Nearby States

L

-

Thirty-three states (73% of the 45 states with validation procedures)
report that they are ifivolved in cooperative activities with other, nearby,
states. Cooperation occurs in the areas of validator’ training (often -
organized by the ROEP}, use of out-of-state teams, and_exchange of

- ... information, usually through program catalogues but also through conferences

has given technical assistance to other states which are in/;he process of
developing statg validation plans. :

jSevgral states repdrt that the use of out-of-state validation teams.has
declined or will probably decline as the impact of reduced ESEA IV-C funds
begins to be felt among the states. ‘ )

~

and workshops: —One-state=<New Mexico-=reports that the validation coordinator
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o - CONCERNS AND RECOMMENDAT IONS

One of the goals of the Validation Task Force in conducting the survey
was to identify concerns and issues about the validation 6f educational u |
‘ programs and practices which state: contacts féel should be brought to the

attentiop of federa] agencies which sponSor the déVelopment of validationg

»

procedures. Tbis section reports their responses. ‘
o Many respondents felt that—the~rev1sed IVD_process was meeting their
needs adequately. Frequent]y these respondents charac;er1zed JDRP as "too
rigbrous" and'"fnf]exib]g." A common cr%ticismsof JORP, which has been

, \a £ ) . .
overcome in the IVD, was that a site visit was not a mandated feature of

the JORP valfidation process. . C ” , :

L~ Some respondents mentioned ;hat JDRP seems more interested in the ' i

' " . research aspects of a program than tn its potential for; improving education,
On the other hand, one (espondeqt criticized JDRP for_relying too heavil}
on classical research/statjsfi£a1 megpodologigf and felt that newér methods
could be used by JDRP. Causal path analysis and regression analysis were
cited as two such newer methods.: = . ,

However, the IVD was not without fts critics. -Several respondents
? criticized the "sketchy" nature of the IVD training*and the my]titude of
- state procedures. It was fé?t ghaE}IVD‘has little meaning outside of the
_ state Yafidating,a given program. In short, while JDRP is criticized for

being too rigorous, IVD is Efitféized for being "watered down" and having

L 2

= no real standards.

.\ e
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Other qoncerﬁs which surfaced inc]uded‘issues focusing on fﬁnding.

Concern was expressed that D/Ds are not accountable for their work, either
with adopters or for new developﬁent.( It was felt that funding to permit
closer monitoring of D/Ds could alleviate these prablems. Several
respondents’felt that smaller states wére'especiallyvhurt by IV-C funding
Cuts, particularly as more LEAs in the states become aware of the value
of validated projects. The reddction of -funds to both D/Ds and adopters
wi]llhave a\sgbative impact,. just as the process and, its value i; becoming - )
clear to some LEA;. .
Fiﬁa]i;,iconcé;n was voiced that hatiohaT’§Fénda?d3‘?esu1t in - - - :

irrelevance to some population groups. Biiingual and Native American

. populations were cited as examples of populations fortﬂim1many IVD

questions are irrelevant and conversely Qhese programs were not evé‘yated

f

by criteria meaningful to the program.deggiopérs.
{ .
In addition to voicing coﬁcerns, respondents- made a number o?’pcsitive

recommendations for strengthening the process of validation and dissemination

1

of programs. T,

»

Coordination and communication were\fhe foci of several recommendations:

® There should be more and better communication with federal
officials in the regional offices. \

® Funding should be made,available to encourage contiguous

* states to work togethef for validating programs. . .

® The encouragement of use of one set of criteria by a]]//’
states would- permit sufficient reliability to permit
easier adoption across state lines. ’

® IVD criteria should be accepted by all ESEA categerical
programs. _— .

® State/regional/national catalogs of programs should
include data about use of projects by adopters.

Several suggestions concerned the scope of programs examined-by‘JDﬁP:

® JORP should look at programs in career education, nutrition
education, child development, etc. . <, -

* a / s N

»




|

\ ® JDRP shiould examine higher education programs.
® JDRP should examine programs developed in non-public schools.
® JDRP should encourage programs to submit other than just
those that are student achievement-oriented.

#® JDRP should examine innovations of a program developed by
adopters. . '

-

Two suggestions which were mentioned'frequently-coqcerned‘JDRP procedures

and standards. ‘if

L JDéP,should mandate site visits.
® JDRP standards should be more flexible.

Several recommendations concerned funding:

® D/Ds should receive more support for ongoing development
activtties. )

® Funds should be dedicated to encouraging: regional activities.
® The five-year funding 1imit-should_be re-examined.
‘® IV-C funding should be increased as more LEAs become invoived:—- -

A number of recommendations centered on knowledge of diffuéioq:
® Catalogs should be updated|and non-functioning programs’
eliminated.” NDN files shoyld also be updated.

- ® Adopters should be followed up in a systematic way. --
® Re-training should be provided for adopters periodically.

6, 79 )
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i> | ALABAMA

Prior.to 1976, Alabama used the IVD process to validate educational

.+ programs and practices. This system is no longer in use. However, the

Alabama Information and Development System (AIDS) maintains a resource

file which includes Alabama promising programs and practices (nominated
by locad superintendents and SEA consultants), NDN exemplary programs,

* and Algpama SDE documents. .

Selected abstracts from this file are disseminated to educators who

request information on a given topic. - R
‘ \
Contact Person
Dr. R. Meade Guy %
Director, Alabama Information and

Develo t System . . Lo z
Room 607, Stade Office Building -
Montgomery, Alabama 36130 ‘ : —d_\\\ﬁk
(205) 832-3138 - N .

¢ ' o~
] ! N «
C . - -




—~ ALASKA ..
C) . , v .

Validation Process and'Criteria”Used , \ ' _f
v ~

Alaska makes use of a state-developed procedure, which is a variation
of the IVD process. "Criteria for Excellence® have been developed
Jointly by practitjioners and Department of Education (DOE) staff in the
following areas: reagding (K- 12? mathematics, health, bilingual/
bicultural, gifted and talented, staff development, certified staff
evaluation, guidance/counseling, and corrgspogdence study. These
criteria listings are available on microfiche™ggom the San Mateo
Education Resources Center (SMERC) and in hard copy from the Alaska DOE.

Training Procedures for Validators ‘ - k .

Using the Criteria for Bxcellence, DOE staff members conduct one- to

two-hour qrientation sessions, during which team members are taken ., -

through the validation process. Alaska has approximately 100 trained-
validators. ] . " .

The validation procedure is conducted by in-state va1idation xeams
‘composed of a content specialist practitioner, aybuilding principa}¢
om

public relations person, and a team leader who is usually someone

the DOE. In-state personnel are utilized in order to conserve financial

‘resources. Site visitg, usually one day in duration, are conducted by .

teams of.tnre:>to five people. ] o \

"Organizational Arrangements | ) . Y )

with other staff.participatfing as requested. Between five and twelve

One DOE staff member/sEEves as leader of the state validation effort,
programs/practices are considered for validation each year, and an

- average of six are validated apnually. Those failing to meet the state's

validation criteria may receive help in the form of technical assistance
and/or mini-grants from the state.

A

Support and Dissemination

Support is.provided to developers of validated programs and projects.
via Basic Skills Improvement and ESEA Title IV=C grants which total
$50,000-$100,000. Applicants compete for grant awards, but promising

.practices nominees are’ given prioritys The grants are-for one year and

range between $1,000 and $5,000.

s -

v} .o ‘ \ " . B
.7 o

Validation Procedures . .




ALASKA (continded)

‘A variety of kinds of support are provided by the state, including
assisting projects to locate consultants through the state's Talent Bank,:
providing release time for staff development, supplying self-assessment
packages to projects, and disseminating information about validated

s programs, _Methods of information dissemination include: press releases
: to all media statewide; articles in the monthly DOE publication Alaska’
" Education News; awarding certificates of merit; entering abstracts of
- validated programs/projects into the computerized Alaska Kndwledge Base;
and providing bookmarks (conference handouts) 1isting all promising
N " practices. JDevelopers are also invited to present their programs/
._projects at appropriate conferences throughout the school year.

Developers of validated programs and projects are not required to
operate thase projects for any specific length of tjme. However, the
_#programs and projects are validated for three years, at which time they

. may renominate and do anothey self-assessment. They may update their.

~=, - abstract and renew if they care to. They are required to provide
technical assistance, develop and ‘disseminate materials, and make
themselves available to respond to requests- from adopter/adapters: .
* (A/As): They néed not conduct training ‘at their own or the A/A site, nor
‘are they required to monitor or evaluate A/A activities. They'may take
. the steps ‘necessary to pregare'for JDRP, but -they are not required to do
Y Sp- [1s . N & ' .. . )

Y . 3
- o

« RS
Contact Person .. ' cL e ' J

3
*

Eula é;byi Director SN -
* Bivisfon of Education.Program Support ’ . '
. Alaska State Department of Education , . "
State Office Building, Pouch F. ° ‘ N
Juneag, A1a§ka_-9%?11 . L ) .
(07) 4652830 . T el
- S T

».
-
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‘. . ’ : . ‘ARIZONA

Validation Process and Criteria Used ‘ — N

- Arizona is. deve]oping its own validation process. The process=is
presently in the development/pilot stage. Programs are rated according
~ to four general categories: instructional objectives and program .
delivery; evaluation and results; setting, resources, and exportability;
and management staffing. .

Pl . . oy, Py

Training Procedures for Validators g

Validators are trained through a one-day workshop condycted by
Arizona State Department of Education personne]

Validation Procedures

The Verification Team is composed of in-state persons who are
. independently appointed and ‘assigned by the Arizona Department of . .'
- Education to %erify a program. During pilot stage, team members are ADE . )
personnel who’are professional educators and/or content, program, or -
. i evaluation specialists. One-day on-site visits are conducted by teams of
.three or four people. & : : : ) . . @

~
»

Organizational Arrangements

Because the process is now in the pilot stage, the staff for the
validation progranf has-not been assembled. There is no information
, available about tHe number of programs which will be validated each -
¥ . year. The number \of programs which will be reyTewed will be determined .
' . by the number which apply and are accepted by the review cogmittee to be
established by the Department of Education. Projects which are not
¢ validated can reguest professional technical assistance as provided by
. program units in the Arizona Department of Education.

K

!

* " Support and Pissemination

s

et No funds are currently a]]ocated\ko support the activities of ‘ . -
developers of validated programs.. Adaptation/adoption ‘activities wi]] be
L supported on]y through ndn-financia] technical assistance. .

lnfOrmation‘abOut va]idated programs will be put into the state's
data retrieval‘system. |A catalog of* abstracts. will be circulated to ¥
. " local- education agencies and other interested persoens. In addition,
. ' appropriate announcements wi]] be directed at staff in 1oca1 education : ﬁ

-




' ARIZONA (continued)

o ¥

“w

: aéencies;through vafious forms ofAmedia.E,ResponSﬂbilities'of the - T
"developers of validated programs will include vesponding to inquiries and <

) shhring‘informatiqn with petential ddopters.

\

-

Contact Person

-

"Dr. Beverly Wheeler '

Director of “Information Dissemination
Arizona*State Department of Education
1535 West Jefferson - o,
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 \a

(602) 255-5235
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ARKANSAS ' :
" Validation Process and CriterfaUsed - .\

o

Arkansas uses the 'IVD process andathé valndation criteria outlined in
the Sharing Educationa] Success manual.

& »

Training Procedures’ for Vafidators 6 . K 'qﬂ"

Validation teams are trained in the IVD*process by” trainers certified
by the ULS. Department of Education. _ =

@ -

-

Validati¢n Procedures .

@

The validation team consists of three peop]e an experienced
va1idator to evaluate effectiveness/success; a person experienced in

., public school finance; and a person experienced in curriculum deve]opment
~.and p rogram exportability. Out-of-state teams are used in order to -

achieve®a totally objective review free of- in-state influences. The team- .

conducts a three-day site visit. P A

-

Organizationa] Arrangements .. o

The Title IV office has one pérson who is: responsible for coordi;

nating validation activities. Two or three programs are considered for
validation each year; on the average, twﬂ are va11dated

Projects can submit an application for vaJidation any time after tﬁey
have completed their final evaluation (usua]ix in the spring). If the
application -is acceptable, the validation team-is selected and a site
visit date is scheduled. . D/D application must be received by february,-1;
grants are awarded between March and June. Projects which are not °
validated can, if eligible, receive additional funding during fhe -
competitive grant cycle and can‘also request non-findncjal technicaT
assistance through thé Title IV office. -

K 4

-

[

e ' - )

Support and Dissemination : ' . . ,

; Su port of validated projects takes the form of. deve]oper/ ‘
demonstrator.grants offered by Title:IV-C. D/D redponsibilities are (1)
to maintain a demonstration site at the local district; (2} to provide
awareness actiyities upon request; (3) to provide staff development
activities fgr adopters; and (4) to insure the availability of project-
deve oped erials for adopting districts. Grahts are also made to

‘districts wishing to adopt a state IVD validated project.

/ . . &3
. .
.
4

, . '"5’:\ " 76- 86
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. . oL ARKANSAS (corytinue&) )
”% -6 ‘ ‘e f@~ .n
’ Information about va]idated programs is disseminated through the

Title IV prqoject directory, an Ed Fair, state department publications, i
news releases, brochures, educational television, and official memoranda
t6 a14 school. superintendents. . ‘ .

= e

@

- K .

Cantact Person N _ .

. Mr."Fay Bohannon-
Coordinator, Title IV, ESEA -
- Qivision of Federal Programs, Title IV -
] Arch Ford Education Building . .
. . State Capitol Mall . S . -
L:Itﬂe Rock, Arkansas 72201 \

“» 7(501) 371-1245 - . - N
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CALIFORNIA .«

Validation Process and Criteria Used

\ 14

Lalifornia uses a state-developed process~for ESEA Title IV-C
projects which consists of review of acceptable applications by a
seven-member review panel. A paper Screening is conducted on each
project submitted. From the paper screening,’a number of projects are

. selected for representatives to be invited to present #jeir program and

respond to the panel's questions. In cases where the pafel is impressed-
by a program's exportability but has some questions about the student
performance data presented, an on-site visit is conducted.

Twelve criteria are used in the validation process?\

' 1. Provides evidence that the original evaluation design was
credible and we]l-managed

2. Provides valid data which document that the original program
produced desirable change in student performance.

3. Addresses a statewide critical need which is c1ear1y
ident if fed.

v
. ‘\( 4. Is ‘economicaHy feasib]e--the dissemination/d‘iffusion costs

are reasonaple and the cost to adopters 1s feas#wle.
A Y
5. Incorporates instructional strategy for
- dissemination/diffusion which is considered inhovative,
creative, unique, or original statewide.

6. Incorporates an 1nstructiona1 strategy and/or produJ;s which
can be duplicated in a new 1ocation (replicability).

&/ . Incorporates an 1nstructiona1 strategy and/or products wh1ch

. can be installed 1n parts and/{or phases (adaptability).

s

\

8. Incorporates an instructional strategy which is observable\

ang is c1ear1y defined (communitabi]ity)

14 . ~

/ 9. Provides.valid data that docunent the achievement of the
P process objectives of the original program. }

f 10. Provides evidence that the 1nstructjonal program and/or

i v products are ready for adoption.

11. Provides assurance that the applicant is wi]]ing to serve as
a dissemination/diffusion agent.

o R ' . J : .

vy
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.CALIFORNIA (continued) . ‘
‘ 12. Supports, complements, and supplements the local education - ]
.agency's program in school "improvement or master plan for -

specia] education.

~

Traininé Procequres for Validators

eSepart’!nent of Education staff conduct a three to four hour
orieftation session prior to, the review process. .The session covers the
responsibility of panel members, the criteria used for scoring, and
appropriate interaction between the panel and\j}esenfers.

N

Validation Procedures

o . .
Review panels are formed to deveiop recommendations td the Department’
" of £ducation. ,A11 panel-members are in-state; each panel is composed of

1..‘F ve educators from eutside the Department of Education
" with expertise in content areas, ESEA Title IV C, and
1ssem1nat1on/d1ffusion strateg1es

e/commun1ty member who has had extensive-experience with
ducation and specifically with-ESEA Title III/IV C programs

3. bne Department of Education Title IV C staff member who had
limited or no contact with the program during operational
years . N .

|

NI

A1l panel members :ze/fg-state because the Department of Education feels

that the best resodrces are in the state; this proce i's also cost

effective and effidient. A one or.two day site visit is conducked by a

consultant ‘in the ce of Program Evaluation and Research to teview
V/ngeualuation data, format, etc.

Y , g .
Organizational Arrangements . t??féi:;i’J;

One full-time consultant is employed by the Depérthent of Educatjon
to coordinate validation activities for the state. In addition, eight .
regional. consultants devote 5 to 10 percent of their time to validation e
as requested by the full-time consultamt. Approximately 80-100 programs
are considered for validation each year. Of these, approximately 12
programs are newly funded to disseminate for three-years. Twenty-five or .
more are validated as exemplary and are funded to disseminate each year. /.

N
- »
‘




" disseminates
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v, " - CALIFORNIA (continued
| ORNIA { b

The schedu]e is as follows:

First Friday of One-page app]ication submitted by 1nterested

February applicants. .
, P V4 N\
April 1 -« Applicants submit a report on program effect
) : ) on student performance and program :
’exportability. " i
. 'April-May , Review panel conducts paper screening, :has

‘. selected program representatives. make
presentations, consults with Department of
“ Education staff members, conducts ‘on- site
visits 'where appropriate.ﬁk .

June-July ~ - Notificgtion gf\funding.

June-August > " Workshops on preparing brochures, awareness
materials, packets establishing adoption/
\ adaption minimumN\griteria, and other
\ diffusion activit®gs/in California.

R Throughout the * * Regularly .seheduled meetings of project
year directors to share problems, needs, and to
. provide mutual ‘support.

»

Support and Dissemination

The California Bepartment of Education supports the activities of

‘.deve]opers of validated programs through grant awards that average q

$70,000{ Local education agencies which are interested in adoption/ .
adaptation activities may compete for up to $10,000 (ESEA Title Ivg;) to
assist in installation of a validated program. - Adoptions are also
partially suggidized by /National Diffusion Network funding..-The state ,
nformation about validated programs through traveling ~
seminars, regional minirseminaps, Centersfor Education Improvement
(CCEI)~--three regions in Cal ornia--]inks with other Department of
Education staff, and professional conferencegs The developers of

validated programs are required to actively disseminate.information about .

thein program throughout the state, to provide’ awareness/information ,to

" CCEI's and local education agencies,™to participate in the main traveling

. Seminar, and to attend appropriate state.conferences of professional

organizations. . Q

Note: There are other va11dation procedures in use at the state

department, including one for business practices. However, IV-C is the-

sy -

major va]idator in the state.
' ya
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‘ . N CALIFORNIA (continued) _

- Contact Person | ' o S s '
- "Ira D. Barkman 7 o f A
. . Coordinator, Exemplary Programs |

Replication Unit %= \
Califorpia State Department of Education . ). )
721 Capitol Mall . o
Sacramento, California 95814

v

(916) 322-6797 T T . X
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ro. - . COLORADO '

Vatidation Process and Critéria Used "

Colorado-uses the IVD process and the validation criferia outlined in
the SharingﬁEducationa1°5utces§ manual. 7

$

.TYaining Procedurés‘for Validatofs

+Validators are: trained by ROEP staff in acco

Department of Education gujdeliTes. ) (
LS . . .
, Validation Procedures ~ . . . .o

The validation team is composed of two people: an evaluation
specialist, who is university-based, and a local school administrator.
Thus, for economic reasons, validators are from in-state. Site visits -
are not.part of the validation procedure. - - R

D v .

‘e
] Y

Organizational Arrangements

. The Director of Title IV-C is responsible for validation. Eight
programs were considered last year, of which three were validated. -The
process begins,in July when applications of programs are screened. In
$:§USt’ the validation team meets to discuss each accepted application.
ca

result of that meeting is vaTidation or rejection. Rejected programs.

‘apply for additional IV-C,jyndingaﬂ. . -

‘ Y,
Support and aﬁsseminatfon
14

-
§ -

-

Those IV-C programs' which, are validated can apply for state .
dissemination grants. These projects then launch a campaign to bring
about awareness, training, and follow-up. The state also funds AfAs
throudgh’ IV-C grants to reg]icate validated programs.

!

Contact Person : ' _

Chuck Beck , . , :

Director, Colorado State + =~ | w . ’.
’ Facilitator Project . - .

830 S. Lincoln N

_Longmont, Colorado 80501 . o N .
/ (303} 772-4420 \ ' , - :

‘s

%
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., o o CONNECTTCUT

Validation Process and Criteria Used

“Connecticut uses a state-developed process,for the validation of
educationai programs and practices.

Projects or programs which .apply for validation must provide evidence
that each objective was accomplishad at or above the criterion level,
that the accomplishment of the objective was the result of project
activities, and that the reported findings are educationaHy si gmficant.

’ ‘ - 3 ‘ * ]
<'xbing Procedure’s for Va1idators/ c .

4

ES Connecticut has a panel of sgven people who review all applications
. #for validation. The panel membgr training consists of workshops on the
%% criteria used in the validatig procedure. -

= - —

‘ Vaiiﬁﬁon Procedures e

o ., One-day site visgit$, conducted by a two- or three-member team, are

. ‘ part of the validation prdcedure. Team members are all from within the
-.state. One member of each team is.”a qualified evaluator. Usin% in- state

validators means that validators will be easily accessible and. that

expenses will be kept at a minimum. In additiond[the full panel of ’

validators reviews all projects, that have applied for validation and thus~>

has a better understanding of the needs and possibilities.

———

¢

Oriani*zationai Arrangements

Three State staff members participate in validation activities
. (FTE=0. Q The State Facilitator coordinates the activities of-a
) ‘Validation Panel. Projects are initially screened by State staff and
A only those which. are most 1ikely to be validafed are invited to apply.
Of the seventeen projects which were submitted during the first year
< (1979-80), thirteen received State Validation. Projects which are not
.validated are able to ‘request technital assistance through the State
Facilitator and are 8ble to reappiy during a later cycle.

‘I’imeiine .of the Connecticut Validation Program:

N December 1 . Letters of tent to jp]y are submitted
_ ’ ) by LEAs - . .
) Lo ‘ January 2 ' s ' Approved projects "are invi'ted to appiy
r. . N . . .
‘ . F’ebruary 15 ¢ Applications for validation are received
. - o ./ °
1»;) [ - '(_: ) e . ‘-‘; . . .: " .
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N ) . . CONNECTICUT (continued)
R . ' “ ' . ’
March 1 Applications are submitted to Vaiidation Panel
March-April | Visitations by teams .
May ) ' Panei meets for final action on applications
June ' State Board action and notification of.
applicants .

PR
- 'v' *

Support and Dissemination

The state provides IV-C funds to validated developers in the form of
Demonstrator Grants. These ope-year grants during the fourth year of
operation are usually less than $10 08 The funds are awarded for the
following purposes: (1) continue the deiivery of project services within the
. developer LEA, (2) develop dissemination and. training materiais, and (3) .
s+ prqvide for the costs of awareness and training activ1ties. . e e

The state aTso funds one-year Adopter Grants for iocai educational
agencies. _ The 1iMit on these grants is $5,000. . Funds may be used to
. _purchase trafning materidls and services froqathe developer and to provide
'I' ‘ stipends, release time and travel for the staff of the adopting district \
) Opportunities are provided three times 3 year to apply for Adopter Grants
January 15; April 15, and October 1 ! ] -

tee The developer/demonstrator (D/O) of 2 state-vaiidated proJect ‘receives.
. ane year of funding through ‘a Oemonstrator Grant for the pdirpose of .
- - - -disseminating its practices state-wide. " After this one year these’ = ~
. demenstration activities-can be maintained by Adopter Grant funds which are |,
used by adopters to purchase trainin from the .0/D. Presently, there is no
~ 1imit on the length of time that a's ate~vaiidated project may be considered
.an officiai D/D. .

The State provides descriptions ‘of all state-vaiidated proJects to aii
local educational agencies. This is done in conjunction with the -~ °
announcement of the Adoptér Grant progeam each year. Moreover, during the ’

- year awareness conferences are held.daring which potential adopters’ receive
information about state-va]idated modei projects. . .

° '
L - . D

UContact Person

) -Dr. Roger R%chards“ . Dr. Richard E. Lappert
< ..~ Bureau of Research, Planning . .Coordinator, Title .IV-B-C .
-1 and Evaluation I State Department of Education
B State Department of Education . Box 2219
. Box 2219 -~ -, ' * Hartford, Connecticut "06115 |
) Hartford ConnectiCUt 06115 L . ; ' S [

L \ (203) 566-8250 IEPE (203) 566-3503  71i°

- .‘ . n. T . .- . L . . . \'Z'.
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DELAWARE

'Validation Process and Criteria Used . v\\ "4

Delawaré,uses'the IVD process and the criteria outlined in the
Sharing‘sgdtational Success (SES) Manual.

lraining,Procedures for Validators

Eleven personmel from the state of Defaware partﬁ&ipated in a two-day .

SES training session, involving a validation submission simulation,
sponso edoby Regional Office of Educational Programs and state staff in
March Sﬂg )

L3

N

P

Validation Procedures . L,

. Three te five member: validation teams conduct one day site visits of .
. projects applying for validation.. The teams are drawn from the pool of

seven state department staff (subject specialists, research sta‘f,'etc.l,
and four non-state department staff (LEA administrators, higher .
edutation, etc.) who are certified validators. An out-of-state team
chairperson’ is' used to provide an external fiavor and-reduce certain
kinds..of criterion. Normally, several things precede the visit:.

1. State Department of Public’ Instruction\staff know about and
'*"*—-*-——~—-—-monitpr the program _ / ,

2. A proposal is submitted to the»state

3.,Preli inary screening occurs--state staff help the districts
d'et‘ine if they are ready for a site visit .

4

+ 4, Approved proposals go to the selected panel

5. The panel decides to review or not to review via a site visit.

’ e
Organizational Arrangements ‘ . ) .

At present, the state NDN Facilitator manages the state validation.
effort on about a 20 percent time basis. To date five projegts haye been ™
“considered for 'validation and three were validated The state’s schedule

for validation is as follows . . o )
Lo January Announcement .
T e .
March . Sdbmission and Screéning

95
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o | “7 DELAWARE (continued)

' . \} . . ‘ . A

S . March -/ Teams.selection o : )
) o L_Aprile , ‘a’Site'Visit “
?& ‘ T May N , Approvals : . ,

July Additiona] funding for dissemination
Y- ‘ . September--on - Additional data‘gathered for possible«JDRP
< ' 5hblication. _ .

- | Projects that ‘do not. pass validatidn are encouraged to contract for
. ) evaluation expertise from sourcel of their.own choice or from a State™ .
University Evaluatioq,Unit organized to serve LEAs. -
' é

Support an&\Dissemination

b
, Additidgal IV-C fundi g of $5,000 to $6 000 per project is provided:
o 40 validate oject§b /Ds) for dissemination purposes only in the
- ’ fourth year of] the pkbjects. The state assists local education agencies’
‘ with $5,000-$8,000 project adoption (A/A) grants which can be-used for
staff develogment and materials but not for hiring new persorine].
. - Developer/demonstrators (D/Ds) must continue operation- as demonstration
sites for at least one year, carry onfawareness activities, demonstrate
" their project, and assist-adopters, Infgrmation on validated projects.is

¢ = t . disseminated primarily through the IV-C gffice and through the NODN State
. Facilitator's Office: The state IV-C ect Inventory Booklet, whieh #
‘i . "describes developmental and validate pro ects, 'is s are w1t all :
'\§ districts aqggally. R _ ’ .
s -« " . ] e X
.J ' . : . . . " ‘ N
. CLontact Person : S C :
¥ "v # ) '), ' ) TS ' LY -
Dr. Peter J, Bachmapn -~ - \ ' . <

State Specialist, Ellucational Facilitator

" and Program Dissemination.

~ Delaware Department of Public Instruction

VAR P.0. Box 1402 - N
’ ., Dover, DeTaware 19901

.7 (302) 736-4583

- ‘;‘,
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~are from out-of-state. :This mixture permits the team t® be cost

[

AN FLORIDA ,, s

Validation Process and Criteﬁié Used :

¢
The IVD process is used for validating educat1ona1 programs and - y
practices. In conjunction with it, the validatien procedures of the
Joint Disseminatidn and Review Pane] are used.,. The criteria used are - -~

those identified by IVD: evidence of educational change and , i
exportability. N . "
. ) (
Training Procedures for Validaters
A cadre of vdﬁrdators/tra1ners was-trained by ROEP IV staff. These
trainers then tra1n other validators who can be used in or out of the

state. . : o)

:’ . :

Validation Procedures ‘ ) ,

The va]idation team 1sAcomposed of three people: two evaluation \' X
specialists and one exportability/content specialist. Typica]]y, one .
evaluation specialist. lives in Florida while the other two team members -

effective and guarantees the independence of the team members. As part
of the validation procedure, this three person team spends 2. and 1/2 days

“visiting the project site. . ST
3 Y. " ' ' . \‘

.Organizational Arrangements 3

" * One professional at the SEA has primary responsibility for

validation.. Whilg the number of programs considered for validation .

varies, an average of five each year is considered. In the past three T

years, all programs eqnsidered were validated. Since 1974 when the ..

validation process was initiated, 27 of 31 development projects have been 4

‘suibmitted to the State ‘Advisory Council for review and approval. The

validated. The other four. projects wére not nomﬁnated for the va]idation
process . , . B .
. r
In March™of each year, projects. notify the .SEA that they inteénd, ,to '
sybmit a request’ for validation. In April, the application is submitted
by the project for review and comments. The revised application is

project director attends their meeting to answer questions. Simul-
taneously, the validation team membérs are 1dent1fied. i

In May, app]ié%tions are forwarded to team members who schelule ;ife

visfts for May and June. Following the visits,- programs are notified of
approval and prepare demonstration plans. Programs which fail to be

- v " 9Y
. A L
. . » L ]
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: Supporf andt Dissemination

o

FLORIDA (continned) :

fail to be validated are provided technica] assistance by the SEA so that
they can be'strengthened. Finally, the SEA pub1ishes a 11st1ng of all
validated programs..

)
Y

’ - » of

4 o

- i
Validated programs ar? eligible for two years ‘of demonstration.grants
to share their program. In additjen, the stafe makes available adopter
grants of $5000 for one year for the installation -and. evaluation of the
validated: program. During the period, the D/D assists the adopter in
installing the program, staff training, and monitoring and evaluating the
tria] use of the program.

.The SEA disseminates information about va11dated programs through
newsletters, catalogues, conferences, and the SEA dissemination network.

/

Contact Person

Dr. Ralph G. Vedros : ’
Program Administrator . :
Department’ of Education

Knott Building

Tallahassee, Florida 30301

(904) 488-7128

—
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GEORGIA

»
t

-Validation Process and Criteria Usédf )

IYD prgcedures qnd criteria are used.

Training Procéduﬁbs for Va]idqior

Va11dators are tra1qed by state department of educat1on~staff Some
team members. were tra1ned bysstaff of the North Carolina Department of
Public Instruction. § :

Validation Procedures ‘ S . ' 4

L 4

Validation teams are composed of four people: a research/evaluation
specialist, a content area specialist, an administrator, and the SEA team
coordinator. -All validation teams are composed of educators from outside
of Georgia. This lends greater credence to team decisions and also
permits project .staff to learn about projects outside of @eorgia. An
on-site visit by the four member team of two-three days 1s.requ1rgd.

L)

Organizational Arrangements -

[}

Five FTE are responsible for validation of educational programs and
practices. * Five or six programs are considered for va]idation each year,

‘of which four or five are validated. v

-

State Suppork and Dissemination , C

Deve]opers of va]idated programs are obligated to maintain
observation sites and to assist other educators interested in using the
project. Staff support funds apd materials production funds are’
available from the state. Simi1ar1y, funds for adoption are available
from the state. .

The SEA, through the Education Information Center, maintdins a
validated practices file.and produces and disseminates pamphlets and
awareness materials, and conducts conferences. Finallyy SEA staff visit
each validated project annually to assure that the program continues to
be effective and to ensure that materials (awareness, TA, staff
developmente) are adequate.

A

RO | 8. 99
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" (404) 656-2402 \_ - . ‘ : SN

T . GEORGIA (continued) f ' )
L=k A . oL
- gy J o @ K :
Contact. Pérson - ‘ fﬁﬁ v ,

Dr. Jesvs Pat Elldott  ~ 4. “ '
Director of Research ' ' . , y
State Department of Education

Atlanta, Georgia 30334 R
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Hawaii does not have a formal validation process but does have a
procedure for identifying promising practices. State, district, and
school administrators identify projects according to criteria wh1ch
indicate that the projects, are: .-

- Effective . . ' o, \?
N ) - Replicable '

*

- Congrbent with policies and Hirections .

Projects which meet these criteria become eligible for dissemination
by the Office of Instructional Services of the_Hawaii Department of ’
Education. = -

. Er”/\TThe draft of Hawaii's validation process is being prepared for formal
adoption by the State Department of Education..At that point Hawaii will
have its identification, validation, and dissemination system in _Place.

A field test of the system will be conducted during 1981-83

N

. Contact Perséns - - ‘ g

Winona Chang/Kathleen Steffen B R
Office of Instructional Services
Hawaii State Department of Education *
233 South Vineyard Street .
. Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 \

(808) 548-3425"

e ¥

Q . . ) . . ’ ‘ )
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Validation Process and Critgria Used . )

-, Idaho uses- the JDRR~Brocess (called National Validation) and an 1VD

- variation (called State Validation) and the Idaho Commendation Model
(called. Stateé Commendation). The Idaho Commendation is given to programs
and projects which receive a favorabile review.from an in-state,
three-member review team, and approval of that réview is given by the
State Superintendent of Public Instruction. . State Commendation qualifies
the project for adoption within the state. In order to receive’State
Commendation, developers submit an applicatipn detailing project
activities and costs and providing evidence of project effectiveness.
The accuracy and validity of the application are then examined and
verified by the on-site review team, which rates the project for

" measurability of objectives, responsiveness to a real educational need,
transportability, adequacy of evaluation plan and instruments, and other
variables. s :

- ™~- b
g - )

Training Procedure for Validators

“ Dr. Bert Stoneberg, Jra) and Dr. Roger Reynold$on have reviewed the
IVD training and,: although this has not occurred as yet, they are
equipped to train others. For the State Cammendation process, some 45
people are trained and participate regularly in reviewing projects. "
Approximately one-third of these individuals are membens of the State
- Advisory Council, ‘another third are from universities, and a third are
from local school districts. - T ' -

AY . - -

Validation Procedures . 1 L . ‘
Idaho’s validation teams are composed of a university professor, a )

lTocal district person with project expertise, and -an advisory council

‘member.s These State Commendation process personnel are from withip the

‘

state and conduct on-site'visits of twq day's duration.

Organizational Afrapggments Q : o

2

Idaho has five Title IV-C staff members. One project was recommended
for State Commendation in 1980 and in 1979 there were four. All were
validated following a procedure which is incorporated into the technical
assistance provided to each project during its three-year 1ife. Both

" State Validatdon and State Commendation involve application by the
project deveToper and on-site review by a validation team. Project
success and exportability are the major criteria. Idaho does not
systematically provide assistance to programs failing to receive
validation, although assistance from Title IV-C staff is available on
request. N . .

o

A
- — -
- N
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, - IDAHO (cqptinued)
. rM/\ q
Support and Dissemination ' o ‘.

~ ‘ ) 1
: Idaho does not make provision for continued funding to developers of - ) i
validated projects. They are invited to use local school funds to meet |
. progect needs. Title IV-C grants. for adopters/adapters ranging from $800 |

- to $7500 are awarded on a competitive basis, with the average grant being
about $3000. SEA staff monitor the use of project funds. . 5
. Information about validated proaects is disseminated via the SEA's |
newspaper, memos to district superintendents, and other communications - %

sent by the SEA dissemination consultant ‘and other SEA staff.

‘Developers of validated projects are asked to continue their project
activities for one year béyond phase-out of ‘Title IV-C funds. They are
available to provide technical assistance and information, at the
discretion of the district, and they develop and disseminate materialg.
_ Some developers monitor or evaluate A/A act1v1t1es,\but preparation for
JDRP is not part of their respons1b111ty. ’

Y A

-

, & 3
‘ Contact Péerson | .
( Charles Brown o
Coordinator of Dissemination
Idaho State Department of Education . .
%  Len B, Jordan Office Building .-
- Boise, Idaho 83720 - B
 (208) 334-3225 : ’ - :
5‘ - . < -
o~ . f.
- /‘\\_/ . s
b, '%
/ -
\? L -
. ‘.V1\
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ILLINOIS

» ’. : ° t
Validation Process and Criteria Used

I11inois uses the- IVD process and the validation cr1ter1a outlined in
~the Shar1ng Educational Success manual.

N

. Training Procedures for Validators

One SEA staff person is certified as a trainer ané validator. In .
November 1979, 20-25 people were trained in IVD effectiveness measures
and 20 were tra1ned as exportability analysts. Each group received-1/2
' day’ of training, includin® some cross-training.

-

L4

«

.Validation ‘Procedures

in evaluatioh works with a person with subject or administration
expertise. (Especially for validation of special education projects, the
content expertise is desirable. The team members are drawn from :
out-of-state, but increasing costs may limit this procedure in the
future. A two-day site visit is made by the two members of the teem.

4

The va})ﬁation team cons1sts of two people. A person with e§pert1sé‘

-~

.Organizational Arrangements

During the first and second ;xﬁrs of a proJect the staff works to
develop the project forsubmission for IVD. Typically, out of-ten or
twelve programs_ screenedy six are nomin%ted for validation. On.the
average, §ix programs successfu]ly undergo the IVD process and are
validated each year through the. Title IV sectiome. - -

The timeline for valjdation is as follows?

September Review of validation procedures with project
"director.

October Notification of submission.
. d"
cember Applications are due 1n the T1t1e v off1ce,
at which time they are screened by in-state
- *——— team and Title IV staff.

. January Technical assistance provided for revising

promising applications. -

February - _ SEA notifies nominees; validation teams are
¢ selected and given project applications.

v
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N : Fé
. ‘ "ILLINOIS (continued) . - o
" March , One daysregionél _meeting for all teams and

nominated programs.
*  April/May On-site visits. ¢
June . Certification of.validated projects.
gu]y i " Validated projects may receive D/b funding.

Septémber . Distribution of Wings of Progress, a ca%alogue of
’ " validated programs.

Support and Dissem1natlpn

levels vary across (validated programs. Generally 1 or 1.5 FTE tof provide
- in-service traininglis supported by the state. Adopters are not funded
" directly, although in-service training and materials are made available
from the D/Ds. .

Validated p:ogrtms are eHg1b1e for demonstration fundmg " Funding

P

.
4 .
- o v
. "
[ad . N
' . . -
. N . -
'

o Contact Person -

~Karol Richardson .
*Assistant Manager, Title IV
[11in0is' State Board of Education .. . :
. JOO No. First street o , ' ~

- Springfield, I1linois 26708 -~ -+ k3
- (217) 782-3810 | oo
¢ »
- g ¢ s
L3 ;’,,/(? 1
& » - )
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A d

Validation Process and Criteria Used

The IVD process. and IVD/JORP criteria are used, A siate-deve1gpeg

process is used for in-state programs such as state history. T
v LN . ¢ - . ‘

o'\.

< . [N

frainiqgﬁProcedures %or Va1idatprs o

.

Validator trainingprovedures are 1n.éccord§nce with the IVD prégraﬁ.

o
3

Validation Procedures S }\‘

\

The guidelines of IVD are use&,for building review teams. In-state
validators are on’the teams. Site'visits of twp days are-conducted by.
the team, which has two or three members. o

' d

NG
.

\.-'

Onggniiational Arraqgemenis

Six staff members of the ‘SEA are responsiﬁle/for validation. *Each

year between one and four programs are consideréd for validation, of

which one or two programs aré ultimately validated. For programs failing -
to be validated, continued technical assistance may be available on a

case-by-case basis.> Lo y . .

Contact "Person Co

R LR ; -
Support and Dissemination . : R

SEA staff coordinate awareness activities and.on-site fraining
provided by D/Ds. Up to $5,000 is available for assisting adopters,'in .
addition to monitoring and technical assistance-by SEA- staff. All s
validated. programs becomé part.of the in-state Adoption/Replication’ ua \ )
Grants Program. : : : .

.
- . ot ¢
- .

r

Don Treibic ' , ' -

‘Indiana Department of Public Instruction

Division of Innovative Education . .
Room229, State House >
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

. ) »
(317) 927-0386 " ) ’

4 S 9%
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e

7/personnei with e}perience/expertise are recruited.

SO

Validation Prdcess and Criteria Used -
- -
The FVD process and criteria and dDRP criteria are used. .

o
- (
- 'y <

Training Procedures for Vaiidators

. A one-day training session in the IﬁD process s conducted usually
. on™a regional basis -in conjunction with othe states.‘ Additionai

_Validatioh Procedures ' - 7{ :

»

. The validation team ds:composed of three people:- the team leader, a
content specialist, and an -evaluation specialist.. While both in-state
and out-of-state speciaiists serve on the teams, it is generally
- preferable to have all team members from out-of-state. The team-visits
the site being reviewed, spending two days with the project.
. At

. B . - ’ ~

Organizationai Arrangements PR ' '_ Lt

~

Responsibi?ity for vaiidation’is diffused through the‘SEA by funding

. ++source. To date, seven projects have been validated by IVD (the last one

was in 1976), and eight projects have received JDRP: approval in the last
. five years, - Increasingly, the SEA is emp ?dsizing submission to JDRP.
There is no set schedule for’ IVD validatidh. Whilg IVD is part of the
.state plan for'ESEA Title IVp this is donebn an ad-hoc basis. In the
last three years, only one program-failed to be validated after submission .
+ for IVD review. Thus, no formai mechanism exists for assisting programs
€a11ing vaiidation. . ' ., . R

——— . ’ . ”,

Support and Dissemination ) E .

A maiidated prog rain may quaiify for fourth-year funding at approxi-
mately .its third-year level. ThgrD/D is responsible for maintaining a -
demonstratidn site and for training. adopter personne1‘ as well as for -
jn-state awareness, activities. i . o

S5 T
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Contact Persons

:
|

Dayid Lidstrom, NDN State facilitator

Iowa State Department of
Public Instruction
Grimes State Office Buildi

Des Moines, Iowa 5031% /

(515) 281-3111

hg
»
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9
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IOWA (continued)

Max Morrison, Chief

ESEA Title IV and
Dissemination Section

Iowa State Department of
Public Instruction

Grimes State Office Building

Des Moines, Iowa 50319

(515) 281-5274

«
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® L KANSAS c _a

¢
. Vdfidatioﬁ Process and Criteria Used ’ '
, o Kansas uses the IVD'Brocess and the criteria suggested in the haring
Educational Success handbook. o 7
Training Procedures tor validators . a

-

a®

" Kansas has a team or pool of people who were t*Mned at USOE «_
Lo sponsored training sessions in the early and mid-1970s.' :

-

' validation Procedures

+

v Kansas conducts two day on-site visits -as part of this validation
procedure. Usually three to four evaluation. specialists and control
specialists are on the team. They use one out-of-state person on the

¢ , team to add to the team's objectivity. Oniy one out-of stater is used

‘primariiy for cost reasons.

' AN

‘ ' Organizationai Arranggments
. : € '
One state staff-member has primary responsibility for the’state's \
validation process. Usually, one or two programs are considered per year
- . for validation and one ofr two are vaiidated
v 7

The schedule for the validation programs in Kansas is as follows:

oo 1. Formal state invitation for projects in-
third year deveiopment to submit letter

. of intent. ' December 1
2. State concurrance on "letters of intent." Januaiy
3. Those accepted attend state session to-. g
prepare applications for validation. © January 15

"4, State review team reviews appiication
' for validation. March

b

5. Formdl vaiidation.team goes on site visit, - May o

>y

6. If state validated and want to, help . by Octaber 1
prepare projects for JDRP.

K Programs that fail validation are generally left to their own devices
‘ with regard to meeting the state requirements at some future datéw A

"y \ ) ' .
‘ ! .99 ’
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. . o *  KANSAS (continued)

-

. °
. ‘
f

- Support and Dissemination

The state does not directly support developer/demonstrator: (D/D)
activities, but state IV-C monies’ are available on a grant basis to
. assist adopter/adapters (A/As) with the implementation of state validated
4 projects. The state duplicates materials from validated projects for
interested school-districts and uses various other means for
.‘disseminating information abofit the projects. «
!
. The state.requires that deve1opers serve as demonstration sit’s and
- assist A/As with 1mpleméhtation. :

D »

1}

Fy . |

T Contact Person 5;-- Lo ' - ' .

PhiI Thomas -

Director, Educational Improvement . ~ \\\\V/,! S
Section S .
"Kansas State Department-of .
. Education - ,
: 120 East 10th - . ' , N

‘ . Topeka, Kansas 66612 _ ' .

I P

‘ (913) 296-3136
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KENTUCKY

lidation-Process and Criteria Used

/

A state-developed process is used. \,Arfieid review team verifies that
the progr eets criteria ofl program effectiveness, cost effectiveness,
and exportabiM™ty. For school business practices, the ASBO "Sharing
Business Success a]idation - program ‘is used._

- .
. *

Training Procedures for. V lidators ) !

‘ Validator teams are trained bx U. S. Department of Education
certifiedwalidators or by SEA staff. Training focuses on overview of
the Validation Procedures program and use of the. Field Review Package.

Validation Procedures

-

Validation teams inc]ude one vepresentative of the State Validation
Review Panel, an SEA cufriculum speciaiist for the subject area reader
review, sn LEA or non-SEA staff person with responsibility in a program
similar to the progfam being reviewed. .

~

'.[* “Members of the validation team are aH in-state educators. For
“Sharing Business Success," all-validators are from out-of-state, as
+ required by ASB0.

Site visits of no more than-one day are part of. the validation
process. These visits are made by all three team members.

" Organizaffional Arrangements

&

Four(pgiionS'from the SEA Dissemination Unit are responsible for
. * program valtdation. In addition, 12 or .more other SEA staff (from
curriculum sections) participate in validation efforts.

Validation is organized in.a three-phase mode._In the first phase
(Important People - Important Programs [IP]) any program may be nominated
for review. The person nominating the program provides data concerning

- the success and innovative nature of the program. These data are verified
" by SEA officials who then include the program in a “"promising practices"
.fiie. Between 100 and 200 programs are included here.

The second phase (10-20 programs) involves the field review of
promising practices. Results of the field review are submitted to a
State Review Panel, consisting of at~least” 137 SEA staff. This panel, by
‘ a 3/4's majority, votes to validate after studying field review :
' recomnendations. Finally, the panel recommends 1-5 programs for JDRP

B
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. . _ KENTUCKY (continued)

‘submission. Since this validation process is in its first year, no
results have been obtained. SEA staff estimate that 10-20 programs will
receive state validation (Phase I1I) this year.

No unusual mechanism exists for assisting programs fa111ng to be

vglidated although technical assistance~from SEA staff is available to
them. . :

. Support and Dissemination

Support of D/Ds from the SEA is decided on a case by case basis by
P the Bureau with which the program works most closely. The validated
. program is eligible for funding from the SEA Bureau as a demonstration .
site. Some suppors of adopters is available through Title IV- C or ¢
_ through appropriate bureaus of the SEA.

Moreover, the IP file is disseminated by the SEA once va]idated -
programs respond to 1nd1v1dua1 information requests.

The State Va]idation Review Panel grants va]idation to a'state
program for a period of three years.

. . .
‘ s R . / s
.

Contact Person ’

Geri Weaver _

Director, Division of Research
and Evaluation

0f fice of Research and Planning

ﬂj% Kentucky Department of Education ' B N
Capital Plaza Tower . :
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601 , }
) Lt /

(502) 564-4743 i




LOUISIANA

Louisiana does not as yet use a formal method for validation of
The Louisiana Dissemination Netwqrk

education programs and practices.

A

(R&D) of the .SEA solicited descriptions of exemplary programs from local
school supefintendents for presentation at four regional workshops hel
in the fall of 1980. A catalog of promising‘programs dnd practices was

produced 2s a result of these regionaly workshops.

d
During 1981-82, thef;y r
LDN{R&D) is planning‘to establish a .State Validation process, which wi

_be pilot-tested~in- three school systems.
be pilot \3wo.onﬁﬁ‘th chool systems

A State Facilitator is located in the State Department}of Education

and is part of the Title IV staff.

The State Facilitator

upports the,

sefforts of NDN programs working in Louisiana and assists state-developed

projects jn their JDRP submission.

He also serves on the State
Department of Education Dissemination Advisory Committee

in~house

"advisory group to the LDN(R&D), established as a result of the Louisiana
Dissemination Capacity. Building Project, jointly funded by thé National
Institute of Education and the Lou;siana State Department of Education.

2.

Contact Person
/ -

Sue. F. Wilson N : LI
.Section Chief, Dissemination T
Louisiana Dissemination Network (R&D) -

Bureau. of Development

LouisianaMState Department of Education
_P.O. Box 440

Baton Rouge,(Louisiana

(504),342-4268 or 4269

70804
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‘ ) ' : MAINé IR

- Validation Process and Criteria Used

x

Maine uses a‘ dified IVD process with effectiveness and -+
-exportability criteria. o .

v . -
i - Training Procedure for Vaiidators . ' .

Vaiiéators attend national training workshops conducted by the
Department .of Educa ion.

/

Validation Procedure o . .

The validation tepm consists of two evaluation specialists from the
state university systam who are experienced in the use of the national
IVD process, a Depa nt of Education consultant who specializes in the
project's fields, and B Title IV staff professional. These people are
all from within the stdte. Maine o:;ginaliy used out-of-state validators

but discontinued this practice becauge of the expense involved. The
validation procedure jintludes a onesfor two-day site visit. .

o
A

&

Organizational Arrang ) '
« C00rdination of vaii tion activities is handied’by two professionais
in the. State Department of.Education.~An average of two or ‘three
" - ‘projects are validated ea h year. State personnel are very selective
) with respect to projects hat are encouraged to apply for validation.

If a project is not- vaiidated on the first try, it may request -
additional technical assistance from the state Title IV office and¢may
reapply after completing the recommendations made by the vaTidation team.

\ ) ‘ . ) ' ) ) }
Support and Dissemination

i

Title IV-C projects which are svalidated by the State Department of
. Education can apply for fourth-_and fifth-year funding. In the fourth
' year, they can receive.up t0.50 percent of the third-year funding, and in--
the fifth year up to 25 percent of the third-year funding. Schools which
wish to adopt a project can apply for up to $7,500 for one year to adopt
any state, r%gionaiiy, or nationally vaiidated project.

. The state disseminates information about validated projects and
gro?rams through a state directory, through cooperation with the State
ac

' \ Titator Center, and: through RECON, the New England Regional
(_,/ . . / \\’ / Y
o | " 104 1
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MAINE (continued) ‘ _

1

Communication Network catalogue. Projects which are va]idatég are
required to continue to function within the local education agency and to.
serve as a demonstration site. The project dicector participates in
workshops and in training sessions. y

4
Contact Person - N *(’
7

Dr. Lois W. Jones
Title IV-C Coordinator

. Department of Educational and ' -
Cultural Services
Station 23 ‘
Augusta, Maine 04333 Q
(207) 289-2475 =
. "%l .
* . Y
i - _)
', , .
/ - \
< B \ s
t h i
] .\ ' * ’
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MARYLAND
f\’

Va11détion‘Process-and Criteria Used
)
Maryland uses a state developed process to verify* Promis1ng
" Educational Practices and Services (PEPS). The four major criteria for
approval by the PEPS verification program are: statistically significant
project effects, effects judged to be the result of the project,

"“educat1ona1 significance of the project, and project transportabi]ity.

7

" Training Procedures for Validators

At present, at least one person from each division or office in the
State Department of Education has been trained as a validator. Seven
staff were trained at a Region III, ROEP, two-day "Sharing Educational
Success" Validation Workshop in 1980. Five other state staff were
trained via a one-day workshop conducted by PEPS core staff using SES
(IVD) and state-developed materials.

Validation PFooedures

3

In Maryland a state verification team composed of at least two
evaluation staff and two content area staff is. selected from the twelve
available validators, after a program verification application is
screened for completeness. The validation team then reviews the -
application for compliance with the PEPS criteria. If the project
application is lacking in some way, the verification team can either
request additional ipformation or reject the application. If it appears
that the application satisfies the PEPS criteria, a one-half day site
visit is scheduled. On site each member of the verification team
completes a PEPS Verification Checklist. The bottom line of the
checklist is approval or disapproval of the project based on the team's
collective judgment.

Organizational Arrandements - (;h\;; o -
One staff member from the Division of Instructiof, Program-Assgssment

Branch, has primary responsibility {part-time) for managing PEPS. Eleven
other state staff are also involved’on a part-time as-needed basis.
Three of these staff are invelved 1n IV-0 work.

+

The state verificatjon process, PEPS, was 1n1t1aied in the Spring of "
1981 and is expected to be fully operational by September 1981. To date,
foogdprojects have been reviewed in a pilot test of the process;—one was
validated. _

*Maryland prefers to use the term "verification" instead of “validation"

for the state process used to identify and certify promising educational
practices.
.
. 106
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MARYLAND

~

The state S ver1f1cat1on schedu]

(continued) "

e is as f011ows g

D1strict¢comp]etes "PEPS Submittal
Form" and sends it to Division of
Instruction (DOI), Program Assessment
Branch. '

-

“The form’is screened for completeness

by Program Assessment staff.

‘A four or five person PEPS team or
_panel is convened to review the

Open Date
’ s
’
?
)
' Y
. S
September 15 and |

March 15

State DOI ‘staff plan to provide

. Practices is distr1buted in‘ﬁ(e PEPS

application for validation. .

The PEPS team reguests more ~
information, rejects the application,
or accepts the application and sets

up a site vis1t.

The PEPS team conducts a half-day
on-site yisit and rates the program .
on the Verification Checklist. The
program is accepted or rejected' based
on the team"scollective - |
recommendat1on. A -

DOI and project staff meet to
complete a-Process Resource Chart on
the Project. -

Y R

" Information about new" Promising

manual, = N

g -

evaluationsass1stance te applicants,

on a request basisy contingent on the status on validation  dpplicatione

from: LEAs. -

-

Sapport and Dissemination
. TN

—

-
.

"
- by

At present the state does nof provide financ?a] support for
° dissemination or €meinued’ development to the developers of veriffed—
programs. Support. is also unavailable to adopter/adapter -(A/A)

djstricts,-although the state hopes

to support A/A activities depending .

dn the  future. avai]ability of funds.‘
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0T MARYLAND (contisued)
> &, SR

Deve lopers Tust agree to operate as a Gemonstratidn site for one year
and to provide ‘training and technica] assistance;ﬁo ‘A/As.

State information ‘about’ verified programs will be disseminated to all
school principals twice annually through one page additions to the PEPS

manual, State linkers and schoo] 11brar1ans Will assist with
dissem1nation. . . S .
..‘ ) - . - /; ;v M . - <
- ’ R B N g o . -

S
Contact Person '

John A' Johns R S
Specialist in Program Assessment IR
Maryland State Department of Education .
200 West Baltimore Street R ; >
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 ' o .
. P . . Ly + P ¢
(301) 659-2380 L R
o -
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MASSACHUSETTS
T~ v

N

Validation Process and Criteria Used

4

Massachusetts uses a state-developed modified IVD process .The
validation process is accomplished by a one-day on-site visit by a
validation team. At the ,conclusion of the on-site visit, the program or
practice ai
diffusiony‘validated for state information disseminatjon, or not be
validated. If the program or practice is validated for statewide
diffusidn, it will be eligible for financial-support from the Department
of Educatior to share information about the program with.other school
districts in" Massachusetts.

-

Validation focuses on three criteria:

1. Evidence of effectiveness Supporting -evidence is provided
To show that the attainment of the major objective(s) can be
~dattributed to the project activities. .

2. Exportabili%z; Information is provided to demonstrate that
" it 1s reasible to transport the program or .practice to other’
school districts #d that it can be adopted or adapted by

other school districts. .

-3, Cost Analysis. . Sufficiént information is provided-
i . describing needed costs of.start-up, operation and
management, and the population to be served, which, when
) bined with evidence of effectivendss and exportabilityﬁ
ssist an interested school district in making an .
informed decision about adoptyion or adaption of the program
or practice \ T

l\
.

1)

Training ﬁrocedures for Validators

" of Education staff.

-yalidators of School Business' Practices.

Validation teams receive a full day of training from State Department
this training. Additionally, simulation training is provided for
A validator's handbook far, :
School Business Practices has been prepared, modified om the ABS <,
Validation Manual. An additional half-<day of - -training is scheduled for

- validators after they -have been given.their .site visitation assignments

and are preparing to review a specific project or practice. Both -
validators and Title IV<C project directors attend a two-day seminar’on
validation specifically aimed at the JDRP review process. Technical

' assistance is provided by the Evaluation:Resource Center for those

projects that intend to. apply for‘JDRP validation..

11 either be validated as an exemplary model for state *

Simulation materials have been prepared for -use in —

5

d .




o . \ MASSACHUSETTS (continued) , .

Validation Procedures , . * L.

A three person, in-state validation team, consisting of one.
evaluation specialist and two practitioners, conducts a one-day site
visit to review the project or program. Cost-effectiveness .
) considerations have led to the use.of in-state validators. The State\has
¥ trained \a cadre of validatorsQover the years since the initiation of
IVD. :Many of these persons were&previous (Title III) project directors
who had projects reviewed through the IVD process as early as 1972. The
validation process is managed by the Evaluation Resource Center staff, .
who prepare the schedule for on-site validation and build the validation A
teams. In the specific case of school business practices, three school
. business officials (usually at the assistant sugerintendent level)
comprise the teams. These teams are often ‘complemented by . ;
superintendents or Title IV project directors who sit on the team when .
the practice concerns energy, school food services, or regiona14 .
cooperative practices such as quantity purchasing.

. 0rganizational Arrangements ' R ‘

]

. . Six regional program officers and three evaluation consultants are
responsible for the implementation of the Massachusetts Validation
Process. Approximately 24 programs or projects are submitted for
> consideration each year. Of these, eight to ten are validated.

Appﬂications for validation must be submitted to the Department of .
Education by April 1. Training for validators takes place in May, and
on-site visits are conducted from May through September. Notification of
. approval is made in October, and a catalog describing validated programs
.and projects is published in November. Projects which are not validated
can request technical assistance from the State Department of Education.
Thismcan take the form of- evaluation- support, assistance with the state
mandated management system, Q; workshops to assist ‘projects in preparing
for JORP submission. : .o

I

t
»

,

v

Support and Dissemination
ppo s

The state supports projects which have been validated by providing
[~ them with fourth-year funding. Districts which would like to adopt or ]
. adapt a validated project or program can apply to the state for a grant .
of up to ‘$3,000. ] ‘
The state disseminates information about v§1idated programs and ¢
projects through newsletters, awareness sessions, and MAGG, a
.computerized practig//ziie developed to be compatible with ERIC and the
. B/jbliographic Retrigval Service Nationa) Practice File. Addi ionally,'\

1
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+MASSACHUSETTS (continued) . .
| / S . |
the U.S.0.E. (Region I) disséminates information on state validated
practices through RECOR, the New Engtand ‘Regional-Communication Network.
An index to state-validated projects has been prepared by the %ECON staff
" describing effectiveness, implementation requirements, financidl

requirements,| and available services. LEAs can then draw from the .
contiguous New England states when they decide to adopt/adapt a practice.

N \

S
.
.
- — a
-
‘.

Contact Person.

Or. John Reynolds , >, )
Massachusetts CoordinatoF, Title IV-C T - oo
Springfield Education Center . B . : ‘ N
155 Main Street L , ' i
Spréq(gfield, Massachuse;ts 01105
(413) 739-7271 . /

L L ‘

“ ™\ C

. . .
. ’ v .
. s e
. -
. -
x
f - NG
. . . N - ¢
- ]
B -
.




- - | MICHIGAN p

\

Validation Process and Criteria Used)" L. L
v, . . ‘ C

.The Michigan Department of Education uses a state-developed validation
process which 13 described fully_in a-handbookdeveloped in 97§Eby ther

Department.” Criteria were estabiished for four project classififations:
Planning, Dewelopmental/Operational, Experimental and:Demonstration. .

Validation i%. required to move from Experimengal,to Demonstration project

“status. By definition, validation is- the process of reviewing and,

. verifying the results,of an evaluation of An experimental project. . -
Projects are certified as validated by a Project Classification:
Committee, chaired by'the Deputy Superintendent, if the evaluation data™
show that they are both effective and_.exportable. A major criterion for
effectiveness is that the project meet- its specified pefformagge , ,
objective for specific target populations, - Exportability is defined as
rgplicabi]ity in the-experimental year of-‘the project. Overall, the ..

.~ ‘entire project is reviewed in 1ight of .the follawing questions to L)
determine its qualifications for a "Demonstration® classification: ~ ™

s

1. How accurate were the data bnpcéésiqg\procedureﬁz

2. How accurately were the data analyzed? .

-

, 3. NWhat percentuof:the qénclusions stated in.the evaluation
report are supported by the.collected.data? ...

4, What percent’ of the process performance oblgétives Sfe
supported by written documentation?

5. To what extent is there evidénce'that 1nform3t13; gained
from the-evaluatioh was utilized in management decisions?
‘ o

6. What percent of the product performance objectives were

\ ) - 'su¢cessfully validated? .
c:i?>afwhht percént of the product performance objectives were
‘ achieved? 5 . =
Training Procedures for Validators’ — S

- Research staff -of the Department train new validators to use the
published handbook. Validators are required to have a technical '
backgrgund in evaluation and may not be currently employed by the
Department or the school district operating the project to be validated.

The orientation/training/af validators is usually accomplished in one day.

-~ . .
. <t

AN c " “a )
S Y ome 5o
Los 122 -



MICHIGAN (continued) o

9a11dation Procedures o

The state utiJizes a pool of approximate1y 18-20 validators drawn on
a voluntary basYs mostly from university settings in Michigan. The
state-required one-half to one-day validatton site visits are usually
conducted by a one-person team. The rationale for using independent o
evaluators as validators’is to avoid political bias (the validators
receive honorariums) and to contribute to quality control. Validator
on-site visitation responsibilities and procedures for data collection/
evaluation are outlined fully, with prescribed forms, in the Handbook.

*

Organizational Arrangenents- - , . (

_projects are considered for validation each year. On the average about

Michigan maintains dpproximately six staff on the Sperimental v
-Bemonstration Centers Program unit. One person manages the state TE
validation activities. Although the number varies, approximately a dozen 0T

10-12.projects are validated each year. Projects are removed after
;evgrgz years. Usually there ?3 a mix of old and new Demonstration o
rojects. - ;

&

Validation can occur at any time of the year according to Michigan

. procedures. A prescribed sequence of -events 1s\suggested therefore,

rather than specific‘dates...

1. The Service Area staff select projects for nomination and Cel
.va]idation. . .

2. The Service Area selects a representative to serve as a
facilitator for validation.

3. The Service Area notifids the project Staff of nomination. .
Service Area staff should check to determine if the | .
syperintendent knows and _approves. of the proposeqavalidation.‘

-total validation activity.

~

4éw- 5, The Experimental and Demonstration staff select validators
and establish an on-site visit date(s).

6. The on-site visitation is conducted.

7. The'valieation report is received.

s [

|
i
|
I
!
|
4. The Service Area staff encuriber the funds needed for their )
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., : ' MICHIGAN (continued) .
: by

Support and. Dissemination . : \ -

. -y Typically, the Department grants demonstration projects $60,000 to
3;0 000 for one to three years for: travel, training, developing
demonstration training materials, reproducing materials, and supporting

- the project director and a secretary. 1In 1980, about 25 projects
received the above support. The Department provides adoption grants up
to $5,000 ($3,500-$4,000 average) for- A/A districts. Demonstration site
staff also schedule follow-up visits to A/A sites to provide
implementation assistance.

Demonstration project staff are required to: conduct awaréness
workshops; develop and maintain "implementation checklists"; and help~
client schools obtain adoption grants by providing assistance with grant
forms, budget, trajning schedules, staff selection, implementation, etc.

The Department employs dissemination procedures ranging from the
preparation of awareness brochures and Department of Education Project
1istings 'to the conduct of state awareness conferences and subject area
awareness workshops by Regional Supplemental Centers.

-

‘ Contact Person . . ' . '

%
1
1
1
%
J
i
1
|
John Gsborne - _ ’ ) J
Coordinator, Experimental Demonstration -
Center Programs : : . )
Box 30008 .
Lansing, Michican 48909 ‘ '
]
|
|

(517) 373-1806

5 ‘ | Q’ | 114 , |
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" MINNESOTA

4

f«Validatdon Process and Criteria Used

Minnesota uses the current IVD validation process and the crite®ri
cited in the Sharing Educational Suecess manual.

Training Procedures for Validation -

Minnesota drawd\on a pool of people in the state who are trained in
the IVD procedure.

~

Vaiidation Proceduras

L3

" Minnesota uses a combination of out-of-state and in-state people to
pre-screen projects to determine their readiness for' a validation process -
site visit., If a project is .deemed ready for a site visit, one or two

rin-state validators with expertise in evaluation and/or the content area
conduct a two-day site review of the preject. A combination of in- and
- out-of-state people is used to promote objectivity- and as an expedient
approach given- current resource problems. ‘

Organizational Arrangements

. Minnesota use three full-time staff members from Title IV-Q and two
part-time people from the Office of Planning and Evaluation to conduct
the validation process. Typically six to nine projects- are considered ~
for validation each year, and two to three.are validated.

The state's schedule for validation is as follows:

’-—/—\ 4
October First review of project status: materials.
. and evaluation data _ P
November -March Projects nominated for site visits and
_ -teams -assembled ‘
April-May On-site validatidff reviews”
June . ' Reconvening of screening panels to review

end-of-year data from projects recommended
for validation by on-site’teams _

‘ B

July 1 Funding of validated brojects ’

Basically, the state has no formal structure to assist projects that
fall short of the validation criteria. Project staff are freqtto try

' again on their own efforts.

115
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MINNESOTA (continued) i

vy

Support and Dissemination

Validated projects rece@ive state IV-C funds to serve as demonstration
sites (D/Ds) and assist adopters. Districts choosing to adopt validated
projects also receive- one year of IV-C funding to assist with start-up
activities. .Q/B-staff are required to provide A/As with training and/*
technical assistance. .The state disseminates information about validated
projects through the Title IV-C dissemination/awareness system.

Pl Al

o

Contﬁct Person

Len Nachman b c
Evaluation Supervisor .
Minnesota Departmént of Education
Capitol Square Building

550 Cedar Street” IR

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

(612) 296-5032 " :




MISSISSIPPI

Ny

Mississippi does not have a validation procedure at this time but is
in the process of developing a procedure. The proposed procedure will
include pre-screening of applications by State Department of Education
staff; review of the app}ication by the validation team leader, an
out-of-state person with U.S.0.E. certification®™and five years of recent
experience in educational management and evaluation; an on-site visit by
the team leader and two additional in-state team members who have state
certification as validators; and submission of a report by the team to

the State Department of education. Projects will be validated for their |

effectiveness/success (purpose,and objectives, program activities,

_evaluation design, and results and analysis); exportability; educational

significance; target population; materials, equipment, and facilities;

.and .staffing and training requirements.

Contact Person

Clyde Hatten
Coordinator--ESEA Title IV
Mississippi State Department
of Education .
P.0, Box 771 RS -

Jackson, Mississippi 39205

(601) 354-6958

w127 . -
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. o MISSOURI

Validation ProcesS‘and Criteria Used

Missouri uses the. IVD process and the validation criteria outlined in
the Sharing Educationa1 Success manual.
3

Training Procedures for Validators

' validation Procedures

" Missouri validation team members have received U.S. Department of
Education certified training. The 20 or so validators on the state list
receive a day of retraining each year in addition to pre-validation
briefings : .

.
4 3

N

The state usually conducts two-day validation site visits and uses
three person-teams. The administrative teams. are selected to include
administrativg, evaluation, and subject area personnel. Out*of-state
validation team members ar emb}oyed to add to the objectivity/
credibility of the. processﬁ\

.
o

N 15 k\"u__... ‘ ,

Organizational Arrangements

In Missouri 3.5 FTEs are 'on the staff of the division section
responsible for the validation of educational projects. Usually three or
four projects, out of about 20 third year projects, are nomjnated.per
year for validation and most are validated. ;f

The sé;te has no set schedule for validation. Selected projects have
$2,500 writtén in for validation expenses in their third year. Usually
the state initiates a mid-year meeting to review project data to make

"go" or “no-go“ decisions regarding potential validation site visits.

Projects that fail in their attempts at meeting the state validation
requirements may obtain technical assistance on an informal request basis
from the Department .of Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE). The
state, however, does not have a formal assistance program or procedure

for providing aid to these districts.

" Support and Dissemination . - 3

The state does not provide direct funding to assist validated

‘projects. Developer training activities, however, are funded through

e X i '

I3
I
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MISSOURI (éontioué() . X
) -
Title IV-C. The state does assist adopter/adapters (A/As) through the

Pacesetter process as outlined in the IV-C ESEA Manual for Project
Applicants.

- Developers of validated.projects must agree to continue project
operations for one year, host visits by potential A/As, and make training
available the summer following validation.

yThe state disseminates information about validated projects through
the Nissouri Pacesetter catalog and through handouts at DESE workShops.

The_state also disseminates 1nfonn5tion through the VIP Program -and the
Facilitator Project. LA

Contact Person

Tom 0dnea1

Director, -Title IV-C ’

Missouri Department of Elementary & o
and Secondary Education )

Box 480 .

Jefferson City, Missouri 65101

(304) 751-3468

X
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MONTANA o

=]

Validation Proceséagpd\Criteria Used

"In Montana a variation of the IVD process is used, with some sections

" of the handbook having been rewritten'for clarity and to meet local

.needs. The JDRP:process is utilized when appropriate. Validation

. triterfa reflect the concern that projects meet their stated objectives,
- that they have a probability.of being useful and successful in other

settings, that they be.cost effective, that they be "complete and intact"”
where ortiginally developed and implemented, and that they are worthy in -
the professional judgment of experienced educators and project validators.

[y

Training Procedures fof Validators
iy ,!‘.

Professional educators from all areas of education received training
in the first session conducted by the Title IV-Coordinator at the Montana
Office .of Public Instruction (OPI) and an on-site validation team. : These
initial 15 trainees were taken through the validation process by the .

- group of experienced team members. There is an intent to conduct
' <additional training as needed. .

Validation Procedures

ntana validation-teams are made up of an out-of-state person who'is
trai in the validation process and who usually serves as the
chairperson, a specialist who is famzliar with the content area of the

5 an administrator, and an evaluator. On-site #isits-of 2 or 2
nd 172 day's duration are part of the valihqtion procedure. Montana

educators involved in the project validation process feel that, i
participation by an out-of-state person makes the process more: objective
and also serves to acquaint out-of-state peoplel with the Montana - ;
projects, thereby facilitating out-of-state adoptions. )

3

Organizational Arrangements

The consultant in charge of the projeéct and two other.staff members
make up the unit responsible for the validation process in Montana. The

//number ofﬁgrojects considered for validation varies depending on theyear

and the funds available. On the average, three or four projects are
validated annually. The validation schedule involves notifying schools

" . throughout the year that applications for,validation are being accepted.

‘The validation process can take place at any point during the year. Over
a two- to foursmonth period the following events take place. A _
validation request, together with prpject information anq materials, is-




MONTANA (continued) .

-

submitted to the OPI. An in-house review takes place to assess the
1ikelihood that the project meets the state's critegia. The school
receives, completes, and.submits a formal application form. The IVD team

-, 1s selected, reads the project proposal, -conducts an on-site review,—and~
announces - findings to thé project persannel and school administration. )
The team then prepares its report and the chairperson submits it to thJ
OPI. ~If validated, projects may apply for demonstration status.
‘Projects not receiving validation may request assistance from OPI staff.

Sggport and‘Dissenination

-

Projects which®have been vaiidated may appiy for demonstration funds
in accordance with the OPI philosophy that demonstration activity costs
should not-have to be assumed by the district. The state also pays for
all of the necessary adoption/adaption activities with the district(s)
involved, including substitute pay, travel], needed: materials and *
equipment and follow=-up activities. The OPI disseminates information
about vaiidated projects via content prea*consuitants and-in proposal .
writing workshops, at which descriptions of projects are distributed to
participants. There -is an intent- to publish a brochure or mini-catalog
this summer, which wiii provide additionai information about yaiidated
projects. ) o

Deveiopers of validated projects, if’ zhey receive demonstration
project monies, have different responsibilities dépending on the type of
project; for example, some are able to ‘conduct 1arge-group training and
others work with smal} groups. The decision to submit the project for
JORP vaiidation is at the discretion of project personnel. -

Contact Person

Judy Johnson °
Assistant Superintendent for
Special Services '
Of fice .of the Superintendent of Pubiip Instruction
State Capitol Building
Helena, Montana 59601

(406) 449-3693

L




. °n f " NEBRASKA . ~ R

Validation Process and Criteria Used , .
/‘i [4 ]
- Nebraska uses the IVD process aid the va11dation criteria‘outlined in
the Sharing Educational Success manual . .

A . ]
Training Prbceduﬁes for Va11datioh R f‘“’ ’ .
Training, patterned after the workshop orgaﬁfiéd by the federal, -
90vernment is provided regiona]ly. ) ’ o, .

)

-
s, s . L4
. °

Validation Procedures :

ra

velidetion teams copsist of three people: one adminjstrator, one
evaluation specialist, and -one content area specialist. A1l validators

. .are fromo t-of-state, which adds-credibility to team Judgments. A two
. day site sit 1s an integral part oﬁ the team s;yor ., -
. . (Organizational Arrangements - ;‘ _
!l' Ly Six people at the SEA are responsible for va]idation. Approximate]y
- five programs are considered each-year, of which one or. two are
ultimately validated. ‘
Z The schedule for Nebraské'; validatign proeeée is as follows: ?
1. Schools are notified of the‘proéess.' "o K o -
’ - 2.  An abstract is submitted by those i;
interested. -
3. Abstracts are screengd. : o by February 1
{ - R . . .
t b 4. Those accepted are invited to submit ' .
( a.preliminary application. ‘ . = due February 15
) - 5. Preiiminary applications are’screenee. . by -March 1
- 6. If a preliminary application is o -
e . accepted, an inpvitation to submit an .. L. .
- application-for validation is extended. -March 15 Co
7. Applications for validation aré screened. . April.l1- * ‘ .
N 3

» ’ )
L ' '
' .




NEBRASKA (confinued) )

o8, If an7épp11cation for validation is

~ accepted, the persons submitting ‘it are
invited to go through a training process
and to have an on-site visit.

e A

9. On-site visit is conducted. . after April 1
i A ‘e - v ‘.
Programs not validated-can request technical assistance, if they wish to.
re-apply fa( validation. o . R . ",

> : - L e o
Support and Dissemination ‘

_datgd program. The state dissemjnates informadion about validated pro-

. funding for awareness visits.

1

- Validated projects é%e‘gligibie for funding for dissemination activi-

© ties. The D/D must agree to continue the program, to acgept site visits

from other educators, and'to share information with others. ° .
Title IV-C monies are available to districts wishing to adopt a vali-

grams through press:releases, brochures, e ewsletters and by providing

— L

Contact Person

dack Baily . - ot S
Administrator of Special .Services: ' L ] B
Nebraska Department of Education v - : v
_ P.0. Box 94987 ’ - IR
301 Center Mall Street .0 , . o
Lincoln, Nebraska 68509 e .«
(402) 471-2481 - - - ce\ ‘
-— ./
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NEVADA

. v

Nevada dpes not have a formal vatidation process but does have a />

procedure for identifying educational projects and programs as

" exemplary,: In 1973, the Nevada State Department of Education produced a
publication entitled "Evaluation Guidelines" to provide educational
projects with information related to needs assessment, goals, object{g§§;
and program validation . The State Department of Education conducts .
periodic and routine reviews of educational projects and through this
process identifies exemplary programs. Infbrmation -about these exemplary
programs is disseminated on a:referral basis and through .perfodic
awareness workshops conducted by the SDE. . ..

Contact Person

~~~Al Ramirez | o
. Nevada State Department of - 5 ¢
Education :
gapitol Complex ' . o - - - .
Carson City, Nevada 89710 - . o
(702) 885-5700 _ e - o .
S | . . \ |
. r) ’ v ~ -
e % ) h
' . 2 )
\ }
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. ) i . NEW HAMPSHIRE

\ . - - . N
. . . 4
/. Validation Process and Criteria Used

-

\ New Hampshire uses a state-deyeloped process which s somewhat
similar to the IVD and JORP processes but which-is not as rigorous as
. those processes. The process utilizes a fivespember diSsemination review
panel focusing on effectjveness review criter™. Six criteria are used
in the review of projects which apply for validation; (1) project
objectives are clearly-specified; (2) implementation steps are clearly
" . described;* (3) target population is clearly described; (4) evaluation
* design is appropriate both from a research’perspéctive and to the
objectives; .(5) measures of change are valid and reliable for the
specific_population and the purpose of the project; and (6) results . -, ~
& ' obtatned are both statistically significant and.educatiopally meaningful.,

Téaining Procedure for Validators

.. There is only oﬁ:(Anternal validation tedm in New Hampshire. This
team held one-day workshop to review criteria, generate consensus
guidelines for operatioh of the panel, and examine examples of acceptable
' ~"and unacceptable evidence of effectiveness. :Since the team members have ™ . ¢
‘ - ‘'remained the same, and projects are eévatuated on a rolling.basis, o
‘ improvement in the quality of the team's decisipns comes from experience. - ' .

Validatiﬁn‘Procedures , A ' ° . :_i SN

Cufrently four staff members within the New Hampshire Statg

Department of Education serve on the validation team. The validation

‘panel must consist of at least five régular members, and provision is

made to inctude content -specialistS when necessary. The current chair is
+ the Director of the New Hampshire-Dissemination Project, and the other

members are the .Director-of the Planning and Evaluation Unit, the-

Consultant for Exemplary and Developmental Programs in the Vocational :

Education Unit, the State Facilitator, and the State Consultant for . .
"« Language Arts and Reading. The Title IV-C consultant serves\as.a .

non-voting consultant to the team. - .

- No out-of-state validators are used by the state. The validation
team works without a budget.. Because the team members are State
J - Department of Educatiom staff, they are available to peet several times a
. year, - : -
. -\ , ‘
Site vTsits are made-when the teéam feels they are<pecessary, and the N
team decides how many members will conduct the visit. .




S

I's

" validation activities. Five to ten projects apply for validation each

" Support and Dissemination .

> One person in the State Department of Education, the Director of the~ ~

. .
B

AS .
' ‘ « 8

*

NEW HAMPSHIRE! (continued)’ SN

Organizational Arrangements

New Hampshire  Dissemination Pre#fject, has primary, responsibility for state

year. The passing rate is about 60 percent of the components seeking
validation. (One project may have only one component; another may have
three and only one of the ¢hree may pass validationj»a third may have T

*five coTponents and all may pass.) ST

-Notices of validation opportunities; are distributed approximately
four times a year. When,sa project submits a réquest for-validation, the
Director of -the New Hampshire Disssemination Project visits ‘the project
director, and together they plan the strategy for subsequent actions. - -
Within three to four weeks:of the initiah request, a validation team - -
meeting is scheduled to review the project, and the project is informed e

-

of the decision at the conclusion of. the review meeting{\v ! )
After the team decision is made, the'Director of.the Dissemination . R

Project assists the project in disseminating the components.that have -

been validated and improving those that have hot. The project -may-later R

request validation of“pFéViously unva]ida§ components. A

Developers of -validated projects cam apply for a diffusion grant

tw?ough Title IV-C. “Persons wishing to adopt.or, adapt a valfidated

project can apply for a Title IV-C A/A grant. v . . d?
- The state-disseminates information about validated projects through

RECON (New England Regional Communication Network), through Project

-SPREAD (the stste promising practices file), and through the State

Facilitator. Uirectors of validated projects are required to respond to °

requests for information about the project. Many go beyond this minimum - -

requirement and disseminate materials, conduct workshops, invite :

visitations, and speak at conferences. Funded validated projects conduct

comprehensive dissemination efforts based on objectives negotiated/yith -

the TitlesIV-C office during the funding process. Also Title IV-(/funds ‘

the New Hampshire Facilitator Center to provide technical assistance to

all state validated projects. o - )

Contact Person . . o .o

James V., Carr H " % ’
Coordinator, ESEA Title IV .

New Hampshire State Department of Educatidn ‘

‘84 "North Main Street . ’ . ST e .
Concord, New Hampshire 03301 - ~ | ‘
(603) 271-3481 o \

‘/ | « - . .A“ . 126 136




NEW JERSEY

e

validation Process and Criteria Used - =~ . ' )

L3

. New Jersey uses the IVD process and also incorporates the foygowing

. criteria from the JDRP Ideabook: change occurred, statistical
significance, educational significance, generalizability, effects from
the intervention, and credibility/interpretability ofﬁthepevidence.

A 2

Training Procedures for Validators

4
Fd

~New Jersey state staff conducted two, day-long reviews of the SES
simulation; derived from the 1979 Denver, Colorado, USOE training -
session, to train six out-of-state aqd two in-house staff as.validators.:

\

. Validation Procedures
New Jersey's certified validators consist of a schoal superintendent,
an evaluation, specialis¥, and four teacher-training university

2
.

“~professors, in addition to the state project director and a state

—evaluation-staff person. - Thesix-out-of-state validators read-yalidation

r applications once a year and.detide if projects are ready for a site
visit., A two-step procedg;g7is used for practical and economic reasons.
The- state attempts to ensure’that projects are "prepared for validation"
before going through the expense and trial of a site visit. The use of
out-of-state staff uces the probability of political bias in the
selection of projects. The one-day site visits are conducted by two
validators. -One person usually handles exportability/cost questions

- while thé other handles effectiveness/success matters. ~

, 1 N

Organizational-A¥rangeménts -

e -

&

Basically two staff persons are involved in project validation--the
Director .of Program Systems on a roughly 15 percent time basis and the
Coordinator.of Evaluation ona roughly half-time basis, providing IV-C
project evaluation assistance.

-Since: 1973, 56 programs have been validated. The number validated
per year has varied from 4 to 12. On the average, some .25 projects are
in develogment each year. Another 30 are in the demonstration.-stage, and

roughly 60 are under adoption. Roughly 70 to 80 percent of the programs
developed are.validated. - :

/

-

o
. N\
.

[
>

i
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NEW JERSEY (continued)

8

The state's validation schedule is as follows: -

. “May Orientation session for e]igiole

projects.

_July-September Technical assistance and review,. ‘-

. September 22 - Submission to panel.

Uctober 2-3 panel meets to discuss sybmission.

October 13-31 . . Visitations by teams.

November 1 / Notification of decisions.regarding
validation.

/
The state provides technica1 evaluation assistance, through the

Office of Evaluation, to all projects. The projects usually take

advantage of this assistance at the beginning of their fourth year.

I
Support and Dissemination

- The state provides IV-C money to developers (D/Ds) for

“-dissemination-~for the reproduction of materials, brochures, etc., and
. for a of staff salaries for dissemination activities. The money,

prov for dissemination in the fourth year cannot be more than 75
percent of the project's third year development funding and ranges from
$10,000 to $100,000, with the average being around $30,000.  In the fifth

~year, the IV-C money awarded the demonstrator for dissemination cannot be

more than 75 percent of the fourth;year award. Overall, IV-C projects
are limited to five years of funding: three years for development -and -
two years for dissemination. In 1980-81, New Jersey funded. 32
demonstration projects (ESEA, Title IV- C) The 1980-81 figure includes
one validated Follow~Through project and one validated State Compensatony
Education R&D project.

The state area provides IV-C Adopter/Adapter (A/A) grants to 1oca1 '
education agencies. The grants cover only in-district activities (staff

. development, etc.) and are usually for no more than $10,000 for one year,

with the average being $7,000 to $8,000. Ngw Jersey funded 64'ESEA Iv-C
adoptions 1n 1980-81. ) »

DeveTopers must agree to participate actively in the dissemination of

the project for at least a year. Most developers participate during the
fourth and fifth years of the project.

w38




NEW JERSEY (continued)

State iﬂformation about validated programs ‘is disseminated via
cat:ldgs, prochures, awareness copferences, and a computer search file
system.

¢
-

Contact Person

Rona]d E. Lesher
Director, Program Systems

New Jersey Department of Educatiop . Vv
Division of Operations, Research,
and Evaluation

. P.0. Box 2019

Trehton,aNew Jersey 08625
(609) 292-7984

L
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® - . . NEW MEXICO

Validation Process-and Criteria Used

, New Mexico ‘uses a state-déveloped process for validating educational
. ("_;///rEqurams and practices. Central to this process is the Validation Task

Force, which reviews program nominations and self-evaluation forms and

chooses members of the on-site verification teams. The major criterion
- for validation is ‘that specific program objectives, as specified, must.

have been mety " Applicants must submit documentation of specific pkogram
. outcomes which indicates the extent to which objectives have beed met. -

A table—program-outcomescan—be—specific—tostudents;-teachers;
.administrat ion/management, parents/community, or gther areas related to
school improvement. Both statistical and narrative/subjective data can *
be submitted. T ) .

, L]
7 ™ » [

Training Procedure for Validators

~ There is-no formalized training procedure for‘Qerification team
members. Members of & verification team meet before the on-site yisit tb

__review all available materials and to.coordinate activities_for.the visit. -

itself. ) "

"l’ ‘ '
\
:
: .
:

' Validatidn‘§Fﬁééduf63””“"

5

The Vallidation Task Force consists of four people, including a.
representatjve from each of four State Department of Education units:
Evaluation, Elementary and Se€ondary, Vocational Education, and ESEA
Title IV, On-site verification teams include three people, usually a
state Department of Education person, a local education agency person,

- and a university faculty member. A1l members of the verification team
ate from within the state because they tend to be familiar with existing
state programs, they understand and are invested in the concept qf
within-state school ,improvement efforts, and tfie State Deparxmeng of

. Education prefers to use volunteers rather than paid consultants. -

One-day site visits by the' three-member venification teams are part .
of the state's validation procedure. “\ ,

' . - . C e o
t oA

N Oraganizational Arrangements

-

T ré’Ito professional staff members in the State Department of Education
! aré€ responsible for validation activitfes. During the 1979-80"school
year, in a pilot test of thé state validation plan, eight Title IV
projects were invited to apply:for validation. A1l of these--6 Title
IV-C projects and 2 Title IV-B projects--were validated. Beginning in
- . ~ the 1980-81 school year, the process was opened to 311 interested - ,
- programs in the state. -

ric S 130 »
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‘were due on November 14, On-site verification 'visits, possibly in

Y
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JNEW MEXICO (continued) ° . /,)

4

Informational presentations on the state’ s validation procedures are . :
made at the state administrators' conference and at the state-Title IV S
conference in the Fall. For 1980-81 nomination form$ were due at the - i
State Department of Education on September 30 and self-evaluation forms |

" |
|

conjunction with reqularly scheduled “in-depth visits" by State - \
Department of Education curricular specialists, wererconducted in Spring
198}-and-notification of results was made in late Spring.

Projects which are not approved for’ vaiidation can request technical j

L J
L]

kassistance from the State Department of Education. It may be possible’ to °

provide validation-related assistance to interested districts by members
of “in-depth visit" teams from the various State Department of Education .
curricular units during their regularly scheduled district visits. J

A
Support and Dissemination

© For the 1980-81 school year, two validated Title IV-C projects have
been awardéd funding for dissemination/demonstration purposes. Each
rojectreceived—$2,500.. ~No—funds—are—currently-available-for-school -l
districts which are interested in adepting or adapting a project.

The state disseminates informatidn about its 'validation process and,
validated programs in several ways: the state maintains a collection of
one-page descriptions of validated programs in the Department of %
Education's Resource Center which are available to 4dnterested schogl RGN
districts; state staff make presentations regarding the state validation 9
process and validated programs-at statewide conferences and workshops;
and the state mails out brochures describing the validation process and.
the current program collection.to district superintendents.

Vaiidated programs must be willing to operate the program for an
additional two years; respond to telephone and letter requests for
program information and keep a record of those requests; host visits from
interested persons; provide printed information about program management
and operations to interested districts, and iend available program

'materiais.

Contact Person

-~ - - ——— .
Susan Brown . '
Coordinator, ESEA TitleIV . )

New Mexico State Department of Education )
Education Building, Room 102

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503

. (505) 827-5441
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- NEW YORK -

validation Process and Criteria Used : |

“ ’ \ ! . . ' 3
New York has developed its own pro:eﬁhre for validation of Title IV-C -

funded projects. Applications can be f{led at any time, and a

preliminary review begins immediately. - Site visits are conducted if |

warranted. A site visit team report to the State Education Department is

fie basis for the decision about validation. Projects which seek

validation are required to submit a statement regarding their objectives,

which must be in measurable terms; assessment techniques; the evaluation

|
design; a summary‘of the data; a stat{stical analysis if one was . 1
performed; and -a statement about ‘the educational significance of the - N
project or program. . Additional requirements are a statement about, the d {
context within which the project operates, a description of. the prdaect ,
and cost data. , ;

.

Training ﬁrocedures-for-Vaiidators

New members-are nominated by current members'of the Validation Team, _j
district superintendents; -or State Education Department-personnel. - - S
Members are picked on the basis. of/;heir .backgrounds in evaluation,

administration, orprogram content expertise. Training sessions are

conducted by the Coordinator of validation and feature case studies of

vaiidation evidence. . o -

- -

-

Validation Procedures

Projects are prescreened by a state-staffed preiiminary review team.
The team consists of an evaluation specialist, a content specialist, and
a program manager in Title IV-C. The site, isit team includes an
evaluation specialist, a content. specialist and -a school administrater. -
Although teams are usuaiiy made up of in-state validators, out-of-state
validators may be used.if they are located nearby. The practice of using
in-state validators is preferred because it is more cost-effective.
On-site visits are 1 and 1/2 to 2 days in length and are conducted, at a
minimum, by three people.. Occasionaiiy, a State Education Department
representative wiTl participate in the site visit. ~

' Organizationai Arrangements

There are six staff, members in the division responsibie for
vaiidation, one of these people supervises the process. Fifteen to
twenty individuals in other program units have been involved in )
preliminary reviews of applications. Approximately 25 projects
voluntarily apply for validation each year. From December 1976 through
December 1980, 102 applications were reviewed. 0f those completed, 50
were validated and 52 -were rejected. ‘ ‘

4
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- NEW YORK._(cont inued) .

There is no specific time schedule for submission of applications.
Preliminary review is completed within two to five weéks after an
application is received. If a site visit is necessary, a team is
sélected and the visit is scheduled four weeks in advance. The team.
report is submitted to the State Education Debartment one to three weeks
after the site visit.. . .

If a program or project is not validated, the developers may be given
strong encouragement to reapply. Reviews of applications contain

g

diagnostic commentary about the nature of the evidence and the way the
evidence is presented in the-application. v

Y s
'

Support and Dissemination

After a project or brogram is validated, the state provides funding
for continued development. The state also provides LEAs with money-for
demonstration activities. Districts which would 1ike to adopt or adapt a
project or program can submit applications for funding to the state. The
-state-does -not prohibit school:-districts-from replicating programs with
.other sources of money.

. The state disseminates information about validated projects ‘and
programs through publication of a catalog, "New York State Education
Programs That Work," and through the NDN regional facilitators in New
York. Projects or programs that are validated must agree to serve as
demonstration projects if the state has determined a widespread need for
adopting_the project. . .

Contact Persodiig /[
Richard L. Egelston . f L o .
Validation Coordinator/Title IV-C ' .
*  Program Manager ¢
« Room 860 EBA o, .

New York State Education Department
Albany, New York 12234

(5]8) 474-2380
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NORTH CAROL INA

~

.{“v

'* IVB validators were trained by ROEP IV. A similar activity to train

Validation Process and Criteria-Used .

_IVD and JQBP procedures and criteria are used.

-

Training Procedures for Validators

! .

-_regional validators was conducted in-state.
[ T

Validation Procedures.: - P

Validation_teams include specialists in evaluation andicontent/
exportability. Depending upon the nature of the program being validated,
teams are composed of in-state and/or out-of-state educators. ' This-mix
tends to enhance the team's credibility. On-site visits of two or three
days are routinely conducted by the -three-person team.

Organizational Arrangements

One SEA staff person is responsible for coordination of validation.
He assists‘othér SEA staff members who are working with programs which
might be validated. While no established number of programs is
considered for validation.each year, there are usually several programs
which request validation. To date, all programs which have been

énominated have been validated. ) -

The Division of Development of the SEA discusses the vajidation

concept with each new development project at the beginming of the funding

year (July). When a project is nominated (usually in its second year), a '

timeline is established by the project and the validation coordinator.
By April 1, all applications to serve as a demonstration site must be
submitted by programs likely ta.be validated. SimiTarly, past-validation

-

procedures are planned on an individual project basis. Plans include the '
provision of technical assistance to projects which are‘not validated if, -

in the judgment of the validators, they might be-validated in the futuré.

Support and Dissemination

Depending on availability of funds, developers of validated programs

are funded as demonstration.sites. Adopter grants are also available for

training, travel, and materialsy The local education agency is also
.éhcouraged‘to proyide funding to ddopt validated projécts.

3
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" co ‘s _a NORTH CAROLINA (continﬁed)

Developer/demonstration projects agree to provide awareness,
training, and technical assistance to potential and.actual adopters. The
eight regional facilitators (SEA staff) disseminate information about .
validated programs. Also, because SEA content specialists are involved
- in this program development, they disseminate validated program
« 1nfbrmat10n to North Carolfna school districts.

Contact Person

Mr. Henry Helms
Director, Division of Development
North Carolina Department of Public
Instruction .
Education Annex I :
-Raleigh, North Carolina 27611

T19) 733-7018 ~ LT




- Training Procedures for Validators .

NORTH- DAKOTA
. .
é v .
Validation Process™and Criteria Used,

North Dakota uses the IVD process and the validation criteria ’
outlined in the Sharing,Educational Success manual.

-
’

balidators participated in regional training sessions. ‘Local .

runéno more than three, the team is supplgmented by state education’

training by trained-validators is also provided.

K ¢ L B ~ .
Validation Procedures. - Co -

— 3 *% R R
Validation teams are composed of three persons: an evalui)n‘
specialist, a content area specialist, and a fiscal/administrative

- specialist. The three team members are all out-of-state educators, since

it is felt that they will be less bﬁased for or against, & given program. -

¥~

—During -the- on-site visit, -which lasts a minimum of two days and may-
agency directors. di
X ‘ }. ?" v .

o
I é\j »

' Organizaxignal Arra_ggments

< ) ‘
One persan at the SEA has responsihd]ity for validation. While nine.

- programs were original]y alidated, and three programs are annually .

validated, there is no fixed schedule for validation. Rather, the
procedure is implementedibased: an demand and on 1n1t1a1 quality review by
the state validation coordinator. . ,
&
Programs which fai] to- be va11dated are provided technical

assistance, again, on a demand basis. . . -

Support aﬁd’btsseminatiop

paREden technical assistance on /
request to the SEA. Adoptions are b n”f ~accordaqgé‘W1th C
objectives.$§a that grant funds f3r¥ jdof Jons”can have impac 1n terms
of state needs. At present validated programs “are not required to seek

state reva]idation. . " \ L,

-
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For the most part, the D/D's primary responsibility is to create \*
awareness and to host visitors to the project. The 3tate disseminates 4
information about validated programs through state publications targeted |
- to teachers and to administrators. In addition, the state works with i |

2

projects to prepare JORP submissions, v

¢

-~ .

. L4 4
. . 2
- -

Contact Person

Dr. David Lee | —~ ' : '

— *  Director, ESEA IV-C " ° \ -
Department of Public Instruction : ’
State Capitol

Bismarck, North Dakot® 58505
(70)) 224-2391 = T




OHIO

Validation Procéss and Criteria Used _
. /}- . - i
Ohio uses a state-developed validation process and publishes a manual
for Project Validation in Ohio to structure the process. Ohio's
validation criteria include: . v

1. Evidence of success by project objectives; Emphasis is on
statistical proof of the treatment model. ,

- 2. Jdtart-up, management and operational costs must begl
specified for producer and potential adopter districts.

3. The project must continue to operate pas the federal
.funding period .

4. Appropriate target audiences must be specified as well as
the need for this project in other districts ,

57 The project must identify key learner activities, ‘

- --materfals,-and processes necessary for an‘adopter to obtain

1 similar results. -

~ . ~

6. Key instructional variables must also be specified.

7. Criticaiﬁproject activities and elements for success must
be: specified. .

—

8. If appropriate, the pros and cons of partial adoption must
be discussed. " :

9. Personnel- needs must be specified

io. Any special problems for potential adopters should be
discussed

11.. A des2ription of the evaluation design is required..
- }é. A destription of ‘the activities and procedures used in
attaining the objectives is required ‘

3L - Developed processes or products must be exportable to other
districts

Training Procedures for Vélidators

4

‘The Ohio Department of Education, Division of Planning and .
a Evaluation, is responsible for the conceptualization. and implementation

3

LT 14&> |




- : OHIO -(continued) -

"of ‘program validation. Division séaff nominate; select, and train a core
group of people regionally dispersed in. the state for the validation .
teams. .New validators are oriented by Division staff and team leaders,
usin? the state's.Manual for Project Validation, via phone and mail. An
on-sit

and validation team members the evening prior to the two-day on-site.

2

Vaiidation Procedures

P

e pre-visitation orientation meeting is held for project developers.

RPN Organizationai ArraAgements g .

“The -state validation procedure consists of two-day site visits,
usually in March, by three person validation teams consisting of an
evaluator to assess evidence for success, a curriculum persoehgg.assess
exportability, and a financial/administrative person to assess economic

* efficiency. Only in-state validators are used for reasons of cost and
quality control regarding the state process. Sites are chosen through
review of a seif-nomination form completed by interested projects.

. —— =

.y Two Division of Pianning and Evaiuation staff manage the state's

- validation process. The number of programs considered for validation has
varjed from § to 15 per year. On the average two to three projects have
been validated per year )

The state schedule for vaiiddtion isiiisted below:

April-December District sé1f-nomination for .the

validation review process made.by the
superintendent of the developer district

Décémber-January ' State scréening of the 25-page
' self-nomination form for completeness
Januhﬁy-February 7 JOrganization of the on-site teahs begins
March i On-site project reviews are conducted
April Awards regarding vaiidated programs are
, " announced.

‘Programs that are fot validated may re-enter the process.

I
* ]

Support and Dissemination -

¥

Since 1974, the Division of Piénning.and Evaluation has conducted an

Adoption Grants Program. Over 400 grants were awarded in the first three i

_ years of thé program. The Division alsofisupports D/D districts in that
. 4 ° s '

-
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t OHIO (continued)

validation grants are awarded to d1§trjéts to cover af} the necessary .
costs of the orjentation/training méeting and the on-site validation
activities of the review team. 'Rina®}y, Division staff support.the

is accepted in the Adoption Grants Program,

district through the preparation. of a Coordinator's Manual if the pgoject‘

The extent of developer participation in the dissemination of the
project is left to thefr self-determination. Division staff frequently
encourage projects to seek JDRP certification.. . ‘ )

s

i

Y
F

L]

. N . -
The state disseminates information about validited projects through
the "Forword” newsletter, at the.annual spring awards conference“and
through the Adoption Grants Program if accepted. The State Advisory
?ou?91} for IV-C considers validated projects.for Adoption Grant
nclusion.: - !

S P
I

Contact Person . | oo P

George Harris ’
‘Educat jonal Consultant -

Division of Planning and Evaluation . . -
Ohio Department of. Education- : ' )
Room 802 - : _

Ohio Departments Building

" 65 South Front-Street 5 ” L

Columbus, Ohio 43215 : ; ) et C .
(614) 466-4838 : R N
co _—
. b
"’Q ‘ h ’
40 -
- 1590

’ . S

. '}("




OKLAHOMA

Validation Process and Criteria Used

Oklahoma uses the IVD process, and the validation criteria outlined in
the Sharing Educational Success manual.

Training Procedures for Validators

the IVD process. They are certified IVD on-site validators.

- *

. ) *\\B To date, validation team members have received tratning 1n seminars

- validation Procedures - .

’

. . <
Oklahoma uses in-state teams composed of two to three people,

- including both evaluation specialists and content specialists. The use
of in=state validators reduces expenses for the state, and the
"validators are more readily available. As part’of the validation
procedure, the team spends 6ne day visiting.the project-site.

-

Organizational Arrangements

The Title IV-C staff. $s very small. Other departments within Title
IV assist Title 1V-C 'staff in validation activitiés, Two to ten
applications ‘for validation are received each year, and four to five
projects are validated. \ 1 . -

b

- The séhuence of events in the velidatiép process is as follows:

—

Announcements are.made to schools

Interested IV-C projécts should notify State Department of Education

Schools that receive favorable response wil] submit one page on
accompl ishments -

Identified sucesSful projects are notified

Validation team is appointed

Site visit date is determined

Final submission of application

Validation téam reads the report.

Validation team makes the "on-site visit"

Validation team makes their report to State Depdrtment of Education.

School is notified of -approval or disapproval,

4 . «
> .




OKLAHOMA fcontinued)

_Title IV-C_projects whicﬁ are not validated but which show potential

can request technical assistance from the State Department of Education.

< . ) - ¢ -

Support and Dissemination . - /

The- state supports the activities of developers of validated programs
and projects through the awarding oficompetitive Tit1e IV-C grants.
School districts which are interested in adopting or adapting a project
can also apply for funds on a competitive basis.

The state prints a directory of all Title IV-C projects operating for
the current year. This directory is mailed to every school district in
Ok Tahoma. Special articles op state developer/demonstrators.are included

in the "Pklahgma Educator," a“regular publication of the State Department
of Education that goes to "all school districts in Oklahoma. ~ \

3

-

Developer/demonstrators are required to respond to requests for

infonnation from other schools and to receive visitors from schools e« -~

interested in adopting the. project. If a school officially adopts the
project, then the developer/demonstrator is available to give technical
assistance to the adopting school. .

Contact Person’

. 2500 North Lincoln Boulevard

* A1 Underwoed

Administrator;-Title IV-C

Ok Tahoma- State Department
of. Education

Oliver Hodge Memorial Education
Building ’

Ok Tahoma City, Oklahoma 73105
(405) 521-3694




OREGON

h ¢

b

. Vaiidation Process and Criteria Used

'r

Oregon makes use of a state-deveioped vaiidation process in which -~ .

projects under consideration are given ratings in six areas and a final,
overall rdting. Materials are reviewed for the evidence they give that
the program is complete, transportable, and self-sustaining. The .
utiiization of project materials at ‘the test site(s) recefves a rating,
as does the 1ikelihood that a "typical district" could successfully adopt
the program. The process requires that the project be successfully used
by an adequate numberiof teachers, and a rating is also assigned based on
<vidence that the “typical teacher® can use or has used the -program .
.syccessfully. Likewise an adequate number of students'must have

experienced success with the program and because of the program. .

‘ ) ( .
N\
Training Procedure for Vaiidators

The Oregon validation process has.no special training procedure. The
process is, however, characterized by -a long-term association between .
project staffs and the validation team, whose activities follow from the
state's validation guidelines and rating form.

L

Vaiidation Procedures = - - .'t

Y

One Title IV-C project officer, three State Advisory Council members,

—y and an Oregon Department of Education (ODE) subject matter specialist ~

&

. generally comprise. the. monitoring team for the project under

~consideration..” Monitoring visits generally take place twice a year
throughout the development phase of the project. Recommendations for
validation are determined by the cumulative findings made, during these
visitations over a period of several years.  The final decision is made
by the full Councii based on a review of the monitoring team report.

Organizational Arrangements"

The ODE Titie IV-C unit has a staff of two people. Tvo or three

- projects are considered and validated each year.

The final year of development is the project's field test year. when‘

projects are notified of their funding, they are encouraged to collect by
early spring the project data to be reviewed by the validation team.

" This timing makes validated projects available for adoption the following

year. The project may also receive a dissemination grant.

143
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<:é§EGON (continued)

' %

Tit1é IV-C provides between $25,000 and $100,000 for dYssemination
purposes to -validated projects.: The grants are issued on a competitive
basis and are for one year.' Substitute pay, travel a¥lowances, and some
materials and staff training costs are provided. Technical assistance is
readily available from Title IV=C staff and other validation team members.

Support -and Dissemination

Dissemination of information about validated projects occurs in
several ways. Some projects have grants to disseminate information about
their projects.. Dissemination activities include appearances and e
presentations at conferences, educational fairs, school board meetings, -
and other appropriate meetings in response to .invitations. Validated .
-projects also provide technical assistance to A/As, respond to requests
for materials and information, conduct training, monitor adoption
procedures and assist A/As in their program evaluation.

The ODE supports the dissemination effort by pub]ishing descriptive

- information by means of cata]ogs listing programs available for districts
to adopt; through newsletters developed by ODE programs; in articles
published in the ODE newspaper, EDU-GRAM, which is published six to seven
times: a year; and -through the 1nformation services of fered by the ODE

" Resource Center.

LY

Cbﬁtact Person

Chuck Nelson, Program Specialist
ESEA Title IV-C

Oregon Department of Education
700 Pringle Parkway, S.E.

Salem, Oregon 97310.
8 .

(503) 378-6799 -. . '




r PENNSYLVANIA A

Validation Process and Criteria Used
A variation of the JDRP panel procedure is used in Pennsylvania.
Districts applying to validate a project must submit a ten-page
validation application paper describing the project's need, objectives;
program activities, evaluation outcomes, materials, and exportability to
a 30 member panel, the Pennsylvania Diffusion Panel, which is convened
annually. A mix of IVD and JDRP criteria is used 1n evaluating

. submissions for validation.. ‘Panel members rate each program, using a

four-pagé criteria checklist, on its evidence of program need,
effectiveness, c?pability to diffuse, adoptability, and cost to diffuse.

Training Procedures for Validators

New members of the Pennsylvania Diffusion Panel receive a one to two
hour orientation  from the Panel foordinator regarding the state's
validation rating procedure and criteria.- ,

-,

Validation Procedures , Qo

As was noted above, the 30.member Pe Diffusion Panel is
convened annually to review submissions for validation. Members of the
Panel are selected to represent a cross-section of specia]ties--
evaluation, content areas, research, and administration. Only ins€jate
people are used and of these roughly two-thirds are Pennsylvania
Department of Education staff. The state does not ordinarily use site
visits in the validation procedure and chose the Panel process for cost
and convenience reasons. Each of the project papers submitted for

;yidation is read by approximately 15 Panel members and must be approved
b two-thirds of the readers to become validated.

Organizational Arrangements ‘ . 3 ' C

4

Pennsylvania has two Title IV-C staff who are primarily involved in
the validation process. :0ne staff member monitors the D/D$ and :
coordinates ‘the Pennsylvanta Diffusion Plan. The other allocates IV-C
monies for the plan. .Approximately 25 programs are considered for
validation each year and of these 12-15 are validated.

4

7 - 145




« A/Asg of ;state validated projects--approximately $6,000 for the initial

. &
5 MO .

PENNSYLVANIA (continued)

~

Since 1976 a total of 84 programs have 'been va]idated. The state's
schedu]e for va]idation is as follows:
August 1 ,\\) ' Announcement of requests for va]idation
, » and panel meeting date
éﬁh - October 1 - Deadline for submissions of applications
¢ for -validation -
* " October 15 Pennsylvania Diffusion Panel convened to
review applications
February .15 Orientation for directors of validated
projects regarding D/D
responsibilities/procedures .
March/April . Open house week by D/D projects to ‘
! ) facilitate awareness
Progr hat are not va]idated are asked to make recommended changes and

resubmit>the following year. The Director of the Panel suggests
technical. assistance sources on a request basis. ‘

? " .
Support and Dissemination’ . e
< . .
. The state does not provide direct support for devweloper/demonstrators
D/Ds). ~Jhe state, however, does provide grants to the adopter/adapters

year. These monies can be used to contract for support (travel,
workshops,, and.materials) for D/Ds. Developers (D/Ds) must agree to
participate -in the diffusion of their projects,:if validated. D/Ds must
conduct awareness or training workshops, pre program materials and
generally cooperate with A/Ass The PDE/RISE Catalog of IV-C Projects,
brochures, newsletters, and education assocfation joarnals are used to
disseminate information on the state validatéd projects. . . ‘ -

T -
Waldo G. Weaver, Coordinator
Pennsylvania Diffusion Network -
. Pennsylvania Department of Education
Box 911, 333 Market Street
. Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 18108

(717)- 787-7372 -

Contact Person ' : ' <;

) , 146 156 ) e




@ 4~ RHODE ISLAND ’ Do z ]

¥

Validation Process and Criteria Used

. Rhode Island uses- the IVD process and the validation criteria
“#.outlined in the Sharing Educational Saccess manual.

Training Procedures for Validators

Validators attend national- training workshops conducted by the .
. Department of Education. . . A

»
Validation Procedures .

- 7
Members of the validation téams used by Rhode Island are specialists -

in one or more of the following areas: evaluation, finance,

dissemination, and content.. Under the old IVD system, out-of-state

validators were used to review projects. Because of financial

considerations and the pew flexibility of the IVD process, ‘in-state

validators are ‘now used. Site visits are.part of the validation

procedure.-” They last 2 and 1/2 days and are conducted by three or.four .

‘l' peaple. ) .

P - °

- Organizational Arrangements

Two professional staff members in the State Department of Education
* are responsible for coordinating yalidation activities. In addition, all
Title IV staff contribute some portion of their time a¢ needed. Two to °
- three programs or practices are submitted for consideration each year.
- Of these, on the average, one or two are validated. 2 s

An announcement goes out to school -districts in January of, each
year, Letters of intent to apply must be received by February 28, and
the fulT application must be submitted.in March. Site visits are

* conducted in April, May, and June, and awards are made by June 30. In
past years, projects which were not validated coutd dpply for an
evaluation grant to assist them.in establishing proof of
effectiveness/success. Such grants are no longer available. However,
projects can request technical asSistance from the State Department of
Education. Technical Assistance is also available for. proJects’which
intend to prepare.a submission for JORP approval. ;

LY
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! - - .- RHODE ISLAND (continued) .

'

[ T——

Support and Disseminatign

y

¥

_ w , : ‘
The state supports thé activities of developers of validated projects
and programs by paying the cost of demonstrating and disseminating the .
= project. S$chool districts which want to adopt a project can apply for a
grant from the state. ’ o - _ L -

Rhode Island disseminates information about its validated projects
and programs tRrough RECON, the New England Regional Communication
Network. Developers of validated projects are responsible for .
disseminating information- about their project, providing inservice
programs for adopters of the project, and helping adopters develop
applications for adoption grants. ‘

Contact Person b
Dr¥ John Custer .
Consuitant, Title IV Coe
_State Department of Education : .
234 Promenade Street: . '
»._ Providence, Rhode Island 02908

(401) 277-26)7 . : . SN

-




.’ - i SOUTH CAROLINA . -

Validation Process and Criteria Used

. The IVD process is used for validating programs and procedures where

« developers plan to apply for JDRP approval. For other programs, the
criteria and procedures of IVD are used except that the composition .of
the validator team is different.

Training Procedures for Validators

Validators are trained by South’ Carolina Department of Education
staff (certified validatar trainers).

»

4%\ —_—

Validation Procedures ] L / ) .

The validation team is composed of two evaluation specialists and one

. content specialist. If necessary, because of the program's scope, the

- team can be expanded. The team chairper3on”is from out-of-state but, for

. economic reasons, other team members are from within the state. - The team
visits the program site for one or two days. .

' Orgamizational Arrangements - o ‘ ’

~ ¢ One professional at the SEA is responsible far validation. She s
assisted by other SEA staff .in the program.offices as necessary. The
number of programs considered for validation has been two per year,
although it is anticipated that their number will double in 1981. On an
average, one program per year is-validated.

No fixed schedule for validation exists. As the need arises,
programs are scheduled for team visits. A program which is not validated
is examined for potential validation. If such potential exists,
technical assistance is provided by the SEA evaluation consultant or SEA
program consultants. .

-

Support and Dissemination . N -

ESEA IV-C funding is used for support of both D/Ds and projects which
are interested in adopting or adapting (A/A). D/Ds are respopsible for
statewide dissemination and training A/A staff. Dissemination is built
into. IV C project proposals. R oS "
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Contact Person .
/

Mr. hoseph,C: Pate

SOQTH'GARQLINA (continued)

<

Chief Supervisor, Title I¥~-C ;ection
O0ffice of Federal Programs .
South Carolina State Department of Education

1429 Senate Street
Columbia, South Carolina. -

(803) 758-2911

3
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® _ © e -=SOUTH DAKOTA . < :

“‘ ) T - —a” ' \/
- Va]idation Process and Criteria Used

v South Bakota"dses the IVD process and the va]idation criteria
CL outlined in the Sharing Educational-Success manual.

.
i ' "
, / L4 .-
.

Training Procedures for Validators / : . o ) -

-

The validation team leader was trained at a U.S. Department -of
— . Education training conference and has subsequently trained other in-state

T people. , ' , . -

Validation Procedures

N ‘ i . - - .
The teams are composed of evaluation and curriculum specialists from =~ . ¥
unijversities. Out-of-state team meer;s were used in the past, but for
economic reasons and for professional growth, two team members will be
- . in-state Fhis year. . " e

T -+ Applicants are prestreened. Three people are on the site v1s1t
. team., The visit lasts between 1 and 1/2 and 2 days. ’ .

. . Organizational Arrangements'

-~ ‘ One person at the SEA is résponsible for validation. Each year, one \
or two programs apply for validation, and the applicants have been :
. successfu] v .
" In October, meetings are held with potential projects. In December, ’ 7
. .—— , the projects are nominated for validation. The on-site visits occur/in
~ - April, and in-May decisions to validate are made.

k4 \

Suppart and Dissemination‘ ) a

= The state funds projects which havefpéen.validated for continuation - e
and for dissemination. Ouring this perfod, validated projects are ' -
encouraged to prepare for JORP submission.

- Adoptions are supported with Title IV-C funds. Additiona]ly,'the
*  state provides grant writing workshops to encourage wider adgption of ‘
va]idated programs. . i

S
. 1 \ , \/‘\

4 — ‘ ) '
3 < : .
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kR SOUTH DAKOTA (continued) o 3

- The .state also helps disseminate information through puyications to
qdministrators and to teachers. ‘ .

. o K ! . }
' » Contact Person <

+ s - o ° .

Gene Dickson : . . oL ‘

Director, Title dV-C and State Facilitator : '

Department of Elementary and- s "
Secondary Education . : : ’

Kneip Building L4 i . -

Pierre, South Dakota 57501 - ' ’

(605) 773-3395




‘. - \ TENNESSEE ~ ‘ . L

z Validation Process and Criteria Used : - ~.

A state-developed variation of the IVD precess is used for,. = ‘ ,
vaiidatioa: The major criteria for’ program vaiidation include:

Effectiveness
Clarity of objectives . ’ '
AvaiTability of data ” _ - .
-— Exportability’ o
——-=  Training packages
‘ Materials lists as packages '

. Training Procedures for Validators )
’ \\da 9 { . hd
Validators are trained during a one-day training s‘minar. “

s
-

Validation Procedures - ’ aﬁlda-””’/i o
Generally, the vaiidati n team is composed of OmMe content specialist,-

. one evaluation specialist,™and. one exportability specialist. ese

) ‘ people are all in-state educators because there is no money budgeted to
support out-of-state validators :and because of specific requirements in

the state validation process.

o Whe team of three or fouf people makes an on-site visit of two days ’ .
as part of the review procedure. °

A
Onganizatio 1 Arrangemeats " :

"Four SE(‘E%agz are din:ctlx,responsibie for coordination of the state

validation procedure, although fifty SEA staff persons may be avaiiabie

\\\\ " as.part of the review team.
) ) e

Eich year three to five programs are considered for validation, of
which two to four annually are validated. ,

t Although a fixed schedfle has not been establishéd, the foHowing B
series of steps are undertaken within the validation process: .

—~

-

1. Preliminary conference {
. Letter' ¢o LEA-inviting- application for validation '
"3." Response from LEA . ’
. 4, First submission from LEA . ‘ (r;
* .5. Revisions, as réquired o =
. ‘ - 6. dentification of review+team
AR . « ,
o AP X ‘ |
\ .
A . 183 B
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. TENNESSEE (continued) C oo

7. On-§ite visit ¥

8. Recommendation by Title IV-C Advisory Council, based
on team recommendation
9. Notification by Commissioner of Education

. 10. 'SEA.publication of awareness materials

. .
Programs which submit but are not validated are invited to seek
technical assistance from Developmental Programs office staff.,

‘o ' ’ ‘ *
f\,.

Support and Dissemination - s

Programs which are validated may appiy for demonstration funding for
two years.. This funding comes from ESEA Title IV-C. In any event,
successful developers must continue the program for a minimum of two
ysaEs. Similarly, LEA adopters can be supported by funds of ESEA Title
I’o ©

A -

The SEA disseminates information about validated programs through
awareness conferences, brochures, and maiiings to school. units.

Contact Person - - L ' : .

Barbara Oakley Adkisson -7 ) Coe
Developmental Programs '
Tennessee Department of Education-

116 Cordell Hull Building

Nashville, Tennessee 37219 = ' e

(615) 741-1896 N

2%
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TEXAS s

Validation Process and Criteria Used<\

4

A'state-developed process is‘used for’validation. Iﬁ-order to Be ,'
eligible for validation ‘a programn must.

1. Have=been in operation two or more years
. .Continue in operation for “two additional years
" Be observabTe in operation

Have been designed to meet a documented ‘need

s
g AW N -
. ® . L]

Provide formal written objectives, the evaluation design,
. and documentation showing evidence of success in meeting the
o ' needs. for which it was designed :

6. Be replicable in a $imilar school district or ‘regional
‘ education service eenter

v 7. Be in\compliancecwith applicable reguiations if financed

partially or totally by categorical state or federal funds v

8. Be. open to a verification visit by an indiyidual or team
) designated by the state vdlidation steering committee .

;' Additional criteria for effectiveness are developed to be’ appropriate .

to the particuiar program being examined.

Training,Procedures for'Validators '

L

. Specific training for all team members has -not een possible because .

-of financial constraints. ,However, in 1979-80, a half-day training.
session for-about 20 people was conducted Training focused on purposés
of validation, criteria, procedures, and_instrumentaton. .

-

Validafion Procedures’
/ »
A validatien team of two to five people, representing content
evaluation, and administrative specialists visits the site for at least

* one day.

- -

o

156

S ey




+ TEXAS (continued)

Organizational Arrangements

\

[ 4

_;ﬁ Two professionals at the SEA are actively involved in the validation
effort. Each year, about 100 programs are considered for va]idation, of
wh%ch about half are ultimately validated. The sequence of events is as
follows: 7

May 1-31 . Announcement to school
2 superintendents, regional
. . educational service centers, other
' special mailing lists, SEA
specialists

L

* June 1-5c;ober 31 Nominated program directors
. , . complete detailed self-report form

November 1-30 SEA specialists and task forces

: : s (including outwof-agency people)

-review self-reports, from program

- directors and recommend visiting
o .or not :

December 1-May 1 Visit programs

mid-May Statewide steering committee meets
to review reports of programs~
visited and to make selections

September 1 . Annual directory published -
Those prdgrams which are not validated are provided technical
assistance on an informal basis. - Moves are currently being made to
" strengthen this procedure.

‘ Support and Dissemination

Those prbgrams which are va]idated and which become demonstration (/’{/’\—\
sites undertake nine obligations: ‘

1. Serve a term of approximately two yeare, ceésing when.the
. normal _program schedule ends during the symmer following the
_second year oﬁ)the term

2. Raceive reasonable nunbers of visitors by appeintment at
designated times appropriate to program and staff )
scheduling, studf 7needs, etc.

- 1

'\. i ‘
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'. - ! TEXAS (continued) .

3. Provide a place for orientation of visitorsr"
4, ’Hold brief visitor orientation’ and debriefing sessions

5. Appoint a staff mefber to be responsible for orienting and
guiding visitons ..

*

6. "Provide visitors with a brief printed program description
and schedule ~ ™ _

7. Have visitors sign register provided by the Texas Education
! Agency and send comp]eted register sheets to TEA :

. 8. If invited sénd a- répresenﬁative to present the program at"
. a regional or state awareneSs conference

. 9. Provide ‘written information which would be useful to another
N .agency considering adoption or adaption..

The.state disseminates information through quarterly newsletters to.
Tocal superintendents, a _program directory, -through resource centers, in
‘regional service center newsletters, and by presentation at state
’ conferences. C“ .

< Finally, programs are revalidated for two years fo]lowing
documentation of successfud evaluation results.

Y . 3 \ N, : /
(Contact Person ° '

kar:] Wigh'tman

\ Director t
\Division of Disseminaton
Texas' Education Agency . '
201 E. 11th Street . . ° : e . -
Austin Texas 79/701 . . .

' (512) 475-5601" ' o L
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- to districts wishing to adopt the program; and (3) it must be N

‘. Training Procedures for.Validators“‘

-~

UTAH

-

Validation Process and Criteria USed

. The Utah State Board of Education has.adopted a procedire which
allows for three levels of endorsembat of educational projects or
programs: (1) full endorsement; (2) provisional endorsement or (3)
endorsement as.a model program.

In order to be fully endorsed, a program must-meet three conditions:
(1) it must be shown to be effective in producing ‘change in the target . .
population; (2) it must be reasonable in cost and have estimates of costs

&

exportable. JDRP approved programs are, automatica]ly fully endersed
Provisional-endorsement means that (1) the program is 1ikely to be
fully endorsed only if- some additional, specified.product development
and/or evaluation is carried Sut; (2) 1t is believed that.dissemination
of the'program would benefit learners; and (3) the desired product
development and/or evaluation processes cquld be carried out in. the

developing. and/or "adopting districts in three years or less? Model
programs must meet at least three conditions: - (1) the practice can be of

. valué to other school districts; (2) at least one LEA must agree to ‘serve’

as a demonstration site; and (3) the responsibilities of' that LEA;nust be
agreed to 1n writing. L PR

For any of these 1eve1s, an SEA professiona] staff member must. -
nominate the program. If a project or, program is recgmmended for full or
provisional endorsement, then the SEA advocate and a Fepresentative from
the 0ffice of Research and Planning assist the LEA completing the
application for validation. An external evaluationfteam evaluates ‘the
application and recommends action on endorsement. l e decjision -to o
endorse or reject -the program is made’by the Offich) of -Instructional -
Services Administrator's Coordinating Committee. ‘e ‘

»

Currently, validators are certified by sation’al train ng programs.

VaTidation Procedures - ‘o

The state uses both in-state and out-of-state validation teams in
order to have -several options available tp project developers and state
administrators. Validation teams for business practices consist of. three
specialists covering the following three areas of concern:
effectiveness, cost statement antl efficiency, and exportability. TN
Validation teams for other practices have expertise in effectiveness,
cost, and exportability. On-site visits are usual]y two_ days in 1ength

‘and are usually conducted by three team members.

. . 158.
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- UTAH (continued)

* Ordanizational ‘Arrangements

No State Department of Education personne1 are specifically assigned
to coordinate validation activities. Approximately three programs or
practices.are given full endorsement each year. Title IV-C developmental
projects ‘are encouraged to prepare for validation in their second year so
that problems cam be remedied by the third yedr. In-the case of business
practices, some projects that are not validated are given assistance in
Sreparation for validation. The "provisional" endorsement is a mechanism
used to assist local education agencies with the validation process. No
specific schedule for validation is set by the state.

Support and Dissemination ’ '

Endorsed programs receive technical assistance from the state to plan
for demonstration and dissemination. For business practices, the
preparation’ of .validation appiications is facilitated by an educational
research firm through a contract with the state. Adoption and adaptation
activities are supported by Title IV-C grants. p

, Business practices are disseminated by the state at the state and.
national ASBO.conferences. Other validated practices are disseminated :
through meetings of project directors of experimental programs.
Dissemination also takes.place through distribution of Educational

Programs That Work and through funding of adoption projects by Title

n January of each ykar, a listing and description of all endorsed
programs is published. Developers of validated projects, with the help
of }1t1e IV-C grants, jare responsible for active dissemination of their
project. . .

Contact Person

-

" br. Richard Keene

Specialist in Research Design and Statistics

Evaluation and Planning . >

Utah State Office of Education

250 E. Pifth South Street = ' T -
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 ~ ' :

- (801) 533-5888 _ : \
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VERMONT ‘

o ' , .
.

: » . .
Validation Process and Criteria Used . .

The 1980-1981 school year is the pilot year for Vermont's ‘state
validation model. In the pilot year, the process is considered less
rigorous than either the JDRP or IVD validation models. However, -the
Vermont model does incorporate several effectiveness and exportability
criteria common to the JDRP and IVD models. One unique feature of
Vermont's process is the stipulation that all projects seeking validation
must have been adopted and funded by the local school district for at
least one year after ‘federal funds ceased.

Tra1n1n§ Procedures for Vaiidators

Formal training procedures have not yet been established. However,’
state staff and outside consultants skilled in both evaluation and
dissemination are involved at each step of the validation process.

Validation Procedures

Several steps are employed in Vermont's validation process. l
Initially all Title I and.Title III/IV projects are screened by state
staff according .to a checklist to determine whether or not projects are
suited for validatfon. At this stage five criteria are employed:
funding Jevel, local continuation, availability of impact data,
availabitity of exportabi]ity 1nfbrmation, and perceived statewide need.

Projects meeting initial criteria are scheduled for pre-validation
) site visits by state evaluation and dissemination consultants. Also, *
state staff contact superintendents and project directors to confirm
their willingness to become a state validated project. During
pre-validation visits, state staff utilize two checklists covering a
number of effectiveness and exportability-criteria. .

At the conc]usion of the visit, validators meet with 1oca1 officials
and eijther recommend a validation visit by an outside consultant- or help
the project devetop a plan of action to strengthen their chances for
future validation. . .

Projects ‘confirmed by a pre-validation visit then are visited by an
outside consultant who verifies the findings rendered by state staff
during the pre-validation visit. The reports of outside consultants. are
examined by state evaluation and dissemination staff, State Advisory
Council members, and the Director of the Division of Federal Assistance.
This team renders a decision whether or not to validate projects within
one week of the validation visit made by the outside consultant.




VERMONT (continued) -

. Organizational Arrangements RO i : ' 5:) 3

Title I and IV staff-are involved in the initial pre-screening
. process.. Pre-validation visits are conductd by state dissemination and -
evaluation consultants. The proportion of state staff time involved in
the validatjon process is determined by the numbé&p of eligible projects
each year. To date, no prejects have been valida ed, but four projects,
recommended by initial screening have received pre-validation vistts from
state staff and are beirg scheduled for validat?on visits by outside
consultants.

s Ay
) - —

Projects recommended for further development in the pre-validation
visit must apply for additional. support from Title IV by May 1st of each

year. Once the additioral deveTopment suggested by the pre-va]idation
visit team is completed, projects are granted state validation. -

Support and Dissemination

- an approximate average of $5,000. Districts adopting state vaTidated

All validated projects must be those deve]oped under Title I and
ITI/IV funding. Once validated projects are maintained on local funding
sources, Title IV funds are not directly available to validated
projects. However, Title IV adopter/adapter (A/A) monies are used to
defray the developer's costs in training adopters and installing the

‘project in the adopter site. \

Vermont A/A grants are usually within the range of $3,000-$8,000 with

projects must apply in a competitive grants process for support. The. .
duration of ‘A{A-grants is one year. .

. State-validated projects must agree to participate actively in the

oissemination of the project. Validated projects .make' commitments to

train all adopters and otherwise assist in the 1nsta11ation of the ,
project at the adopter site. ‘ ) !

State information about validated programs is disseminated via ' ~
catalogues,’ direct contact with districts, brochures, awareness
conferences and a computer search file system.

TTre—

The Department also has a promising practices file Enown«aseMERB

‘ (Vermont Educational°Resource Base) in which Department of Education “““Q\eis;

staff and practitioners in the field are encouraged to submit Vermont
originated or Vermont developed products, publications, practices, v

. methods, consultants, etc., for entry in theJVERB data -base. The

accepted entrjes are put on master microfiche and made avaiTable without

> *+n
.
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: . . VERMONT (continued)

~ paper copy. The VERB entry abstracts are periodically 1ssued in indexes
and widely circulated through the State..
- _ (e

-

|
1
l
|
charge to elementary and secondary teachers on duplicate microfiche or ! 1

_ Contact Person”

 Ronald Rubin - ' /
" Coordinator, Title.lV-C
. ate Department.of Education
- Mohtpelier, Vermont 05602

(802) ‘828-3124

) . '
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o ' " VIRGINIA T

Validation Process and Criteria Used

Virginia uses the IVD process and the validation criteria outlined in
"the Sharing Educational Success manual. T

= I 2

Training Procedures for Validators - © A :

2
»

To date, all validators have ‘been trained by the U. S. Department of
Education. < . . '

— . )

_ Validation: Procedures’

| . T ' - .
v ~ The validation team is composed of thrée people: - a chairperson, an

effect iveness/success specialist, and an exportability specialist. §9

Before 198t all validators were from out-of-state, which increased

validity and reliability of findings as well as precluding built-in

prejudices. Beginning in 1981, teams have been composed of in-state and

out-of-state validators. A two-day site visit is included as part of the .

validation process. '

' .
. . o . o/
N e -
. . L4
.

Organizational Arrangements , ' -

1
i
|
|
]
|
- Three people at the SéA are respopsible for validation. ™ A1l Title
IV-C projects in their last funding year are given an opportunity to
apply for validation. .The SEA staff reviews and analyzes the readiness
for validation of the projects. Those judged redady are then reviewed by i
the validation team. On the average, two or three projects each year are i
validated. * . ) - -
Title IV-C staff provide technical assistance to projects desiring’ 1
re-submission for validation. Similarly, technical assistance is
provided during the initial application period. 1

While the schedule for-vaTidation is not fixed, a typical -schedule S
includes these steps: ] . T

Letters forwdrded/to all terminating projects ih early

February.
" Desire of local'division to be considered for - y

validation submitted to“state by March 1. =~

MRS
.
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VIRGINIA (continued)

-

Conferences held with each submitter starting the end
of March. Title IV-C staff members and appropriate
content personnel of the Department participate in
these conferences. -

A

Those selected to proceed, i.e., those who have been
identified as meeting the requirements, will submit
their validation proposals during April.

‘LTeams identified during April and on-site visits held
in May and/or the early fall.

Teams, durihg exit interviews on site, announce
success or failure dnd submit their written report to
the state.Title IV-C representative at that time.

Following review of the rep6rt and the téz
recommendations,the State. Repartment officially.-
notifies the superintendent\concerned and forwards a:
grant awarg for the first ye?r of operation. / :

A1l state validated project§fare codféined in the
‘Profiles and are éncouraged, if data are acceptable,
to proceed for JDRP approval,

" ’ \/
Support and Dissemination -

Projécts which are state validated are provided up to $25,000 for two
years to support disseminatiori-diffusion activities. .The school district
maintains the demonstration site out of local funds. Adopter programs to
install one-year-pilot.projects are eligible for maximum funding of
$10,000 to be used for training and materials. -However, personnel
salaries, and capital equfpment cannot be purchased from this mo

e

D/Ds are eligible for grants to develop materials and
adopters. ~ B :

The SEA also disseminates 1hformat16n~about validﬁted prograqms
through the Profiles Handbook and through staff recommendations
_potential adopters. . ‘

s ‘ i




VIRGINIA (continued)

Contact Person

COL Francis T. Phillips, Jr.

Coordinator of Special Programs

L

and Grants
Virginia Department of Education
Box 6Q ,
Title IV-C Office
Richmond, Virginia 23216

(804) 786-3178/7215

-
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@ _ A ~ " WASHINGTON

. Validation Process and Criteria Used \

Washington uses a state-developed validation process which is very. -
compatible with the JDRP process, except that the state requires on-site .
project review. Major triteria used by validation teams include: L §
evidence of a real need for the program/project; review of project
objectives to -insure that they f::%;w directly from the stated needs -and

are measureable; review of the evaluation design to insure that it will
‘produce evidence of project success or failure; indications that the
project will be relevant and of interest to other districts and that they
would be able to ‘afford it; and review of the project to insure that it
addresses an important problem in a meaningful way.

h\\\\\ Training Procedure for Validation
Washington currently has 15 trained and certified validators.
Certification requires two days of training plus involvement in on-site
evaluation experience. Training conducted by teams of three people
who assisted staff of the Office of the Superintendent of Public
. Instruction (SPI) in the development \of the state validation manual and
. who have been involved in’the developgent of Sharing Educational
- : Success*\ Once validators have been centified, recertification is planned
for every. thyee years. Additional validators are chosen from a list of
people invited to send resumes for review. Twenty-three of the 64
ge:sgns ?ubm?tt1ng-resumes have been selected and are called "Members of
ri-Partite.” :

1

" Validation Procedures

In putting togeth®r validation teams, major emphasis is placed o
evaluation traiping and experience. The team leade¥ must have highl
developed skil®g in.evaluation and measurement, and other team members ;
must have a solfid backgr¢und and experience in curriculum development and
administration/budgeting. On-site visits are conducted by three-person-
teams and are of one day's duration. .

l

Organizational Arrangements

The Director of Grants Management at ’SPI assumes thé responsibility
of coordinating the state's validation process. Washington has had such
a process for one year, during which ten projects were considered for :
validation and six were validated. Applicatjons may be submitted at any .,
time during the year. They are reviewed at SPI for completemess and .

'I’ s
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} WASHINGTON (continued)

accuracy, after which a decision is made as to whether to have an on-site
team review the project. If the application is approved, the team
conducts its review and prepares a recommendation. If the application is
not approved, it is returned to':the submitting district with suggestions
r improvement. Technical assistance is provided subsequent to )
bmission of a preliminary application for validation. .

3

Support and Dissemination ' - N . .

SPI provides fourth and fifth year funds for replication from its
Title IV-C budget, generally in the range of $10,000-$25,000 per year.
In FY 81 approximately $500,000 in Title IV-C funds -were provided for
adoption purposes, an@approximateiy $1.2 million is provided annually
from the state legislature for adoption. Career education and Title VI-B
Handicapped also provide support for adoption.

Information about validated programs and projects is disseminstéqjaf

the Washington State Facilitator, byx-Project KNOW-NET.(the NIE State

Capacity Dissemination Program) through Your Public Schools (the SPI
publication with a circulation of 35,000), ana by brocnhures, newsletters,

and program and SPI staff.

Developers of validated projects are responsible for securing a
minimum of one adoption per year, and pfreferably more thdh one. - Training
and follow-up are provided to adopting districts. Project- staff make
presentations at education fatrs, are available to provide project
information, and disseminate project materials.

3

Q
[4

%

Contact Person

, &

Jean Wieman '
Director, Programs and Learning-Resources/Dissemination
O0ffice of the S¥ate—Superintendent of Public Instruction
7510 Armstrong Street, S.W. FG11

R}

Tumwater, Washington 98504 ’ .
(206) 753-6717 - < ' o \
:. ' N /\ ’ .
/ g
. - " “o
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WEST VIRGINIA-
\

VaTidation Process and Criteria Used \ . ] \\‘f

* A state developed process for validation of’educational programs and
practices is used. The review team looks for evidence of educational LT

effectiveness and’ exportability. : X 3
¥ ‘ . .

TFaining Procedures for Validators . - ‘ L

v

An orientation (one hour) is conducted for team members in advance of
the stte visit. - _ - Y

»

'Validation Procedures N . .
The,validation team is composed of five,people: a member of ESEA IvV-C
- [Advisory Council, an SEA content specialist, a higher education -
specialist, a local education agency content specialist, and an SEA’
°evaluation?§peci . This combination was chosen because of.
cost-effectiveness nd becauseef requirements of the state vand ion
plan. The members of the team visit on site for thnee to five holgs.

LY
L)

s \ ! A
Organizational Arrangements oL . ;x

Three staff persons from the SEA Title IV-C office are responsible
for the coordinatiom of validation activities. They are assisted by.
other. SEA staff as required by.the state procedures manual. “On the
aversggj\ten programs annually are considered for validation, of which
two are validated ) ) y .

ProJects in the hird fiscal. year are eligible for validation team
review,- Deadline f%$~%aplicatioqp is February 15. A review of the
application s made by-March 15. " On-site visits occur between May 1 and
. June 15, with applications for D/D grants due from successful validated
proJects by July 1: .

7

%

Support and Dissemfhation

During the first year as a validated project (fourth program year)
the project is eligible for 75 percent of its third-year budget, not to
exceed $25,000. In’the second year as a validated project, 50 percent of
the fourth-year budget--to a maximum of $12,500--is available. Adaptors
are able to compete for IV-C funds for amounts up to $5,000 for up to 18
months. A portion of the D/D awar¥.is designated specifically for :
dissemination activities. . ‘
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“programs through awareness conferences. and a variety of print media.
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_WEST VIRGINFA™ (continied) - .

s
- -

.

. -

" In addition, the SEA disséminaﬁes information about' validated

\ “

~:Contact Person . . - ‘ .

Dr. Alpha E. Wilson i N
IV=C Coordinator . . -
West Virginja state Departmeﬁi e . . :

of Education . i - : .
Butlding 6 +Room B-261 d
Capitol Comp]ex : '
Charlgitdn, West Virginia 25305 °

(304) 388-2699 - L ‘ .
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WISCONSIN

Va]idation Process and Criteria Used = . -

Hisconsin uses the IVD process and the va]idation criteria out11ned
in the Sharing Educational Success manual.

Training Procedures for Validators

.Va13dation team members in Wisconsin received a one-day workshop *
based on SES materials and Atlanta Region materials for the U.S. Office
of Education. )

’

'Validation Procedures

~ - Wisconsin uses three-person validation teams to ‘conduct one or two
day site visits of projects. The state uses only in-state validators
primarily for cost considerations. . The teams consist of a content
specialist, a person with evaluation expertise, and a person with a
generalbcurricuﬁum background. All team members rate all aspects of ,a
project (i.e., effectiveness/success, exportability, etc.).

ry

Organizational Arraﬁgements

-~ .

. . e

One full-time and one part-time person are responsible for
‘Wisconsin's validation program. Approximately five programs are
considered for va]idatibn each year and, on the average, three are

va‘l‘ldated'fe - _
'-.  The state's schedule for validation is 11sted below:
&
Third year ; ., lLetter of 1ntent prior to app]1cation w

»

Summer after third . App]ication
. year B ’ -

§eptember-0ctober . .. Review of the prbject 1mmed1ate .
notification from on-site validators

L4

a4
January )  Applications for di%semination grants
' - cons1dbred .

State staff provide genera] consu]ting assistance with project data -
~ analysis, interpretation, and report1ng. Data organizati®n seems to be -
the most common pv~ob1em.e .
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- S WISCONSIN (continued) = - -

- - 1y

Support. and Dissemination . » .

Va11dated projects are e1ig1b1e for one ‘EE?\D/D grants up to .
515 000, and are eligible for renewal upon application. Support of
adopter/adapter (A/Ag activities ¥s aumajor priority. About half qf the
state monies §{V -C) are used to support A/As who can qualify for grants
ranging -from $3,000 to $25,000 The average A/A grant runs about $18, 000

L -to $20 000 - -

e

- Deve1opers of validated.projects must agree to continue the projects
“and provide general 1nformation to A/As. - . .

L)

The state disseminates 1nfofhat1on about va11dated prOJects through

T1t1e IV-C newsletters, regional meetings, and brochures.

Contact Person .
T e

Bi11 Bowman/Nancy Scott
_Coordinator, Title IV-C P
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction .

J25 8. Webster Street .
Madison, ‘Wisconsin 53702 .
(608) 266-5357 o T
re % X N .
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" A

_ validation process. All three team members spend three days on7site.

" program which i§ not recommended for.validation is informed of reasons

WYOMING ; ,
7 ’

Validation Process andwCriterTa Used L \

O
o

Wyoming uses the VD process and ‘the validation criteria outlined in
the ShariqgﬁEducationa] Success manua]

~
-

TrainingA?rocedures for Validators \ . . '7~m' LS B

Validators are trained at ROEP workshops and/or state tra1n1ng
workshops. .

(% i
¢ ® - -

' ‘ ) \N . ’ « %
Validation Procedure ) .
The validation team is typica11y composed of three peop1e ‘ )
research specialist, a content area specialist and an adm1n1strat1dh

specialist. Of the three, two are usually in- staté, with the team ﬁeader
being brought in from another state. g//

Applicants are prescreened. . The site visit is. a major. part f the .

-, “ ]
! 4 -

- &

Organizational Arrangements ' ~ . SRR TET

\

One person in the SEA is primar11y respbnsib]e for va]idﬁtion, - .. &
although any trained consu]tant atfthe SEA can work”on validation. ‘ T
3 H N

Since this is the first year in wh%ch IVD has been used, it 1s , i
difficult to report numbers of programs considered for va1idation. To. P AN
date, three programs have been validated: S .

" There is no fixed schedule for validation. Usually a request 1s "
forwarded to the State Superintendent from a local spperintendent. The’ . "
validation process then ig set in motion. After the site visit, a ‘ .

why validation is withheld. No formal mechanism, however, exists for 2 Y
"helping programs which have not been validated S ’

-~

Support and Dissemination. - ' L ¢

The state support of.D/Ds 1s 1nd1v1dualized’for each project’ Level . .
of funding and source of funding vary. The D0/D is responsible for - 5
developing awareness materia]s and making wor shop presentations.

‘s




’ T o \— WYOMING. (ce,nti‘nued)_‘

I).. M . . . . @ ‘.

The staté supports A/As via materials and workshops. The state does not
currently fund adopters but is looking for ways to ‘support A/As through
funding. ‘DiSsemination by the state is Randled through a state

+* 7 ‘dissemination network, newsletters, and workshops. ’ a
' Contact Peréon ‘ L ' )
¢ , o
M. Jack Prince ’ ‘ ' .
-, Coordjnator ‘of Educational Innovation and Media Services
State Department of Education .
" ~~  Hathaway Building- - o o I
- Cheyenne, Wyoming _82001 SR ' . - -
(307) 777-6252 | y g
/ S
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. - (501/371-1245)

. Room 607, State Office Building
Montganery, Alabama 36130
(205/832 3138)

Alasg

'gEula Ruby, Director
Division of Education Program Support
Alaska State Department of Education
State Office Building, Pouch F
Juneau, Alaska 99811, L
(907/465-2830) ° _ 1{

Arizona

Dr. Bever]y Wheeler
Director of Information Dissemination
Arizona State Department of Education
1535 West Jefferson .

Phoenix, Arizona 85007 . , j
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John Osborne " Nevada © ’
Coordinator, Exp mmental Demonstratwn
) Center Programs v A1 Ramirez )
Box 30008 T -Nevada State Department of Education
* Lansing, Michigan 48909 ‘ Capitol Complex
. \ (517/373-1806) ‘ : -~ Carson City, Nevada 89710
\. i . NS (702/885-5700)”'" )
‘ Minmeseota “1 . . U T .
; : T ; New Hampsh1re ' )
Len Nachman . l : :
Evaluation Supervisor James V Carr b
Minnesota Departhent of Education 1 Coordinator, ESEA Title IV
Capitol Square Buﬂding New Hampshire State Department of
550 -Cedar Street = - - Education —
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 i 64-North Main Street -
-(612/296-5032) . Concord, New-Hampshire 03301
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, IV-C Coordinator
" West.-Virginia State Depa#tment of
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The Joint Dissemination ﬁeview Panel ) _ &
"Almost 250 pr'dgrams have been vah'dated s‘;'nce‘1972 by the Joint Dissernination '
' Review Panel (JDRPforﬂgma]]y the Dissemination Rev1ew Panel. In 1975 the
- United States Ofﬁce of Educat1on whlch or1g1na1]y developed the process,
en]arged the’ pane] by the»add1t1on \pf representatwes from the National
Inst1tute of Education and made-it the Jo1nt D1ssem1nat1on Review Panel. :
From 1975 to 1980 the panel "was composed of 22 members eleven from USOE and
11 from NIE Members of the. pane] were chosen for their exper1ence in educa-

tion and for-their abﬂ1ty to anaIyze eva]uatwe gvidence on the effectiveness

- of. edUcat1ona1 products anda pract1<§ .

Y
'RP rev1ew was or1g1r1a11y conf1ned to programs deve]oped w1th “federal funds
The pane now rev1ews a broad range of, progvams’ which come from a]] states and
/ wv.;-

wh1ch h e been deveLOped with funds from a var1ety of sources Only propr1eta
.‘Projécts and prod&ts aré npt e1191b1e for review. . K ’ s T

) 'The Jo1nt D1ssem1nat1on Review Pan{e] Ideabook the maJor pub11cat1on of the ¢

pane] estabhs’nesl and“exp}aﬂiﬂs in detaﬂ, criteria /For eva1uat1ng programs, e
giv1 ng sapp] s of conv1nc1ng and non-convmcmg data from validation ’ : 3
apphca s. The Ideabook also lists typ1ca1 eva]uat1on hazards wh1ch , Y
J vahdatwon teams should be alert for. i ’ \ A . ‘
-, .. - s L R . s

Six quest1o)rs must be addressed by a va11dat1on team as it exammes~an educa- .

tional pract1ce a]though the Ideabook makes - 1t c]ear that ev1dence of -
effectweness 1s the' so]e oriterion for approva] by the JDRP"] ° . '& .
- l’ \ .e ’ 5:’ f‘ . R R ) " Q,; - . » ) .
’ . - * . e - '
~ Tallmadge, G. Kasten,” The Joint D1ssem1nat1on Review Pane] Ideabook. ' - R
- Washington, D.C.: "U.S. Of‘ﬁce ‘of Education an(Nat1ona1 Inst1tu1:e -
-0 of Education, 1977 ‘ . .
fa & é - % e
‘. H ()’ - K v
l 96 . ° x! /:
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Did a change occur? Was.the change a positive one that was in some
. way related to the obJectives?

Was the effect consistent enough and observed often enough to be
statistically significant? - :

Was the effect educationally significant?. . . In Jjudging the
educational significance of an intervention's impact, two factors -
.must be considered: thé(size of the effect and the importance of the
area in which it happeneg. Th\ne_ought to be a reasonable balance
between the two factors.| The chance that a small gain would Be
considered educationally significant is higher in a broad or . .
educationally important drea tham in a narrow or less important area.

“Can the interventioﬁ be. implemented in another location with a’
reasonabl€ expectation of comparable impact?
L 3

Is the project setting unique?

Is the project effect solely due to the unique characteristics
of the staff?

What evidence is there to suggest that the intervention would
work with different participants, in a different setting, and
with a djfferent staff?

What components are essential? Can these be disseminated?

How likely,is it that the observed effects resulted from the
intervention?

Can’ plgusible alternative expladhations be denerated?
Can theé alternative explanations be rejected?

e . ' t\_
Is‘the presented evidbnce believable and interpretable?
)
Are there any apparent inconsistencies in the data presented?
- Are enough data presented to satisfy the skeptical evaluator?
Are the jnferences drawn from the data consistent with the
- evidence? -

Has evidence been presented that common errors have been
avoided? 2

*

e

Project staff who decide to submit their project for review by JORP follow a.

specific format.for submitting materials (see page3). They can submit no

.) - _more than 10 pages of explanation and documentation. The difficulty of§

seiecting the most appropriaté:information and of demonstrating avoidance of ;

typical evaluation pitfalls leads most project directors to hire outside

. evaluators ¥ 3
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_ M : . . . Footnote 3
. : FORMAT FOR SUBNITTING MATERIALS SN

. o . TO THE JOINT DISSEMINATION REVIEW PANEL

.
]

PROGRAM AREA: (e.g., Title II1, reading, career edication, envirommental sducation, education for the
Mndicapped) 5

1. INTERVENTION TITLE, LOCATION: . . .
.smtg.\‘m title of the intarvention and the location for which evidence of effectiveness is betng

.
'

1y . - ff ‘. -
11. “OEVELOPED BY: bl

Indicate who daveloped the intirvention originally, even if thii happened at a different sits than the
one for which evidencs of effectiveness is betng presentsd.” : .

-

IIl. SOURCE AND LEVEL OF FUNOING: <

List all funding sources for the intarvention at the location for which c;ndm of effectiveness is
‘ presented and, for each sourca, 1ist the mount of funds (ske Figurs 1 for an example).

£

IV. YEARS OF INTERVENTION DEVELOPMENT:
Indicate the year or years during which the intarvention was eriginally developed or tested. "

Y. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF INTERVENT I0M: o

Sriefly describe the intervention for which claims of effactivensss ire being mads. The descripticn
should cover at least the following poines: | '

it is the intervention? . . *
‘ WMt are 123 objectives?
¥hat claims of effectiveness are made?

' What is the tontaxt in which it ? ‘
. ¥ ¥ho are the intended usars and beneficiaries? s .
- L ¥hat are the characteriszics of the groups on which the intsrvention was developed and testad?
’ { Whit are the salient features of the intsrvention? ’ N
What are the costs of idaption and mintanancs of the intarvention?

. .

V1. EVIDENCE OF EFFECTIVENESS: . .

Describe the evidence of effectivaness for the intarvention. This section should daal with esch of o
the following pofats, although-not necessarily in the same order:

Lﬁm%ﬁ%?_nﬁf Evidence that the quantitative sessures are reifadle and valid
indicators of the effects claimed. . . : ‘

114 evidence: Who collected and analyzed the data, what assurancas are thers that
. rindings are objective? < . .
, 1] 1 : What is the evidence that m-'taim happened? What are the effects. claimed ‘
) . or the intarvention? e v
X $ fapility of : Nhag 13 the evidence that the effects happened
X4 with syrTicient reiiabiiity to oe 1ikely to happen sgainmunder similar ciromstances?

Evidence that the a 1y meaningful: What i3 the evidence that the effacts are
' t;:r » enough, Or 1MpOrtant enougn ta beseducitionally mesningful, regardiess of
¢ r statistical signtficance? .

i 1 entfon: Can ‘altarnative explanations >
SUCh &8 practice oCt3, meturation, seiection of superior ma,mgmp:. ete., be ruled out?
vi ‘qeneralizadili populations for which the on or fee i3 in : .
t procuct.or practice nas been tasted wide under $ ently

v y enoug 3
diverse circumstances to give assurancs that the effects claimed msy be similar when the
% product or practica is used elsawhers for the popujations intended.

! 194 -
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‘ ,The'_review protess actuaH.ylbegins with the belief of a projec¢t officer that
. the project;is worthy of national dissemination. Al submissions are reviéwed
in-depth by the originating federal program otfice. They are examined for
factual accuracy, social fairness, and possthle harm to users, as well as for

evidénce of effectiveness. ‘he final re‘;ew is conducted by a seven-member

sub-panel of the JORP convened by phe Executive Secretary. A vote is taken on

a favorable decision. JORP has been known to ask for resubmission whére

A 3

ayai]ahie to project staff and the general public.
" a Projects that are approved:by dDRP become eligible for,*but are not“
guaranteed dissemination funds distributed by the Department ‘of Education to
g ’ selected projects. These projects become part of the Nationa] Diffusion '
Networh.(NDN), a nationwide system established'to assist schools,
postsecondary institutions, and others in improving’their edycation programs
) through the_adoption of *exemptary education projects approvézcby JORP; "such
“projects are known as Developer/Demonstrator (D/D) projects. hifh these
’funds, and with the'assistance of State Faci]itators (SFs)--offices located
‘with each state and funded’b;.the Department of Education to he1p local
’schools and others learn about and adopt 0/D0 projects--the staff of validated

projects can assist in the adoption or adaptatign of their programs or

practices at other sites. D/D projects are described in the NDN catalog,

-Educationa] Pr_grams that Work, which s distributed nationa]]y.

» - - L4

* 0 \ -
the submission immediately after the review--a simple majority is required for

evidence is 1ess than adequate. for a decision. The minutes of 211 reviews are

N
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oo Identification,'V&lidation, Dissemination (IV#)

" . The IVD process was -initiated jointly by‘ the National Advisory Council for |

Supplementary Cen:ers and Services, State ESEA Title I11 Coordinators and ESEA

Title III personnel in the‘U.S. Office of.Education, and the National
Association of State Advisory Council Chairmen, with input and assistaoce_from
the State Departments of Education. Although IVD was initially designed for
the validation of Title III (now Title IV) programs, the developers hoped that
\the process would be used for validating other programs as well. In fact,
’ most stetes that use the IVD process use Title IV fund< to validate programs

funded under that Title. *
° -

[

#
:

. . - v ’
. The IVD process represented for its developers a quality control effort which

would serve a dual function:
. First, it would provide a systematic mechanism by which the .
educational value and effectiveness of emerging programs, practices,
-and products could be reviewed and assessed as to their success; .
“i e., the purposes and outcomes of developmental projects would be .
“* "proven to work.* Second, the validation process would enable the'” -
™~ creation of a bank of proven educational practices. Once programs
.and products have been validated as effective and exportable, they -
could be entered into this bank of. successful programs. ‘- The
w“validation program, therefore, addressed the need to identify and. to.,
. ify programs and practices that could facilitate constructive
cational changes in our nation's public and non-profit private
«schoois, and provided guidance not only in establishing the
educational worth of a project at its original site but aiso in its
successful replication in other school systems.5 . .

-
'

N\

<:"\fl’he IVD process is guided ;%/"\hndbook called- Sharing_Educationai Success , Ar
Edupé)

Handbook for Validation of] tional Practices. The origioal_hondbook made

ﬁvery explicit the procedu' to be used by the state, by thevVaJidétion téam,‘

and by project staff. It offered“three very general criteria, but -the forms

i

by

A}
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'(2)'there was a need for state autonomy in the validation process-3autonomy

in the handbook made very expiicit thé requirements for meeting these

criteria. Projects were given no guidance in Sharing Educational Success

regarding evaluation hazards or kinds of data.that represent proof of

achievement gains. | _ \
. N

In 1979, a revised edition of Sharing Educational Success was completed hy the - \

U.S. Office of EducMion in cooperation with the Association of State Advisory
Councils and the State Départments of Education. Three major considerations
ied to the need*for a revised edition: (1) the states felt the-need to
develop a'cadre of individuals at the ‘state ‘level who ‘would be well trained

. R . , .
and who would ensure quality control of the validation standards natiBnaiiy;

which would afllowcthe states to modify, within federai guide}ines, processes
\»
and procedures for project validation, and (3) there was a need to reduce the

H

cost of the IVD process for both the 'states and the federai government 6 -

In the ID process, each state validates projects that it believes are
‘exemplary, based on the foTiowing criteria
1. Effectiveness/Success. Project objectives identified for validation

are supﬁorted by convincing evidence showing §tatistically and

" educationally significant outcomes.

The documented effectiveness or success of a program or practice

is of paramount importance for validation. A program or

practice can be "proven to work" in numerous ways including:
5 . (1) by demonstrating-with convincing evidence that the program
will bring about desired change or improvement over' the existing
practices,- (2) by demonstrating a moré efficient gr cost-
effective program or practice through improved management,
resource utilization, etc., or (3) by demonstrating with :
convincing evidence that a desired objective may be accomplished ’
without detriment to the existing program.7 :




~
-

-

2.- Exporﬁabiiity' Information is provided to demonstrate. proqect or
pract}te is capable of being diffused to other school districts and
can be adopted or adapted by other school districts with similar

"needs and environments.

-
!/ [3 =

For the project as a whole (or for each'appiitabie component )

~

-

- ' information required includes evidence of educational _

significance, a description of the minimum level of adoption or
- | . replication which would produce similar results, and information
| about the target population; staffing and training requirements;
. materials, equipme ‘én: and faciiities, replication costs; and
specia‘l .problems.

Sharing Educational Success describes six steps to be taken in the validation

process. These steps can be modified by individuai states to meet their own

needs and time~ and money-saving options are suggested.
1. LEA completes and submits application for validation to the state
" . agency or office responsibie for coordinating vaiidation activities
at the state level. . ,

2. Preliminary review by the state agency for 'validation foiiowed by:
. a. approval for validation ‘team review; or
¢ b. return to the LEA for revision according to suggestions,
. Vs or
¢c. disapproval for further vaiidation.

3. Selection of the validation team:

. a.: the team leader to be selected from out-of-state from the

> list of USOE-trained team leaders within the region,
b. two team members selected from within the state from the
| list of State-trained members. :

4., Review of appiication by individuai team members. (This may be done
. as individuals in isolation from the other team members or the team
may be convened to"review an individual application or serve as a
_panel to review a group -of applications):
a. -the team leader makes recommendations to the state agency
, responsible for validation that the identified revisions
y are to be"completed before the on-site team visit-is
- . conducted.
' ) b. the team leader informs the state agency responsible for
validation that the on-site visit be conducted "according to
.the existing appiication.

&
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Conduct of the on-site visit.
. al] team members on-site. . Some states have designated an individual
" tea member to conduct the on-site visit as a cost savings measure.
The individual conducting the ori-site visit serves the role of
collecting and c]arify1ng any incomplete or ‘missing information
identified by the review of the app]ication by the whole team.

5.

The primary decision of the va11dation team is either approva] or
'disapproval under the IVD standards. - v »

If approved the team might also make the following recommendations
1. Submission-to _JDRP
. 2. State Dissemination
. 3. A special component or product be recognized as worthy of
distr1but1on.

’

An abbreviated .form of the application requirements ' IVD validation is on

010

pages 9 and 10, The requirements set forth in the origioal edition df

Sharing Edicational Success, again in abbreviatéd form, can be “found in the

e .

% -

b N
-—a

( . :
The IVD process requires no_commitment from the federal government. beyond

3

assistance in training validation teams.
%
validated, the developers of Sharing Educational Success recommend that the

After a program or practice is

e

state take one or more steps: * )

Successful completdon of the federal-state IVD process would be tied
"to a “pay-of f* to the project and to the state. -Such rewards may
include, but not be limited to, entry 1nte—acstdte-0perated
diffusion network, access to funds for project diffusion, -
preliminary screenjng for national JDRP validation, or to otherwise

- serve as a vehicle for educat fonal 1mprovement within the state.l]

The Department of Education may furnish technical assistance, for state-1e9e1

diffusion, but only if a state-validated project fis also approved by JORP.’

"The most frequent procedure is to-send

“<

-,
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‘ Ivo S$S106 REQUIREMENTS
. . ( ated Forw) - '
L J ’- : N H

Part [, Information and Overview

A. Applicane Information (including expenditures) ' N

8. ! ar_Overview ' )

A teo-page sussiary descriding Iuy elements: target group, needs addressed, what you did {process), results,

" significanca 9f results, and cost and exportability factars.

Part 11, g!ﬁcﬁmgqu'g ' v
>
A. BPyrpose and Objectives’

1. Identify the major purpose of the program or practice’ ..
2. List the anticipated chinges or objectives of the

-

£ 4

or practice.

3. ldantify how much change in processBr behavior was expected fqr edch objective if this wes not

ticipated objectives as well as any obj.c‘tim ‘that were deleted-during the

included in the statement of objectives.
4. Oescribe how the major cbjectives are interrslated and if they are of equal importancs.
$. ldentify new or unan
., project.
8. Program Activities . .

1. Describe the procsss{es) including eaéh Iuy element, such as:

4. What the learner did diffarently . .
S . 5. What the taacher did d¢i fferently fo-
. C. Use of traditional or non-traditional mstarials
d. Special msnagesent plan(s)
¢. Quration and intensity of process (i.e., datly schedule)
f. Involvement. of parents and/or community .

C. Bv 4 4

1. Oescribe 'briefly the evaluation design utilized in the project.
referencad, traditional experimental-contro!
}

2. Establish that the eveluation instruments or da

(Time saries,. baseline, norm

gn, discrspancy model, cass study, ets.)
thering tachnidues utilized were valid, reliable

= and sensitive....The following format -3 suggested for each {nstrument:

4. Test or data gathering devics \
b. Yalidity

C. Reliabflity °

d. Nerwf group (1f normeraferenced tasts)
¢. Criteria lavels (if criterion-referencad tasts)
f. Other relevant characteristics \

3. Show that evidencs wis systamtically gathered and recorded.
0. Regults snd Anplygis :

" -

~

<

1. Ragort the results of the procass intervention. Relats these results %o specified objectives, both

procass and product.

Indicats whather results met or varted from expectations.

The-following format would dbe helpful in responding for each objective:

2. Expectad change or anticipated outcome .

b. Actual chamge

C. Stgmifs of resultie-qither statistical or otherwise.
rationsie fow evaluation of signfficance.

For overal! praject. results:

8. fstimate of o&aﬁml or me‘tiu‘l‘signiﬂam of findings
B. Srief {ntarppetation of results .

2. Show that the results were systamtically and competently mlrn&.

or-results. Utilize charts, graphs, statistical swmaries where appropriate
If other than 3tatistical provide

3. Regort nanticipatad outcomes of sajor importance and significanca.

b4

g‘n




ALRIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

—

S ———

IYD SUBKISSION REQUIREMENTS
(Abbreviated Form)
Continued N

»
~

Part [I1. Exportability % ’

The domta(;ucass of & program is an essential part in making that pr:ogm available for diffusion. ’

The actual procass of diffusion may require 3 different, but related, set of p activities and .

mterials. This saction will {dentify and document the program's capability to diffuse & succassful program.
’ LY -

1. ,Educations) Signt ’ .

- Importance % the educational commnity, sagnitude of the prodlem, bemefits of a replicatica in
ancther wmj.siu. ate, ’ 3 '

Ta la ) : : 3

Descride the appropriats learmer population for replication of the program and any unique .
charscteristics about the original sits that nyaﬂmt the succass of a replication.. :

$tatfing and Tryining Requirements e ‘ -
Descride srdal sufffng any training that {s mp«' in order to replicate the program. Is such .
staff usually availadle to a school district; can the training be segmented? !

n » '
b
Describe all required m mtaridls, equipment, and facilities necessary to replicate the
" program. Provide copies during on-gita visit, ‘

§, Mot r Renld , .

* Describe what would constituta a mintmm level of replication of your program that wouid produce
components be .

similsr resuits to those you have documentsd ag succassful. Can individual
replicated? ¢ R

6. fpligtion Costy ' -

“ . Oatafl all coses, 1uelu'¢1ng costs of training, matarials, and start-up.

7o 3pecial Problems
" Descrite spectal problems that are Tikely’ts de encountered in the replication and “operation of your
_ Program.. How can they be overcome or avoided? ° g
I3 A s 1 ’ s O

S
»

J

’
-

-

B —




o Sharing Business Success (SBS).

’

Business practices which successfully g0 through the procedure outlined in A

Handbook for Identification, Validation, and Dissemination of SChool Business

Practices receive Validation approval from both the’State. Education Agency and
the Association of School Business Officials. The Process is similar to the

Identification, Validation, Dissemination (IVD) process, in operation but is

~

similar to the JORP process in its rigor. ' . ‘

-
‘5 -

R

Applicants for validation are required to submit a preliminary application
4

which is reviewed by a)screening committee. Applicants supply the following "

P ¢

information: (1) a statement of major' outcomes in objective form, (2) a.
description in sequence of the changes, interventions, or activities whch

‘ caused’ the accomplishments or outcomes, (3) a description of how the outcores.

¢

were evaluated and evidence that achievements'wére'significant, the result of
“ - the new practice, and persistent over time; (4) a description of materials ,

and/or ‘equipment used by the practice; (5) a statement of- all costs; (6)ia

.

description of savings in time and/or money; (7) a description and humber of
pensonnel directly affected or involved in the practice, and (8) a statement
about other relevant information or special conditions bearing on the success

- of ‘the practice.lzl-

-

r

¥ . ¢
~

These local education agencies which'are invited to make full application must
supply esténsive information about the practice--its effectiveness, : —
- . efficiency:_cost and exportability--and must undergo at least a one, and a
half day site visit. ,The criteria for success are those used by the Joint

. Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP) ' _ »
v - oo ‘ -
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+ of materialy ind/or equipment, costs, savi
z/p‘uliuﬁm and mtartals and 3 deseription of unanticipated

13

1. fffectiveness Criterion

. " Only major ohjectives shauld be presen
outcome of, the practice which will be
nd aticipatad outcoms. - v o

Suoply the Yollowing information for sach abjective:

1. Objectives sheuld be stated in measurstie
1t was t5 be accomlished, how the dccomplistments have
the accomplisiments have occurred, and

*

for va

2

3. Oesgride in deratl the activities ussd to achieve
the perted of mtign. special mtarials, staffy;
2 ’

-¥at was done?
4. . Mh the M!ut‘lﬁ' Qﬂ’l. ’c.o'

. o
Includes statement of accomplishments as ebjectives or outcomes,
$ in time and money,
of effectiveness, efficiency, and exportabiiity. " Also includes 3

Ption of ‘activities, description
ption of personnel, ind evidence
| brief description of locally designed
outcomes and spineoffs. R

~

« i
tad ldation. A major objective'represants a cnthal
refleétad in the amount of effort, staff tize, funds expended,

3

terms discribing who or whit has been affectad, whes -
been sedsured, how one will know that .
“under what Wﬁm-

Mummusp-mtm-ummghmwmn.
N > . . 7

thiy eajective inclading, 1
» facilities, and inservice mjnig. (-

-

N\

where approoriats, -

, v Gperimsatal -concrel. )
5. Osscribe data collection

pre-post -l,shri. bassline data, pogz ssasure en’ly. L
T * .

tinelines (2 tadle format is suggested).

6. 1f evaluation information was cnnoeud':n F
sampling mm Give sample size Ip’mm of

7. Where control units or groues were used, describe how
«Mrmnmummlmwmt.

* . . ) G . - $ .
8. Tdntify ind describe o%dg instrument or measuring davica-utad 1o the evaluation, N

5. Give evidenca that persoms responsidle for dl’tl collection
riting forme, or scales) were qualified-for their
special traiaing or procsdures, 30 indicats.

Describe data verifeation
include the nature of and
wm‘nu data

1.

11, Describe the data amalysts procaduré(s) used 1n/dnu‘,u-ahnt and Mt_lmnﬁtih. Include names

of perioms or agencies responsidie for data amlysis.

procedures specifying’ type \f data ?uem. mthod of data callection, @ -
sampiing of the

they. ware selectad and gﬁo some indfcatfon

tnp‘,\xf any {nstrument ytilized required ~

procedures usad to agsure the accurscy of data.’ The descriptions should
mmmaanmmmummwm«mw

¢
3

ngngiu nrﬁdmu. dqcrihz

'

(M;Nsmtjp\ of tasts, inventories,

.

-~

12.5 Previde sutistical evidance (resuits or findings) that the exectsd or accaptasle Tevel P _

attaimmnt (criterion levels) was achie

1.
Lo of Bl pragice.

14 Provide evidance of aconomic or educations! fapact of the

nd negative qutcomes, Cénsider the impact of the practica on one

aug-:f. {nstruction, personnel, student sarvices,

int educational cijmate of the schoal and

, . IJ .
hmnm‘mmtmmimﬂmm@nmb’mhmlm’m,

— -

fintings: Cita both potitive .
or mere of the following:

- - v v
.. SHARTIG wsn;‘ss SUCCESS
< T Wuiotlv Raquiremen . -
X . (A.unqam Form) . . — - 1,
.. L afofmation - ) ‘1 . ’
. MSct of o pricstcy® S ‘

8. ?:lu d‘l: canclisions which were dritwn from ta-\-u.lél_m #ineings revorted in item numvers
e . . . . )
/ : , .
* ‘ . : ) {
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Iv: grfictency Critarion

tfficiency is that -dumumué of a practica tdentifies
by a comparisom of its products tﬁt

-

r .

with costs, time, and .ﬂof't_.

1t as being examplary when ssasured

1. Nooqs Priority Styndard. Oescribe how the prierity for impiemnting this practics wes mm

2

%

Arvtems
S Amnae

::::‘ })Mme‘uammaru.xbyiq

gptosn tanetls Comarustliey seppaard.  Presset informacion
[ "33 dollar cost.

“otil

:rlct'lu. dltm-

e e o
resuit. o 3 c8. re with®other practices or with conditions befare practice was

1a’t.ll'lﬂ.

1
the ‘a
or

ol

change, but rather
octives.

Previde tion which comsares the gains,
ather wm previcusly usad-dy (1) 3001-

s Comurabtitey standard. _gescrd
per unit cost the practice

. Provide infermtion régarding (1)

n termg
~ . -

Sass Statement Criterion
expenditures (including
tion 13 gfven for sach objectt

A Y

on.
how that

be the per unit cast of the

' practice and compare 1t with the
was implementad and with other similar practicas, 1f known.

o
(real time or staff nours) saved, as a

rd.. This standard requires in assessment of the
question i3 nat whether there
gain comoares t gatns meds by

}

Ve

o -« <
. r - -

ve.

1 AY

g—

e

-~
-

Startwp " Operational
Costs Costs

Personnel > ©
Staf? Developmant

» »

B B

. _Naner Tor 3

~
'

Wéa A e Mdopted 1% part, the evidance should substantiate misy

od

Jresent evidenca that the practics will
of time that will allow examination dy intarestad

-

‘* ' - h

which shows long-tarw outcomes

Provide a description of the need for this practica in other districts.

degres of magnitude
i3 a statistically significant ?atn
other imown practica with simiiar

1t mlialbh. mde by the practics with
sehdol systam, and (2) by other school.

mi-ﬂu activities this practics
ilation, and (3) how any savings were

.

indirect costs) for the start-yp and operation of the

If the

£y

continue in epproximstaly the same
cbservers

%

y

RETI )
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‘ SHARING BUSINESS SucCESS - !

Submission Requiresents
{Abbreviated Form)
Continued

~

| ualificitions of statf ° ;
the practics on staff, organization, and communi ty

of asiantia} equipment and facilities a
:: essantial matarials LT e

15
33

i
2

sasapry
-
2
4
£
8
8

Description of additional factors essential to the success of the practice
. - 4SS1gm 3TATY 3 as5ist potential adoptars. -

ice to & potantial adoptar.

m
S 06 Wo«mnmmuum%«muu«ummm extant of
n

ng reqy + Singlaness of purpass, and adoptasilfty without mjor adjustmants to other
mmﬁ“. _ - ’

1., %!&L‘JL%SM Ofscuss the availasility of metarials and euipment that are essential
practics.

in {mplementing the practice ln'i deseribe so

3

- . m.emmmmmmg [

» oo N e .
'
Lo

. ” . Dascribe the willingness of the school adeinistration to act a3 host snd

W. Identify special prodlems’ (unique ‘ta this kind of practics) Which the ‘adopting
STFICT MIgRT encountsr lugtons,

B

s. W’m ‘{he the activities, materfals, and equipment now avatlable which convey
g o P . ‘




1|!y

N

&

-

5.
6.
7
8.
9

10.

11.

12.

FOOTNOTES

}

Kasten Ta]lmadge, The.Joint Dissemination Review Panel Ideabook
(Nashington D,C.: USOE and’NIE 1977), p. 2.

deabqok, pp. .9ff.

Ideabook, pp. 74-75.

Linda Reed David Holdzkom, and Ed Patr1ck Survey of State Procedures
for the Validation of Educational Programs, developed by the Research

'w1111am Hinze, Sharing Educational' Success:
. of Educational Practices, Revised Edition (Washington, ~D.C.:

and Development Exchange, 1981. See this report for a-discussion of
.state validation act1V1t1es y - '

A Handbook for Valmdatioua
Associax’

tion of State Advisory Counc1ls and State Departments of Education with
ass1stance from the U.S. 0ff1ce of Education [1979}), p. 2. -

¢
<

H1nze, pp. 6 7
Hinze, p. 20.

R

Hinze,
Hinze,

Hinze,

pp. 26-27. - ' R

pp. Q-il.

pp. 19-27.

Hinze, p. 9.

£

Assoc{at1on of School Business Officials (ASBO), Research Corporation,

A Handbook for Identification, Validation, and Dissemination of School
! Business Practices (Chicago, I11inois: ASBO, 1979), pp. 19-20.
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o APPENDIX D: STATE SURVEY
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QUESTIONNAIRE TO IDENTIFY STATE PROCEbURES FOR THE VALIDATION

OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS, PRACTICES, AND PRODUCTS

During the, nast two years, it has become apparent to several of the
Regional Exchanges within the Résearch and Development: Exchange, that
the identification of high quality educational programs and praé¢1ces
is a matter of considerable concern to many of the states in their

‘regions., Three Regional Exchanges have, at the request of their clients,

conducted conferences on validation, and a paper describing various
validation procedures and the issues that have been raised about valida-
tion has been written by staff of the Research and Development Interpre-

- tation Serv1ce a central support service to the RDx.

A

In October 1979 several Regional Exchanges agreed to collaborate in the
deve1opment of a resource base on the identification and validation of
promising nrograms and practices. This will include development of a
central file of resource materials, further refinement of the RDIS paper,
possible development of a list of recommendations to the new-Department”
of Education, and an analysis of state activities.

Our goals are (1) to create a centralized information base to which the ©
Regional Exchanges and their clients- will have ready actess (an annotated

- bibliography of all materials in the. file will be sent to each state -

contact): (2) to facilitate state planning and/or refinement of valida-
tion protedures by creating a pool of information about states' activi-
ties, including management systems, training procedures, criteria used

by validation teams, and nrocedures for disseminating information about
validated programs or programs identified as promising; and (3) to attempt

.to influence the future agenda of -the Department of Education with regard

to the validation of educational programs and practices.

I wou]d 1ike to thank you in advance for taking the time to complete this
estionnaire. Wherever you find it convenient, please feel free to
tach materials which will answer a_question and thus, save you time.

P1ease return this questionnaire to Reg1ona1 Exchange staff.

\ f
‘

Linda Reed.
Director
R& Interpretation Service

Febfpary 10, 1980

Bis : ¥




. QUESTIONNAIRE 'TO IDENTIFY STATE PROCEDURES FOR THE VALIDATION
-OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS,.PRACTICES, AND PRODUCTS

®

P
1o « 7

Your Name:

[ :
Your Title: . ’

Your State: . - ) |

Complete Address: ™\ AN
s
« \
Telephone Number: ( ) .

° ~ o |
1. 'Does your state have a forma] method for validating, or certi-
fy1nq the effectiveness of, educationa] proqrams and pract1ces7

3 we
YES. If your answer is "yes," o]ease go on to g {
question number 11, page 3.

~ No. If ypur\aﬁﬁwer;is "no,"’b]ease answer the LI
, : . following questions, 2-10, as .applicable. )

2. - Has your-state ever had a formal procedure?

L

If so, please identify the procedure used.

I

3. When was the procedure used?

Please explain briefly why the procedure is no longer used,




6.
[ 4

7.

8.
3

9.
.0,
-

-

Does your state have ‘a procedure for identifying promising ‘ ,
nractices, that is, practices that are identified as, '
promising but are not validated? o s

YES (Please answer questions 6-10)

NO

How are promising practices identified? -

(If availabTle, p]ea@e attach materials describing the program,
varticularly the criteria used-for identifying projects as
promising. ) e

Who is eligible to submit a practinl for,&onsiderafion as
a oromising practice? ' .-

¥

—
- i~
. < -

Does the state maintain a central file of promising practiées’
x\‘v"

AL

YES. Please -attach a description of the file and 6%

_ the format used for describing practices, if
. avai]ab]e ' . -
N

t

How is information about the promiging practices disseminated? ' .

T

What are the reSponsibi]ities of the deve]opers of promising
practices? ~ «  a

-

210




1.

12.

¢ A

What procedure is used by your state for validating educa-
tional programs and practices?

The IVD (Identification, Validation, and Dissemina-
tion) Process, outlined in Sharing Educational
Success: A Handbook for Validatipn of Educational
Practices.

\
A variation on the IVD Process.

" A state- devepred process .

The Joint D1s§em1nat1on Review Pane] Process, out-
lined in the Ideabook .

Other (please identify)

<

on

IF YOU USE A VARIATION ON THE IVD ‘PROCESS, A STATE-DEVELOPED
PROCESS, OR A PROCESS YOU HAVE IDENTIFIED IN THE "OTHER"
CATEGORY PLEASE ATTACH A DESCRIPTION OF THE PROCESS.

et
Please list below, or 2éxach S!]iSt of the major criteria used
to determine effectiveness/suc®ess and exportability. .

-

-




, R :
13. Please describe the training procedures used for validation
teams. B . r\

.

4

What is the composition of your validation teams {evaluation
specialists, content specialists, etc.)?

I

p—

Does your state use in-state or gut-of-state validation teams?

. )

Please desé??be briefly the state's rationale for this.preference.

«

Are oﬁlsite visits bart of the validation procedure?

If your anSwer is yes, how long are these visits?

How many people are on the site visit team?

/ -

How does thé state ‘disseminate infbrmatfon‘pﬁaut validated
programs and projects?

a
hY




5.

18. What are the reSpons1b1]1t1es of the deve]opers of va11dated
proqrams and projects in your state?
S

’ .
/
. 19, Does the state in any way support the activities of deve]opers
— of validated programs and projects? Please describe, )

e o

) ) ’ .
20, Does the state 1n any way ‘support adaptation/adopt1on act1v1t1es7
Please descr1be

L

.
S N .
.
. 4 .
i .
. . - '
. v oA
.
N . .
\ . ), :
. ’
v .
. .

. . ~
> . - oum——

21, DSZS the state reQuire “that programs and pract1ces that have
been validated be "re-validated" at any point? If not, has

i

such & policy been cgnsidered? .
’ ’ J‘o N N'/
/ -
{ ' »
¥ f . . v -
. ® 59
213
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" 22. Does the state have_a mechanism for ass1st1ng programs which
are not va11dated-1n meeting the requirements at® sdbe future

time? PTease describe, . Lot
R ‘ 4
¢ = ’V‘A!
t . i ‘“ . ‘ )
) 5. .
* S od N
~t . N ’ ¢
- 4 - .
-t we « '
- % & ’

A4

THE. FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ASK ABOYT THE éTATE's MA&AGEMENT SYSTEM FOR
THE VALIDATION OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND PRACTICES PLEASE ATTACH
SUPPORTENG MATERIALS WHEREVER POSSIBLE. :

z 4 LT

.. . - g ¢
23, How many peop]e are on the staff of the d1v1s10n responsibTe
for the validation of, educational programs and pract1ces7 .

g -
&, ’

»

24, 'How many programs and practices are const ered'fbr validation .

each year? . A .
- Tt
. i? “
B 8 .
25. How many* programs and practices are va]idated on the average
each year? J, e <
y‘ 3.
e, A
@ N /"
R




-, *

. ' 26.. Please outline the state's schedule for yearly validation
- of programs. (Include such items-as the following: announce- 1

ment-goes to°schools ea-... . ; intention-to-submit deadline; |

v - first submission; identification of teams; first reading .

, of submissions; site visit period; etc.) .Also include
' > ‘post-validation activities, such’as notificatjon of approval, : ¥
publigation of cata]og, etc. o .
“U' - 'ﬁ . .
"
/ of )
~ ~ ) A .
[ ; ‘ . L)
. ey




——— ,

L\ Qo , .
. -t 27. Does your state participate in any cooperative activities -

with other states nearby? (For example, exchange of valida-
tion teams, development of collective catalogs, co-sponsored-
tratning sessions)? Please describe, ' . &{

[ 4 ’ o

. N ¢
28.  Please describe below yoyr level of satisfaction with the
current procedures used by your'state. In what ways would

you 1ike to see them changed? ,

N .
-~ [

.~ ' v
. .
'
- . KN Iy °
. *®
- . " .
- - &
” . . »
N
.
'

] o ) .
. - - ' _ . s
ol N * i’
.
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. (

29. . One of our goals is to bring to the attention of the federal” #
government issues and concerns which the states have identi-
fied concerning fedenally sponsored or developed validation
procedures. Please use thg spdce below to describe any
‘concerns you might have, This might include concerns about

* costs, consistency, flexibility, whether.programs should
be validated, scheduling, dissemination; ‘etc.) N
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THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE, >
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‘ The RDx Cgllaborative Effort on the-Validation of Educational P;ograms and

Practices includes four products:

v . . \

- Survey of gﬁqjg Procedures for the Validation of Educational Programs, by
Linda Reed, Ed Patrick, and David Holdzkom. St. Louis;Mfssouri: CEMREL, Inc.,~

for, the R&D Exchange, -1981.

.~

.~ Survey of State Procedﬁres for the-Validation of Educational Programs.
. : Executive SumarE, by Linda Reed, Ed Patrick, and David 'I-_mldzkom.l St. Louis,
ssouri: 1R . ‘

s Inc., for the R&D Exchange, 1981.)

1 '. =~ b
" The Search for Quality Con t‘cﬁ‘{n Dissemination of Educational Prdducts and w
.., Practices: 00k at the Literature and Major Issues, by Linda Reed. e
St. Toujs, Missouri: CEMREL, Inc.. R&D ]

. Loujs, Missouri: , Lnc., Interpretpﬁon Service, 1981..

Validation ‘of Educational’Pragrams, Practices and ucts:"An Annotated
BibTio hy?, prepared by Karen Temmen, éﬁary Ann Isaacs, and Sandra Ruder.
St. Eou:rls, ﬁ ‘

issourdi: CEMREL, Inc., for the R&D Exchéngle,‘198l.
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